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Abstract
The origins of the First Punic war have remained controversial since antiquity. For a war of such magnitude, culpability for starting the conflict, as well as the motivations of each side, have remained debated. Historians disagree as to whether Rome or Carthage actively sought conflict, or whether both sides entered into it reluctantly. Conventional thinking that it began from Rome’s innate aggressiveness, desire for plunder and land have been challenged recently by more strategic motivations, such as whether Rome went to war with Carthage to neutralise a potential rival. Some historians view Carthage as the prime instigator, considering her reliance, both economically and strategically, on the island of Sicily. 
This paper will demonstrate that the origins of the war need to be traced back into the histories of Rome and Carthage. From their foundational histories, brutal warfare and a continuous struggle for survival created a climate of fear, in which threats needed to be dealt with before they grew in strength. What will be shown is that Carthage, having spent centuries fighting in Sicily, would never allow Rome to establish a foothold there, whilst Rome, particularly after Carthage’s behaviour during Pyrrhus’ invasion, would never allow a large Mediterranean power close to the Italian mainland - especially a power with a history of responding to appeals from states on the Italian peninsula. Whilst plunder was expected, for both sides, strategic considerations were the prime consideration. 




Introduction
The First Punic War was one of the most important conflicts of the ancient world, resulting in Rome’s first navy, its first overseas colony and its transition from the dominant state on the Italian peninsula to a Mediterranean power. For Carthage, it would begin the break-up of her commercial empire and the removal of her centuries-old presence in Sicily. However, the origins of the war remain controversial, especially regarding culpability for beginning the conflict, as well as the motivations and expectations, of each power. 
This paper will demonstrate that the wars underlying origins stretched back further than the immediate Mamertine appeal to Rome and Carthage and the subsequent arrival of their armies outside Messana. It will show that the origins of the war came from the experiences of both sides in the centuries leading up to 264 B.C.   
For the Carthaginians, fighting over the maintenance of her commercial empire would not permit her to allow Rome to gain a foothold in Sicily, especially having fought Syracuse for centuries. Ultimately, it would be Syracuse’s sudden collapse, after a defeat to the Romans, that forced Carthage to fight: she would not allow Rome – a power Carthage had become wary of – to replace Syracusan influence on the island. 
For the Romans, they would not countenance a power with easy access to the Straits of Messana. Their history of intense conflict on the Italian peninsula fostered a desire for security and an acceptance of proactive measures to ensure it. Carthaginian attitudes after Pyrrhus’ invasion would have caused anxiety in Rome and increased the belief that Carthaginian power needed to be checked. 
Whilst plunder, land acquisition, and the desire for aristocratic glory were important to both sides and a natural accompaniment to any successful war, this paper will dispel theories that the conflict resulted primarily from Rome’s insatiable desire for booty, its need for land to satisfy debts, or the role Roman aristocrats[footnoteRef:1].   [1:  Oakley (1993), 14 and Raaflaub (1996), 294
] 

What will be demonstrated is that, whilst neither side had prepared for the conflict, neither was prepared to give way to a situation that was perceived as threatening. Neither side could be seen to refuse the offers of protection from smaller states, as refusal would force them to gravitate towards another large power, changing the strategic balance for both. The First Punic War began because Carthage had too much to lose and Rome could not allow Carthaginian ascendency on Sicily.  










Historiography
The ancient sources disagree about the origins of the war. Polybius argues the Romans had to fight, to ensure Carthage did not ‘threaten all parts of Italy’[footnoteRef:2]. In order to ensure the acquiescence of the people, he had the aristocracy couch the prospective war in terms of plunder[footnoteRef:3]. Conversely, Diodorus and Appian state that Rome’s acceptance of the Mamertine appeal was a pretext and that the conquest of Sicily was their actual intent – Diodorus even mocks the Roman’s claim of fides as a reason to help the Mamertines[footnoteRef:4]. Later sources more cynically explain that the appeal was a pretext for both sides: each side was already eyeing up the wealth of the other[footnoteRef:5]. For contemporary historians, disagreement has led to three schools of thought being identified: [2:  Plb. 1.10.6]  [3:  Plb. 1. 11. 2]  [4:  App. Sic. 1.2 and Diod. 23.1.4]  [5:  Diod. 43.-4; Zon 8.8.2 and Florus 1.18.2-4] 

1. Roman Aggressiveness 
Harris argues that the First Punic War came about because Rome saw an opportunity for expansion, especially to increase land and wealth, as well as the Roman elite’s innate military ethos[footnoteRef:6]. He even claims that to say Rome was not primarily concerned with greed is a ‘disastrous’ misunderstanding of Roman imperialism[footnoteRef:7]. Importantly, the Romans deliberately thought about where to expand having gained control of Italy, as the Roman elite needed a continuous state of warfare – an argument supported by Cornell[footnoteRef:8].  [6:  Harris (1979), 18]  [7:  Harris (1979), 104]  [8:  Harris (1979), 184 and Cornell (1990), 383] 

The idea of Roman ‘grand strategy’ is emphasised by Loreto, who states that 264 marked a ‘revolution in grand strategy’[footnoteRef:9]. The phrase ‘grand strategy’ marks an important point in discussions about the First Punic War, as it suggests that Rome thought it terms of long-term strategy, rather than opportunism. Certainly, for Harris, the Romans ‘overriding’ concern was territorial expansion[footnoteRef:10]. Harris’ importance in the context of this dissertation is that he actively refutes the idea of ‘defensive imperialism’[footnoteRef:11], as do Goldstone and Haldon who simply state Rome was a ‘conquest state’[footnoteRef:12] and that opportunism was the key policy in where and when to expand[footnoteRef:13]. [9:  Loreto (2015), 200]  [10:  Harris (1979), 105]  [11:  Harris (1979), 190]  [12:  Goldstone and Haldon (2009), 11]  [13:  Forsythe (2005), 286] 

Oakley and Rankow concur, emphasising Rome’s obsession with plunder[footnoteRef:14]. Furthermore, Oakley argues that Rome would often look for war, even if none were to be had – a key factor in their decision to involve themselves in Sicily[footnoteRef:15]. He and Cornell explicitly state that strategic interests were subordinate to economic ones, with the desire for land and plunder vital for relieving the huge debts the plebeians had accrued[footnoteRef:16].  [14:  Oakley (1993), 14 and Rankow (2006), 151]  [15:  Oakley (1993), 16]  [16:  Oakley (1993), 22 and Cornell (1990), 334] 

This idea of expansion helping to relieve social tensions is put forward by Raaflaub, highlighting that it was structurally necessary for the Roman state[footnoteRef:17]. Expansion provided a means of relieving land shortages, providing plunder for farmers who were spending more time away from their fields and provided an outlet for the aristocracy’s desire for gloria – the key driver for expansion in Raaflaub’s (and Rich’s) view[footnoteRef:18]. Rich emphasises that fear of other states was not a key driver for expansion, but rather the need for the Roman elite to reward patrons and friends[footnoteRef:19]. Where Raaflaub differs from Harris is his emphasis on past trauma, which spawned the militaristic ethos of the Roman aristocracy – the trauma of previous wars for survival and the generational pressures on the frontier by the Veii, Aequi and Volscians, created an aristocracy bred for war and militaristic glory as the highest form of personal and family success[footnoteRef:20]. [17:  Raaflaub (1996), 300]  [18:  Raaflaub (1996), 279 and Rich (1993), 62]  [19:  Rich (1993), 62]  [20:  Raafluab (1996), 290] 

Finally, Bleckmann claims that the war was a result of aristocratic drive, but specifically the actions of consul Appius Claudius[footnoteRef:21]. He goes as far to argue that Carthage was not even a threat to the Romans in 264[footnoteRef:22]. Lancel, whilst advocating that Carthage could not let Rome gain a foothold in Sicily, nevertheless empathises the role of key individuals in the outbreak of the First Punic War[footnoteRef:23]. Principally, the case that a ‘Campanian faction’ of aristocrats sought to protect their commercial interests and war with Carthage would ensure that objective[footnoteRef:24].  [21:  Bleckmann (1996), 170]  [22:  Bleckmann (2011), 170 and Oakley (1993),  33]  [23:  Lancel (1995), 365 and Scullard (2011), 544]  [24:  Lancel (1995), 365] 

1. ‘Defensive Imperialism’: The Romans 
The work of Arthur Eckstein has helped broaden the lens when analysing the origins of the First Punic War and lessened the Romano-centrism of previous studies – Harris suffers from this. For Eckstein, states in the Mediterranean were all highly militarised, all expecting plunder, but importantly all seeking to ensure that they were secure. Rome was acting like all other states in order to survive and project an image of strength. All states wanted to ensure they were stronger than their neighbours and the risks of ‘brinksmanship’ were immense[footnoteRef:25]. By entering Sicily to help the Mamertines, they were contemplating an aggressive act to seek ‘strategic advantage’[footnoteRef:26]. As Scullard states, if the Carthaginians finally took all of Sicily, then Italy would be encircled, with the possibility that they would enter Southern Italy to help the Greek states, like Pyrrhus did[footnoteRef:27]. Tan, Franke and Serrati also emphasise the importance Pyrrhus’ invasion had on changing the Roman’s attitude towards Carthage[footnoteRef:28]. They would have known how expensive and risky war with Carthage would have been, which highlights how seriously they took the threat[footnoteRef:29]. [25:  Eckstein (2006), 19 and Eckstein (2006), 69]  [26:  Eckstein (2006), 166 and Scullard (2006), 560]  [27:  Scullard (2006), 540]  [28:  Tan (2017), 95; Franke (1990), 479 and Serrati (2006), 128]  [29:  Tan (2017), 95] 

Rosenstein concurs, stating that fear was the ‘fundamental force’ that shaped Rome’s dealing with her neighbours[footnoteRef:30]. He argues that Rome had to present an image of strength and respond to threats proactively, not just to deter potential rival powers, but to ensure its projection of strength kept the Italian empire together[footnoteRef:31]. Failure to fight to allow subjugated states the opportunity to slip off the Roman yoke[footnoteRef:32].  [30:  Rosenstein (2007), 232]  [31:  Rosenstein (2007), 237 ]  [32:  Rosenstein (2007), 237 ] 

Leigh agrees, stressing the ‘anxiety’ Rome felt about Carthage taking Messana was genuine – particularly due to the strength of the Carthaginian navy and the lack of Rome’s own[footnoteRef:33]. The Romans may have had limited objectives they must have known and understood that they would be challenging the Carthaginians[footnoteRef:34].  [33:  Leigh (2010), 268 ]  [34:  Leigh (2010), 268] 

Finally, Lazenby suggests that the reason both sides had not come up against each other before 264 was because as they had other opponents. Both were aggressive powers and Lazenby claims that conflict between the two was ‘inevitable’ and ‘only a matter of time’[footnoteRef:35]. He argues that during the Mamertine dispute it was Carthage, and not Syracuse, whom Rome feared the most and that Rome was bound to be suspicious of a rival empire on their border[footnoteRef:36]. Whilst Rome did indeed seek plunder and whilst it’s aristocrats certainly were martially inclined; it was the Roman motive of ‘protecting their interests’ that lead to war[footnoteRef:37]. [35:  Lazenby (1996), 35]  [36:  Lazenby (1996), 38]  [37:  Lazenby (1996), 39] 

1. Defensive Imperialism: The Carthaginians 
The argument that it was the Carthaginians who were not prepared to accept Roman influence and activity on Sicily has been most actively argued by Dexter Hoyos, putting forward the idea that Carthage’s long and violent history on the island of Sicily must be considered when analysing the causes of the war[footnoteRef:38]. Carthage needed Sicily peaceful, to stimulate trade and had been fighting Syracuse, Pyrrhus and others to maintain this[footnoteRef:39]. Rome was another interloper Carthage had to ensure would not disturb the fragile island[footnoteRef:40].  [38:  Hoyos (2010), 176]  [39:  Hoyos (2010), 175]  [40:  Scardigli (2006), 34] 

For Hoyos, it was the Syracusans who have an equally large role to play in the outbreak of the First Punic War[footnoteRef:41], as their spectacular defeat by Rome, as opposed to the centuries of grinding warfare against Carthage, meant the Carthaginians would have to fight to preserve peace on the island[footnoteRef:42]. Others see the relationship between Syracuse and Carthage as the key relationship in the outbreak of the first Punic war. Ameling views the history of Sicily as one of Carthage and Syracuse attempting to find an ‘equilibrium’ over control of the island and with Syracuse’s spectacular collapse Carthage had to react quickly to stop an ambitious new third party gaining a foothold[footnoteRef:43].  [41:  Hoyos (2010), 182]  [42:  Hoyos (2010) 182]  [43:  Ameling (2006), 56] 

For Rainey, Carthage was not the aggressor but would not let her centuries old claims to Sicily and her trading empire be threatened[footnoteRef:44]. What is important to note with Rainey’s argument’s is that for Carthage countering Syracuse was just as important as countering Rome[footnoteRef:45]. Sicily was the economic linchpin to the Carthaginian trading empire (‘invaluable’, as one historian describes it[footnoteRef:46]), with Messana providing control of the sea lanes[footnoteRef:47]. It is not about an intrinsic fear of Rome as an individual power but rather of an attempt by another power – Pyrrhus and Syracuse being two other examples – to threaten the trading empire.  [44:  Rainey (2004), 269]  [45:  Rainey (2004), 260]  [46:  Rainey (2004), 251]  [47:  Rainey (2004), 251] 

This view is reinforced by Pilkington and Scullard, who state that for Carthage it was the maintenance of her trading networks and trade routes that was paramount[footnoteRef:48]. However, for Pilkington, unlike Rainey, Carthage did not actively want a colonial empire on the island, instead preferring a light-handed approach, to make commercial activity easier[footnoteRef:49]. Where Carthage did take land in Sicily, it was usually to create a ‘buffer-zone’ between Greek and Carthaginian interests[footnoteRef:50].  [48:  Pilkington (2013), 314 and Scullard (2006), 487]  [49:  Pilkington (2013), 315 ]  [50:  Pilkington (2013), 314] 

Trade and ensuring free access to trade routes is one of the key drivers for Lancel, who even states that war in Sicily against Rome was probably decided by ‘commercial interests’ in Carthage – an inversion from Bleckmann’s ideas that key Romans individuals were responsible[footnoteRef:51]. Carthage was not prepared to accept any changes to its commercial sphere of influence but losing Sicily would mean it would be harder to keep other pieces of territory like Corsica and Sardinia[footnoteRef:52].  [51:  Lancel (1995), 365]  [52:  Lancel (1995), 362] 














The Rise of Rome
Rome’s wars between 509 B.C. to 282 B.C. were hard-fought and costly, leading Rome to take land, build settlements and annex territory to secure her frontier and maintain her security. Rome needed to respond to pleas from other states, ensuring they were not absorbed by rival powers and creating an unfavourable geo-political landscape. 
Events such as the Gallic Sack of 390, and the fact that Rome consistently fought coalitions of other states, often simultaneously, led Rome to consider engaging in warfare for her own protection. These formative conflicts would ensure Rome would not countenance a rival Carthaginian power ten miles away from mainland Italy, establishing the idea that Rome might have to actively pursue war to avoid Carthage gaining a strategic advantage in the Straits of Messana. 
Roman War-making 
From 500 B.C., warfare was a constant feature of Roman life - as early as 500 B.C. there were co-ordinated attacks on Rome in 431 B.C[footnoteRef:53]. Later, in 390, the Gaul’s swept down and sacked the city, which took years to recover[footnoteRef:54]. Raaflaub even accepts that the “fears of the Gauls” caused panic centuries later[footnoteRef:55]. Another combined Aequi and Volsci army reached the gates of Rome[footnoteRef:56]. Eckstein’s assessment that the Gallic sack constituted a ‘trauma’ for the Romans helps explain their subsequent behaviour and stories, like that of Coriolanus, highlight people’s attitudes to the memories of Volscian raids[footnoteRef:57]. Importantly, the campaigns were in Latium. Rome was fighting wars from a very early stage for survival, against opponents who would exploit any sign of weakness. For much of Rome’s history, the wars were not of her making, often very difficult and little plunder was obtained[footnoteRef:58].  [53:  Cato. Origins. Fr. 58 and Livy. 10.38]  [54:  Diod. 14.117.7 and Strabo. 5.2.3 and Plb. 2.18.4 and Livy. 6.2.4, 6.2.3-4; 7.12.7]  [55:  Raaflaub (1996), 287]  [56:  Livy. 3.66.5]  [57:  Eckstein (2006), 156]  [58:  Livy. 4.21.1; 55.8; 5.12.5; 14.7 and 32.4] 

Wars were often fought inconclusively and over long periods of time. Warfare between Rome and the Etruscans lasted more than 200 years[footnoteRef:59]. Fighting only ended with the Tarquinii and Falerii in 351 B.C. with a forty-year truce and in another conflict, a 100-year truce with the town Caere was signed[footnoteRef:60]. These opponents had combined to fight the Romans. Another example was the thirty-year truce agreed with the Etruscans after the Gallic sack of 390[footnoteRef:61]. The idea that Rome defeated each state sequentially until it achieved Italian dominance does not do justice to the fact that Rome had extreme difficulty during these wars. Not only that, the Romans were decisively defeated. For example, at Arrentium, when L. Caecilius Metelus Denter’s army was destroyed in 284/283 by the Gauls[footnoteRef:62]. Even in later years, the Romans still had difficulty in overcoming their opponents - the Battle of the Caudine Forks in 321 being a prime example[footnoteRef:63]. Finally, even 20 years before the outbreak of the First Punic War the Gauls were still able to administer a crushing defeat on the Romans[footnoteRef:64]. [59:  Eckstein (2006), 125]  [60:  Livy. 7.22.5 and 7.20.8]  [61:  Livy. 9.37]  [62:  App. Sam. 6.1 and Oros. 2.20.1]  [63:  Livy. 9.1-7 and 9.8-11]  [64:  Oros. 3.22.13-14] 

Compounding Roman difficulties was that other powers would attack them at opportune moments. Whilst completing a truce with the Volsci and Tarquinii, the Etruscans continued to probe for Roman weaknesses, defeating them in 302 B.C. – a defeat Livy calls, “a shameful rout and slaughter”[footnoteRef:65]. Again, whilst Rome was at war with the Veii, the Veiians had Etruscan support[footnoteRef:66]. [65:  Livy. 10.3.6-7]  [66:  Livy. 4.17-24] 

These Etruscan attacks usually appeared whenever Rome had been weakened[footnoteRef:67]. Between 211 and down to 204, Rome fought the Etruscans in the north, whilst fighting the Samnites[footnoteRef:68]. Again, during the Third Samnite War Rome suffered incursions into her territory and saw – again sensing Roman weakness – Gauls and Etruscans advancing down the Tiber valley; it was only the hard-fought Roman victory at Sentinum that prevented them advancing further[footnoteRef:69]. It helps explain Rome’s conditions for Carthage in the treaties signed with them (see chapter 5). Rome was desperate to ensure Carthage – at this point friendly with the Etruscans – stayed out of the Italian peninsula. Rome needed Carthaginian neutrality and non-intervention.  [67:  Eckstein (2006), 127]  [68:  Diod. 20.25; 44.9; Livy. 9.31.1; 32.1-10 and 33.2]  [69:  livy 10.28-29] 

It was relentless and a pattern emerges. As Rome conquered states, to ensure its own position, other powers began to feel threatened. For example, having defeated and absorbed the Veii lands the Tarquinii and the Volsci began to attack[footnoteRef:70]. Even Oakley concedes that the Volsci were ‘a constant threat’[footnoteRef:71]. These cities were taking advantage of Rome’s weakness after the Gallic sack to improve their own positions on the peninsula, whilst destroying a rival who may regain strength, although it should be noted that Rome was able to restore power in southern Etruria quickly after the Gallic sack[footnoteRef:72]. Again, the result of this conflict was a thirty-year truce[footnoteRef:73], which relieved pressure on Rome[footnoteRef:74]. For historians like Raaflaub who state it was Rome who could not ‘sit still’ and was eager for expansion the evidence clearly suggests it was other powers attacking Rome as well[footnoteRef:75]. It also helps refute Harris’ claims that Rome’s wars were usually plundering expeditions on foreign soil[footnoteRef:76].  [70:  Livy. 5.16.2-6 and 5.30.4-6]  [71:  Oakley (1993), 11]  [72:  Forsythe (2005), 257]  [73:  Livy. 9.37]  [74:  Ecsktein (2006), 128]  [75:  Raaflaub (1996), 300]  [76:  Harris (1979), 59] 

Rather than an aggressive, plunder and land hungry city, the First Samnite War was a clash of two suspicious powers. It was so hard-fought that once again, rather than take booty and plunder, they settled for a two-year truce[footnoteRef:77]. Again, according to Diodorus, the Romans were defeated[footnoteRef:78], although Livy states the battle was indecisive[footnoteRef:79]. In this case, Diodorus is the more reliable as after the battle the Samnites were able to raid into Ardea and revolts sprang up among the Volscians and Rome’s Campanian allies[footnoteRef:80]. When the Samnite Wars were eventually concluded, Harris makes great claims about the wealth that was accrued[footnoteRef:81]. This is likely, as the Romans had fought a difficult war, its citizen population had suffered humiliations and loses. Yet, the cause of the first war was based around the Capuans appealing to Rome for help from the Samnites and the Third Samnite war once again centred around Lucanian appeals to Rome to help against the Samnites[footnoteRef:82]. Whilst these have been viewed simply as a pretext by Rome[footnoteRef:83], it must be remembered that if Rome did not respond the Samnites would have taken territory, encircling Rome – a factor considered by Dionysus of Halicarnassus[footnoteRef:84].  [77:  Livy. 9.20.1-3]  [78:  Diod.19.72.7-8]  [79:  Livyu. 9.23.3-5]  [80:  Strabo. 5.3.5]  [81:  Harris (1979), 59     ]  [82:  Livy. 7.29.5-7]  [83:  Harris (1979), 56 and Oakley (2008), 168]  [84:  Dion. Hal. 17.18.3] 

Additionally, the Roman fear of the Celts were well founded, as city walls were built around Rome in 380 impoverishing the people[footnoteRef:85]. Whilst Oakley maintains the desire for land was the main driver for expansion[footnoteRef:86], it is interesting to note that strategic concerns – the building of the wall – was tolerated, even though it drove more people into debt[footnoteRef:87].  [85:  Livy. 6.32.1-2 and 34.1-4]  [86:  Oakley (1993), 22]  [87:  Livy. 6.32.2-3] 

Cornell states that Roman action after the sack was aggressive, rather than defensive[footnoteRef:88], citing the Roman pre-emptive strike on the Aequi in 288[footnoteRef:89]. The problem for Cornell is that his principal argument is that Rome was aggressive for booty and plunder. However, this aggressiveness makes much more sense if viewed as a form of defensive imperialism. Having just been traumatised by the Celts, the Romans would obviously be looking to ensure that their borders and immediate frontiers were secure. It helps explain Rome’s continuing attacks upon Velitrae until its eventual capture in 280 – its economic value must have seriously declined as a result of these continuing attacks[footnoteRef:90].  [88:  Cornell (1990), 316]  [89:  Livy. 6.2.14 and 6.4.8]  [90:  Livy. 6.29.6] 

Importantly, Rome and other powers were facing multi-front wars and needed to mobilise unprecedented resources. For example, the Gauls after the sack of Rome needed to retreat, as their lands were being attacked by the Veneti[footnoteRef:91]. Eckstein is correct in his assessment that this experience of long-term vulnerability to military pressure must have helped establish the militarisation of Roman society – especially if Rome wished to survive these pressures[footnoteRef:92]. Family glory was clearly important, and warfare provided a means of enhancement and status[footnoteRef:93]. For example, Ap. Claudius Caecus’ vow to build a temple to Bellona in 296 after his victory over the Samnites and the errection of the Columna Maenia by C. Meanius to commemorate his victory over Antium highlight the lengths aristocrats would go to publicise and celebrate their victories[footnoteRef:94]. [91:  Livy. 9.13.7 and Plb. 2.18.3]  [92:  Eckstein (2006), 122]  [93:  Raaflaub (1996), 279; ]  [94:  Livy. 10.19.17 and Pliny. NH. 7.2.12 and 34.20] 

However, there was nothing unique about aristocratic martial ethos. As will be shown in the following chapters, both Carthage and Tarentine established an aristocratic elite in which military success was important. Further proof comes from Etruscan funerary monuments that depict mounted Etruscans chasing Celtic soldiers who were on foot[footnoteRef:95]. Eckstein’s idea that a martial aristocracy was created from the conditions prevalent in these early states matches that fact many of these states valued military success. However, it does not prove that this was a driving force behind conquests. As has been shown, many of the engagements Rome fought lead to truces and defeats, rather than endless victories.  [95:  Forsythe (2005), 251] 

Responding to Pleas
Smaller states had very few options and as Herodotus states had to, “put themselves into the hands of stronger ones” [footnoteRef:96]. The idea that small towns and cities gravitated around larger states, often for short term gain is of paramount importance because it helps to explain the decision making of both Rome and Carthage[footnoteRef:97]. [96: Hdt. 4.159.4, 6.108.1 – 119 ]  [97:  Eckstein (2006), 142] 

For example, the Capuans came to Rome offering surrender if they would be protected from the Samnites[footnoteRef:98]. The Capuans may have even seen the Romans themselves as threatening, but less so than the Samnites. Contrary to Oakley, who states the Romans used the pretext of Capuan deditio because they wanted war[footnoteRef:99], as has been shown what is more likely is that Rome was not prepared to allow a potential rival a chance to grow in power – the fact three wars needed to be fought highlights how dangerous they were. More likely is Eckstein’s argument that the Romans did not want the resources of Capua to fall into Samnite hands[footnoteRef:100]. Another piece of evidence that suggests that the Romans were conscious of Samnite expansion were the reports that they were preparing to take to the sea as pirates[footnoteRef:101].  [98:  Livy. 7.27.7]  [99:  Oakley (1993), 31]  [100:  Eckstein (2006), 143]  [101:  Livy. 8.26.1] 

This also matches Apulia’s submission to Rome. Livy explains that the Apulian’s did not love Rome but feared continuing Samnite attacks[footnoteRef:102]. Whilst for Rome this was a strategic strongpoint to counter the Samnites, for the Samnites it was an intolerable threat to their security.  As a city-state with little to no navy, Rome would not have been excited by this prospect of Samnite piracy. As will be demonstrated, Carthage and other powers like Pyrrhus and the Tarentines all had to deal with appeals from smaller states. Rather than using them as a pretext the options available to larger powers was simple: reject the appeal, giving territory, strategic position and resources to rival powers, or respond proactively, even if it meant war.  [102:  Livy. 9.13.6] 



Peace-making
After the successful conclusion of wars Rome routinely engaged in settling colonists and founding colonies. 
The importance of these colonies can be demonstrated. During the 380s and 370s the city of Sutrium changed hands several times between Rome, the Tarquinii and the Volsci, coining the phrase, “to go to Sutrium”, which meant, “be ready for war”[footnoteRef:103]. Livy emphasises that the Tarquinii and Volsci were often successful in their attacks on the frontier[footnoteRef:104]. The cities of Marsalian and Saturnian may have been destroyed by the Vulsci in the 5th century and the city of Caere was subjected to various attacks by the Tarquinii[footnoteRef:105].  [103:  Plaut. Cas. 524]  [104:  Livy. 9.32-33 and 9.35; Diod. 20.35.5]  [105:  Eckstein (2006), 123 and Strabo. 5.2.3] 

Rome established the colony of Satricum in 385B.C. – another strategic location[footnoteRef:106] - which was taken and retaken several times between 386 and 280[footnoteRef:107]. In terms of wealth and land being the deciding factor in warfare, these colonies would have been devastated if rival armies were marching through them again and again. If land was a major factor these colonies would not have been placed in such strategic locations, as they were attacked repeatedly, hardly a conducive environment for farming. During the 340s, battles were fought within 30 miles of Rome. This and previous examples certainly counter Harris’ claim that some powers ‘perhaps aggressively’ attacked Rome[footnoteRef:108]. Nedu’s assessment that Rome during this time was ‘under siege’ is more likely correct[footnoteRef:109]. Even Cornell, who argues the case for aggressive Roman expansion, calls the 5th century one of ‘dismal hardship’[footnoteRef:110]. [106:  Livy. 6.16.6]  [107:  Livy. 6.8; 16.5;22;32;7.27]  [108:  Harris (1979), 176]  [109:  Nedu (2008), 80]  [110:  Cornell (1990), 291] 

 Many of Rome’s early wars were not much more than raids – Livy confirms this in his statement that there were years with, “neither peace nor war”[footnoteRef:111]. Cornell states this as proof that the main desire was booty[footnoteRef:112]. Certainly, plunder was expected, even if only to offset the costs associated with conflict, but the sheer number of strategic colonies and the fact that they were used block passages and were fought over again and again highlight that Rome was principally concerned with protecting itself. These early wars against the Volsci and the Aequi were defensive in nature, as Rome struggled to compete and survive in an environment full of small city-states[footnoteRef:113]. After Volsci’s destruction, Rome was quick to establish colonies in the strategic passes once again – this time at Fragellae[footnoteRef:114]. Whilst it may have satisfied land and plunder, the Romans would have been aware that the colony lay on the strategic pass into Samnium.  [111:  Livy. 2.21.1 and 26.1]  [112:  Cornell (1990), 293]  [113:  Forsythe (2005), 285]  [114:  Livy. 8.22.2] 

In 311, all the Etruscan peoples fought together against the Romans, except Arretium, to attack the Roman colony of Sutrium – mentioned earlier as a colony founded on a strategic site[footnoteRef:115]. Forsythe’s statement that Rome opened another front confidently as a means of ‘opportunistic expansionism’ seems incorrect when the shattering Roman defeats are remembered[footnoteRef:116]. Statements from Livy about the importance of the cities of Sutrium and Nepet as, “the barriers against Etruria and the gateway to Rome” help reinforce the idea that these cities were not taken simply from a desire for booty[footnoteRef:117]. It is clear for Livy that they were more about armies trespassing into Rome and as avenues for Roman expansion [115:  Livy. 9.32]  [116:  Forsythe (2005), 307]  [117:  Livy. 6.9.4 and 6.9.6] 

It is evident that fear and desire for security were the principle concerns, as evidenced by the construction of fortified outposts and settlements during this period (400 – 264B.C.)[footnoteRef:118]. The Senate sought to protect central Italy by fortifying the invasion routes and capping them off with the city of Arminium in 268B.C. Tacitus referred to these military colonies in the Po Valley as, “outer bulwarks” to protect against attack – certainly defensive in nature[footnoteRef:119]. Indeed, this was to prove a wise decision as in the 230s it came under Gallic attack and these became so severe that in the 220s an act of human sacrifice had to be performed[footnoteRef:120]. Fear of Gallic invasion was well founded and the fact that they were able to repeatedly attack and advance into Roman lands highlights the need for Rome to ensure its frontier was secure. It also forced the Romans to accept the idea of neutralising threats before they became too strong, as the event in 264 and the Mamertines would attest when considering the outbreak of the First Punic War (see Chapter 7).  [118:  Eckstein (2006), 125]  [119:  Tac. Ann. 3.34]  [120:  Plb. 2.22.7-8 and 2.13.5] 

It is true that after Roman victory in 396 the entire territory of the Veiians was confiscated and some rich farmland distributed to Roman settlers[footnoteRef:121]. Later, the Romans annexed half of Caere’s territory[footnoteRef:122]. Importantly, the defeat and confiscation of the land meant that Rome now had a buffer zone north of the Tiber – it is crucial to remember that Veii lay directly opposite Rome[footnoteRef:123]. Having fought with great difficulty, it would be unusual for the Romans to return the land – as Veii was strategically important.  [121:  Livy. 5.30.8 and Diod. 14.102.4]  [122:  Dio. Frg. 33]  [123:  Forsythe (2005), 242] 

The Roman conquest of Veii also produced plunder. Livy reports that Camillus sold the population into slavery and that allotments of seven jugera were parcelled out[footnoteRef:124]. Forsythe is correct to point out that this would have been a significant increase to the slave population of Rome and the amount of arable land that she could cultivate – as well as having the added advantage of taking the Veientine stone quarries, again reinforcing the idea that it was done on strategic considerations[footnoteRef:125]. When thinking about the reasons for Roman expansion, this is more important than initially realised as it was stone from these Veiian quarries that was used to build the Servian walls around Rome – later, after the Gallic sack[footnoteRef:126]. The fact that Livy attests to them being repaired in 353B.C. demonstrates once again that not all fighting occurred outside Latium and certainly the fighting was more than mere raiding[footnoteRef:127].  [124:  Livy. 5.22.1 and 5.30.8]  [125:  Forsythe (2005), 250]  [126:  Livy. 6.32.1]  [127:  Livy. 7.20.9] 

The land taken would be denied to the Etruscans and other states, whilst ensuring that Rome protected its northern frontier from the Etruscans. One of the most interesting statements made by Livy during Rome’s wars with the Etruscans was that they were motivated themselves by a fear of the Celts[footnoteRef:128]. It helps reinforce Eckstein’s ideas of multi-polar anarchy: the Etruscans eventually accepted Roman hegemony as they were unable to defend themselves against the Celts and Rome provided what protection it could[footnoteRef:129]. [128:  Livy. 10.10.6-12]  [129:  Eckstein (2006), 137] 

After the Samnite Wars, the triumph of L. Papirius Cursor contained 1,830 pounds of silver along with 2,533,000 pounds of bronze from sold slaves[footnoteRef:130] - which Harris states were expected[footnoteRef:131].  This paper does not reject the notion that plunder was important, but it should be noted that these huge amounts of wealth resulted from the most destructive conflict the Romans had yet fought, against an enemy that was exceptionally difficult to defeat. Having lost thousands of lives and spent immense sums of money, it would be unusual if plunder was not taken. Having recognised Samnite power, Rome’s taking of her territory removed at a stroke an enemy who had shown that they could return strong enough to fight – it must be remembered it took three wars to defeat them. Where Forsythe is incorrect is his assessment that Rome’s wars transform from defence to aggression[footnoteRef:132]. As has been shown, whilst Rome did proactively fight, the results almost always resulted in a better strategic position – with colonies usually placed at strategic sites, rather than fertile ones.  [130:  Livy. 10.46]  [131:  Harris (1979), 47]  [132:  Forsythe (2005), 287] 

Slaves were also taken after several conflicts[footnoteRef:133]. Forsythe states, especially after the capture and annexation of Veii, that Rome began to expect booty, particularly slaves, and that warfare provided a bond that kept Rome and its allies together[footnoteRef:134]. Whilst it is true that slavery in the Roman Republic grew – evidence such as Livy’s 5% tax on manumitted slaves can be used as proof – this paper does not claim that Rome did not expect slaves[footnoteRef:135]. Where this paper disagrees is the notion that conquest established a slave economy, which bred more conquest[footnoteRef:136]. As has been shown, there were many conflicts in which slaves were not taken and instead cities and states came under Roman hegemony. Rather, this suggests that slaves were taken where they could, but that this was not the primary focus or main driver of expansion. It should also be noted that slavery existed in other Mediterranean powers as well – as will be shown Carthage was no exception. Carthage’s wars also did not result in slaves all the time. Instead slavery was a secondary issue, something to have should the war be successful, but not as the primary reason for going to war.  [133:  Diod. 23.9.1.256; Plb. 1.29.7 and Plb. 1.61.8]  [134:  Forsythe (2005), 286]  [135:  Livy. 7.16.7-8]  [136:  Oakley (1993), 26] 

This is also true of land acquisition being the principal driver behind Roman expansion. These historians cite debt crises as issues which may well have been resolved by expansion and that the establishment of colonies would have helped reduce the debt crisis[footnoteRef:137]. Furthermore, the reduction of debt bondage would have increased the desire for slaves[footnoteRef:138]. Oakley goes as far to state that economic interests were more important than strategic ones – he even states that colonisation was not about security[footnoteRef:139]. [137:  Livy. 6.1.17]  [138:  Cornell (1990), 334]  [139:  Oakley (1993), 22] 

However, Cornell is incorrect when he says that war and conquest would have satisfied these desires[footnoteRef:140]. As Livy states, the decision to build walls plunged the population further into debt – strategic concerns were of greater importance[footnoteRef:141]. This has added weight considering that, during the Gallic sack, there was an attempted coup – supported by the impoverished[footnoteRef:142]. Yet, rather than immediately take land, they built walls, plunging them into debt. [140:  Cornell (1990), 334]  [141:  Livy. 6.32.1-2]  [142:  Livy. 6.11.8-9; 14.1-10 and 20.15.21.1 ] 

To conclude, Rome was motivated by fear, born out of centuries of brutal warfare with Rome often fighting defensively – there was certainly no innate, ‘biological necessity’ to mobilise for war[footnoteRef:143]. As such, Rome began to neutralise perceived threats, often resulting in the establishment of strategic colonies. Due to the nature of inter-state relations, warfare was endemic – the idea that Rome began looking for wars, even going so far to state that she actively sought pretexts lacks foundation when considering that refusal to respond to appeals would have made rivals more powerful, weakening Rome’s position[footnoteRef:144]. As Rome had experience of what a weak position could do – the Gallic sack being prime example – she sought to ensure that she would not be placed in that position again. Rather than claiming that Rome was occasionally faced with external dangers, this paper has shown the opposite and that it constituted a trauma for Rome[footnoteRef:145]. Importantly, Rome was not acting unilaterally by being aggressive[footnoteRef:146].  [143:  Harris (1979), 9]  [144:  Forysthe (2005), 287 and Harris (1979), 172]  [145:  Harris (1979), 181]  [146:  Eckstein (2006), 119] 

These formative years were of crucial importance for the origins of the First Punic War. Carthage’s taking of Messana in 264 placed her in a strategically important location – only ten miles from Italy. This was a prime consideration in deciding to fight – especially when Carthage’s actions immediately after Pyrrhus’ invasion are analysed. 
Secondly, the Mamertine appeal placed Rome in the same position she had been with the Capuan appeal: refusal would have meant Carthage’s control of northern Sicily. Carthage’s location would have also provided another state for towns and cities on the Italian peninsula to appeal to, as the Tarentines had done. Rome’s history up to these events ensured that there was only one way she could respond when the crisis came, even though she was not ready for war with 
Carthage. 














The Rise of Carthage
When analysing the origins of the First Punic War historians tend to focus principally on Rome, at the expense of Carthage’s motivations[footnoteRef:147]. Harris even claims that the Carthaginians behaved correctly in the events leading up to the war, stressing Roman desire for plunder as the prime cause of the conflict[footnoteRef:148]. However, Carthaginian history prior to Pyrrhus’ invasion demonstrates Carthaginian determination in protecting her commercial interests, reacting assertively to perceived threats, just as Rome did[footnoteRef:149]. Due to prolonged conflict on Sicily, Carthage sought to reduce the influence of other powers, even if that involved war. Carthage’s determination to gain and maintain hegemony of the island, led her to view Roman intervention at Messana as intolerable, especially after the dramatic collapse of Syracusan power, after years of inconclusive fighting against Carthage.  [147:  Raaflaub (1996), 300; Oakley (1993), 29 - 33; Rich (1993), 56; Serrati (2006), 128; Lancel (1992), 365; Bleckmann (2011), 170 and Cornell (1990), 377]  [148:  Harris (1979), 184-185]  [149:  Eckstein (2006), 166] 

Carthage’s first colony was Ibiza, founded in 650 B.C. and a perfect location for revictualing ships[footnoteRef:150].This was a key consideration for the Carthaginians, as ships could not travel more than a few days without putting in for supplies[footnoteRef:151]. This also explains Carthage’s acquisition of Malta and Gozo, again described as having serviceable harbours, although their proximity to Carthage itself also infers to security considerations[footnoteRef:152]. These colonies could be used to monitor the Spanish coastline, as well as Marsalia in southern France[footnoteRef:153]. Sardinia was another strategic outpost for Carthage, with determined and unsuccessful efforts to take the island stretching back to the 6th century[footnoteRef:154].  [150:  Diod. 5.16.2 and Pliny. NH. 9.32 Strabo. 3.5.1,2 and Pliny. NH. 3.5]  [151:  Hoyos (2010), 14]  [152:  Diod. 5.12a]  [153:  Pilkington (2013), 291]  [154:  Diod. 4.29.6 and Justin. 18.7.1-2 Justin. 19.1.3 and Justin 18.7] 

This system of islands helps to explain the nature of Carthaginian imperialism. It was important to have a series of settlements along the coastline to support trading vessels[footnoteRef:155]. Strategic points in the Mediterranean allowed for protection of trade routes, as well as stimulating them - maintaining Carthage’s position in the Mediterranean as leaders in the carrying trade[footnoteRef:156]. Already in 450 B.C., its riches were attested[footnoteRef:157]. Rainey’s assertation that, “maritime trade was the mainstay of the Carthaginian economy” is not an exaggeration[footnoteRef:158]. This trade was widespread, as noted by the increase in Egyptian wares in Carthaginian tombs and amphorae from Rhodes have been found filled with wine[footnoteRef:159].  [155:  Hoyos (2010), 39]  [156:  Hoyos (2010), 61]  [157:  Thuc. 6.34.2 and Diod. 14.53.3]  [158:  Rainey (2004), 54]  [159:  Rainey (2004), 176 and Lancel (1995), 156] 

It also explains the varied nature of Carthaginian expansion. Often, exclusive trading rights were all that was needed between Carthage and another city[footnoteRef:160], or a small number of Punic settlers would go and establish themselves in different towns. On the other hand, Punic culture and large-scale Punic colonisation or resettlement occurred - for example, the resettling of the Megarian colony of Selinus into Lilybaeum[footnoteRef:161]. Old Phoenician settlements were expanded on, like Motya and Panormus[footnoteRef:162]. In 409, Carthage sent colonists to establish the town of Thermae and to Hotya in the 4th century[footnoteRef:163]. Other sites like Lepis Magna and the Thugga were heavily redeveloped by Carthage, as shown by the quantity of Punic remains and religious iconography[footnoteRef:164]. This was probably due to the strategic value of the sites – Lilybaeum offered control of the waters between Carthage and Sicily, Lepis Magna was a vital port in the trade routes between Carthage and Egypt and Thugga was situated in Sicily, close to Carthage’s great rival Syracuse. Other sites, like Himera, were re-founded as Punic settlements to maintain its loyalty – especially since it was the site of a large Carthaginian defeat[footnoteRef:165]. Carthage was aware of the fragility of its maritime empire and was prepared to take pro-active steps to protect it.  [160:  Plb. 2.22.8 and Scullard (1990), 505]  [161:  Diod. 24.1.1]  [162:  Rainey (2004), 134]  [163:  Diod. 13.79.8 and 47.4; Paus. 5.25.5]  [164:  Rainey (2004), 118]  [165:  Diod. 8.79.8 and Cic. Verr. 2.2.35 ] 

The key thing to state is the flexibility employed by Carthage to promote its interests and influence. Whilst Whittaker argues that early Carthaginian warfare was not about territory but ensuring the independence of cities and offering them rights[footnoteRef:166], this was one of many strategies they employed. Carthage did not have the military strength to continuously expand its territory; it needed other strategies to avoid polities switching allegiance to Syracuse.  [166:  Whittaker (1979), 65] 

The rivalry between Carthage and Syracuse created separate spheres of influence, leading cities to make agreements with Carthage[footnoteRef:167]. Segesta, one of the largest cities, certainly did so[footnoteRef:168]. Others like Gela and Carmaria had to pay tribute, but not previously Phoenician ones like the Elymians[footnoteRef:169]. The city of Etna in fact explicitly asked for Carthaginian soldiers to protect them[footnoteRef:170]. Herodotus’s view that Carthage’s aim to enslave the Sicilian Greeks is not convincing[footnoteRef:171]. Rather, these agreements show that Carthage valued stability in Sicily – to stimulate trade. Direct control could be authorised - Selinus was garrisoned[footnoteRef:172] and Carthage also acquired territory in the east of the island, such as the cities of Gela and Camarina[footnoteRef:173]. So long as Carthage sought to limit the growth of other powers on the island, she could maintain stability continue trading. In 406, Carthage made an offer of alliance and neutrality to Acragas, despite the town’s earlier hostility to Carthage[footnoteRef:174]. As a result, Carthage spread its influence further, whilst avoiding the need for expensive garrisons - these relations were vital because Carthage could not afford a standing army[footnoteRef:175] - encouraging the risk of the town appealing to Syracuse.  [167:  Diod. 14.48.4]  [168:  Diod. 13.43.3-4 Diod. 13.43.3-4]  [169:  Diod. 13.114.9 and Whittaker (1979), 70]  [170:  Diod. 22.10.1]  [171:  Hdt. 7.158-166]  [172:  Diod. 22.10.2]  [173:  Diod. 14.47.5]  [174:  Diod. 13.85.2]  [175:  Ameling (2011), 53] 

Like Rome, Carthage had to respond to pleas from smaller powers – for some Greek states coming under Carthaginian dominion was preferable to Syracusan[footnoteRef:176]. In 410, the Carthaginians intervened in Sicily at the request of Segesta, who was at war with Selinus[footnoteRef:177]. Pilkington views this as a mere pretext, stating that it was Syracusan instability after the Athenian expedition that led Carthage to move in[footnoteRef:178] - Syracuse lost 30 ships in 410 at the Battle of Cyzicus[footnoteRef:179]. On the other hand, Whittaker states that Carthage was keen not to antagonise Syracuse[footnoteRef:180] – for example using an Elymian general for the first battle rather than a Carthaginian[footnoteRef:181]. More likely, in the wake of Syracusan weakness, Selinus may have wanted to increase its role in Sicilian trade and ensure she could compete – Athenian imports begin to be found around this time[footnoteRef:182].  Not to respond would have allowed Selinus to steal trade and influence, whilst setting a precedent that Carthage would not defend cities that appealed to her. These Greek polities feared Syracusan expansion as much as Carthage did, or at least saw short-term gain to be had from Carthaginian ascendency[footnoteRef:183]. Like the growth of Rome, the Carthaginians were aware that there were other powers they had to counter, and that proactive force could be necessary.  [176:  Ameling (2011), 52]  [177:  Diod. 11.8.2-3]  [178:  Pilkington (2013), 262]  [179:  Xen. Hell. 1.2]  [180:  Whittaker (1979), 65]  [181:  Diod. 13.43.4 and 13.44.4]  [182:  Pilkingtion (2013), 267]  [183:  Eckstein (2006), 161] 

Much like the history of Rome, different states could work together for mutual interest. For example, the naval victory at Alalia in 535, forcing the Phocaeans off Corsica, was only achieved through alliance with the Etruscans[footnoteRef:184]. For the Etruscans, it may well have been a case of eliminating piracy, or rather freeing the waters for their own, as Cicero suggests[footnoteRef:185].  [184:  Hdt. 1.163-167]  [185:  Cic. De Rep. 2.9] 

Again, like Rome, victories often did not guarantee a smooth increase in power. In 480, the Carthaginians were defeated at Himera and were defeated again at Cumae in 474[footnoteRef:186]. Carthaginian attempts gain control of Sicily and maintain influence there was certainly hard-fought, ingraining the attitude that having spent so much blood and treasure to establish their position, they would never countenance losing it.  [186:  Diod. 11.20 and 11.24.4, 11.37.7 and 12.26.3 – alluded to in Hdt. 1.165] 

The argument that Carthage would take proactive measures to ensure the protection of her trade routes can also be seen with how she treated other polities’ shipping. For example, Strabo notes that the Carthaginians drowned sailors they found sailing to Sardinia or the Pillars of Hercules and excluded sailors from traveling to Sardinia[footnoteRef:187]. This is seconded by Aristotle, who describes Carthaginians murdering intruders to their islands[footnoteRef:188]. Whilst Polybius refers to Carthaginian attacks on shipping[footnoteRef:189], Whittaker states these were merely Roman horror stories to ramp up anti-Punic sentiment[footnoteRef:190]. That these attacks are attested to in other sources indicates some form of Carthaginian effort to control access to its commercial empire is likely.  [187:  Strabo. 17.1.19 and Strabo. 11.1.19]  [188:  Arist. Mir. Ausc. 84, 132]  [189:  Poly 3.28.1-2]  [190:  Whittaker (1979), 61] 

Like Rome, the Carthaginians had a militaristic ethos. For example, Mago was awarded four triumphs and eleven dictatorships; later, Hamilcar had triumphal parades through the streets[footnoteRef:191]. The pressures of warfare created a martial ethos and militarised aristocracy - Herodotus mentions that Hamilcar, who lead an expedition to Sicily in 480, had become king of the Carthaginians due to his ‘virtue and valour’[footnoteRef:192]. Another, Hanno, commanding an expedition in 368 is referred to by Justin as, ‘Princeps Carthainensium’ – stressing the wealth and power of his house[footnoteRef:193]. Victories and prestige were important to the elite, as after the defeat at Himera, Hamilcar went back to Carthage, eventually killing himself[footnoteRef:194]. Wealth was also important – Aristotle mentions that rulers were chosen from both the best and wealthiest men[footnoteRef:195] and Carthaginians used their estates as a form of display and wealth[footnoteRef:196]. Since much of this wealth derived from maintaining Carthage’s commercial empire, Carthaginians had a vested interest in proactively dealing with potential threats.  [191:  Hoyos (2010), 49 and 130]  [192:  Hdt. 7.166]  [193:  Justin. 21.4.1]  [194:  Lancel (1995), 114]  [195:  Plb. 6.56.1-2; Arist. Pol. 1273a and Arist. Pol. 118.6, 1273a.]  [196:  Diod. 20.8.3-4] 

Furthermore, they had extensive farmlands in Africa[footnoteRef:197]. These were farmed by slaves[footnoteRef:198]. Whilst Pilkington suggests that the Carthaginians were not interested in plunder, the sheer number of slaves described indicates they were taken through victories in war[footnoteRef:199]. Carthage too had expectations regarding slaves and plunder during war, but this was not the primary motivation for such conflicts. As mentioned, their relations to Sicilian cities did not always result in land and wealth, but the increased wealth from trade would have been noticeable.  [197:  App. Lib. 57 and Strabo. 17.3.15]  [198:  Justin. 21.4.6]  [199:  Whittaker (1979), 78] 

Whilst some historians state African territories were taken to compensate losses in Sicily during the wars there[footnoteRef:200], it is more likely that African lands were needed to furnish resources to fight in Sicily[footnoteRef:201]. The wars were extremely taxing; Carthage had to expend huge resources to fight on the island. The only alternative would be to capitulate and reduce Carthaginian influence, something she would not accept. Other evidence, such as the Carthaginians paying the Numidians for land, help to refute arguments that land itself was the prime driver for Punic expansion, since glory and slaves would not have been gained through this method[footnoteRef:202]. There is evidence to suggest that expansion into Africa was also to combat Libyan attacks in the 370s[footnoteRef:203]. The ditches surrounding Carthage’s African territories do not suggest an ‘aggressive’ approach[footnoteRef:204]. Rather, as Pilkington makes clear, these conquests were as a result of weakness around Carthage’s periphery[footnoteRef:205]. It needed agriculture to support the metropole and efforts to maintain its commercial hegemony.   [200:  Lancel (1995), 134]  [201:  Eckstein (2006), 161]  [202:  Justin. 19.1]  [203:  Eckstein (2006), 161 and Diod. 15.24.2-3]  [204:  App. Lib. 54]  [205:  Pilkington (2013), 15] 

Carthage and Sicily
The key to the Carthaginian trading empire was Sicily. Even from the outset Lilybaeum was a perfect harbour and the key to Mediterranean trade[footnoteRef:206]. It allowed Carthage to dominate all trade going around the Southern half of Sicily[footnoteRef:207] – making the Straits of Messana incredibly important. Diodorus described the island as having safe harbours, with several local industries and commodities[footnoteRef:208]. One anecdote as to its ideal location concerns a man called Strabo the Quint-eyed, who claimed to be able to see Carthage from Lilybaeum[footnoteRef:209]. It’s suitability as a naval base is attested to when it was used as a base for the Romans against Carthage[footnoteRef:210].  [206:  Ovid. Met. 8.726 and Dion. Per. LI. 469-470]  [207:  Pilkington (2013), 259]  [208:  Diod. 25.12.2-3]  [209:  Strabo. 6.266; Pliny. NH> 7.85; Cic. Acad. 11.81 ]  [210:  Plb. 3.106] 

Defensively, Sicily was vital as a means of buffering Carthage from other Mediterranean powers[footnoteRef:211], as later invasions from Agathocles, Pyrrhus and the Romans demonstrated. These incursions would also have reinforced the idea that Sicily had to be kept, since it would provide a staging post for invasions towards the African mainland, as Carthaginian fears of Gelon’s potential invasion after Himera confirm[footnoteRef:212].  [211:  Rainey (2004), 251]  [212:  Diod. 11.23.3-4] 

Proof of the islands strategic and commercial value come from the fact that the island was fought over for centuries – Thucydides mentions several centuries of Punic-Sicilian conflicts[footnoteRef:213]. Moreover, Carthage did not have the resources to easily take the island. During the conflicts with Dionysus I and Gelon, in 480 the Carthaginians were so desperate they sued for peace[footnoteRef:214]. This happened again after another defeat at Cumae – Carthage managed to get the peace to last for most of the 5th century[footnoteRef:215]. Like Rome, Carthage often had to settle for truces and stalemates. This can be seen in 405 when Syracuse and Carthage agreed to another peace and again in 392 when the Carthaginians sought peace with Syracuse. In the latter they had to give up the cities of Tauromenium and Siceli after years of intense fighting[footnoteRef:216]. Strategically important cities were fought over, like Thermae – on the borders of Punic and Greek Sicily[footnoteRef:217]. [213:  Thuc. 6.2.6]  [214:  Diod. 8.26.3]  [215:  Diod. 11.24.4; 11.37.7 and 7.26.3]  [216:  Diod. 8.114 ;Diod. 14.96.3-4 and Lancel (1992), 91]  [217:  Diod. 19.2.2] 

In 398, Dionysus I attacked Carthaginian territory[footnoteRef:218]. He was not going to accept increased Carthaginian control at the expense of his. By 397, he had taken Eryx and pushed into Western Sicily; although the Carthaginians had taken Messana, they were defeated once again[footnoteRef:219]. This is important as it demonstrates that Carthage had tried to take the whole island but did not have the resources to do so, helping refute Whittaker’s arguments that Carthage was not particularly aggressive[footnoteRef:220]. When the Mamertine appeal and Rome’s defeat of Syracuse occurred, Carthage would not allow Rome to establish itself on Sicily when the possibility of Carthaginian ascendency on the island was almost realised.  [218:  Diod. 14.41]  [219:  Diod. 14.58]  [220:  Whittaker (1979), 66] 

Finally, Carthage gained the upper hand in 383, defeating Dionysus I at Cronium. In the ensuing peace, Carthage gained the cities of Selinus and Acragas, as well as 1,000 talents – a rare instance of indemnities being given[footnoteRef:221]. Despite this warfare, trade and commercial relations seemed to continue[footnoteRef:222]; the Carthaginians did not pursue the defeated Dionysus but accepted the territory and cities east of the Halycus River[footnoteRef:223]. When considering why Carthage did not go further, it should be noted that both sides would have been exhausted and trade must have been severely disrupted.  [221:  Diod. 15.17]  [222:  Rainey (2004), 218]  [223:  Diod. 15.17.5] 

Carthage could not enjoy peace for long. Agathocles’ invasion of 310 was incredibly damaging - he was able to capture several strategically important towns[footnoteRef:224]. Whilst Agathocles may have focused attitudes towards the importance for Sicily, and ensuring a weakened Syracuse, Carthage had experienced threats to invade Sicily before. Pericles had to constantly restrain his fellow Athenians from embarking on an invasion of the island[footnoteRef:225]. In Aristophanes’ Knights, Athenians dreamt of conquering Carthage through Sicily[footnoteRef:226]. Thucydides himself explains how the plan was initially to conquer Sicily before moving onto the Carthaginians themselves[footnoteRef:227] and Alcibiades wanted to capture Carthage[footnoteRef:228].  [224:  Diod. 20.57.1-6]  [225:  Arist. Eq. 51.1303-4 and Plut. Per. 21.1]  [226:  Arist. Knights. 172-174 and 1303-1304]  [227:  Thuc. 6.34.1-2]  [228:  Thuc. 6.15.2 and 90.2 and Plut. Per. 20.3] 

When Agathocles invaded Africa, this was the first time such an invasion had been launched from Sicily - the Carthaginians committed an act of human sacrifice in desperation[footnoteRef:229]. This must have sharpened Carthaginian attitudes to the realisation that Sicily needed to be neutralised. The fact that the Syracusans were helping invaders against Carthage – another example of smaller states gravitating to larger ones – would have also increased Carthaginian anxiety; Syracuse’s later alliance with Rome would confirm this viewpoint.  [229:  Diod. 20.14.4] 

Conclusion 
To conclude, Carthage’s history provides several key insights into the origins of the First Punic War: 
Firstly, Carthage’s commercial empire was the key to her power and ultimately survival[footnoteRef:230]; Rainey is correct when he asserts that trade was the key driver to Carthaginian wealth[footnoteRef:231]. Carthage’s attempts to control access to her islands and waters has been demonstrated, along with the inherent fragility such as maritime empire entails[footnoteRef:232]. Having established and cornered the carrying trade, Carthage would not tolerate a rival and ensured the empire was protected – Scullard asserts correctly that the central tenet of her foreign policy was the protection of this commercial empire[footnoteRef:233]. Her treaties with Rome are testament to how much Carthage wished to preserve hegemony over her possessions[footnoteRef:234].  [230:  Lancel (1995), 120]  [231:  Rainey (2004), 61]  [232:  Lancel (1995), 362]  [233:  Scullard (1990), 487]  [234:  Lancel (1995), 125 and Scllard (1990), 504] 

Secondly, Sicily was the key for Carthage’s maritime and commercial empire and the primary source of its wealth, especially since it was the key for the Athenian grain trade[footnoteRef:235]. As centuries of warfare attest, Carthage was not averse to countering threats and fighting to gain strategic advantage and ascendency on the island. The important point to note is that it was becoming increasingly difficult for Carthage to maintain this empire. The Carthaginian presence in Sicily was about defence from Syracuse and she was always concerned about the spread of Syracusan influence[footnoteRef:236] - Diodorus is explicit when he talks about Carthage being a counterweight to Syracuse on the island[footnoteRef:237]. Whittaker’s idea of an unaggressive, non-expansionist Carthage is mistaken, whilst Rainey’s statement that Carthage was keen to acquire territory needs to be qualified[footnoteRef:238]. It was not a lack of will to conquer and control states to ensure the security of Sicily, just insufficient resources[footnoteRef:239].  [235:  Pilkington (2013), 289]  [236:  Hoyos (2010), 166 and Ameling (2011), 51]  [237:  Diod. 13.112.1-2 and 13.91.1]  [238:  Whittaker (1979), 66 and Rainey (2004), 217]  [239:  Eckstein (2006), 160] 

As has been shown from her centuries of intermittent warfare on the island, Carthage never had the resources to formalise control. Instead, she had to use a range of flexible strategies to maintain, promote and protect her sphere of influence. Whilst Whittaker argues that early Carthaginian warfare was not about territory but ensuring the independence of cities and offering them rights[footnoteRef:240] - he cites her unpreparedness when asked to assist Motya from Syracusan attack in 397 as proof [footnoteRef:241] - it is clear that this was only one of several strategies used to promote her influence. If Carthage had all Sicily, it could be used as a defensive buffer from other Mediterranean powers[footnoteRef:242]. For Pilkington, any gains in central Sicily were to create buffer zones between Greek and Carthaginian interests[footnoteRef:243]. These may not always be gaining direct Carthaginian territory, but it was always about increasing Carthaginian influence at the expense of Syracuse’s. Whittaker states that Sicily went from a field of enterprise to a security risk[footnoteRef:244]. This is inaccurate, as Sicily was always a security risk[footnoteRef:245].  [240:  Whittaker (1979), 65]  [241:  Diod. 14.48.1 and 50.4]  [242:  Rainey (2004), 251]  [243:  Pilkington (2013), 314]  [244:  Whittaker (1979), 89]  [245:  Hoyos (2010), 176] 

After years fighting for Sicily, Lancel calls it their ‘perpetual battle’[footnoteRef:246], Carthage would never cede control. The value of Sicily to other powers in attacking Carthage was already known to the Carthaginians - the realisation for Carthage, certainly with the invasions of Timoleon and Agathocles, was that more active intervention would be required to keep Sicily. By the end of the 4th century, Carthage owned more land than Rome, although was finding it harder to control and she was beginning to have to compete with other powers like Marsalia and southern Italy[footnoteRef:247]. [246:  Lancel (1995), 362]  [247:  Lancel (1995), 269] 











Relations between Carthage and Rome
Relations between Rome and Carthage prior to Pyrrhus’ departure from Italy were mutually beneficial. For Carthage, the protection of her commercial empire was paramount. For Rome, especially in her early history, gaining diplomatic and commercial relations with one of the great powers of the Mediterranean was crucial, lessening the chances of Punic piracy and intervention in the Italian peninsula[footnoteRef:248]. However, these relations changed over time, with Carthage acknowledging the uncomfortable growth of Roman power along with the realisation that holding Sicily was becoming increasingly difficult.  [248:  Serrati (2006), 113] 

The relations between Rome and Carthage help to dispel any notion that the outbreak of the First Punic War was in anyway inevitable, or even likely. It was only the aftermath of Pyrrhus’ invasions that changed relations to one of suspicion and increased hostility, as Rome’s perception of how best to secure its frontiers as well as Carthage’s began to overlap into each other’s ‘spheres of influence’. From studying the treaties between Rome and Carthage, Carthage’s increasing acknowledgement of Rome’s power and influence becomes clear, as does her increasing anxiety about ensuring Sicily’s protection. When considering the origins of the First Punic War, Carthage’s growing concern over the influence of outside powers in Sicily is highlighted by her changing relationship with Rome. 
There are records of an early First Treaty, back in 509, when Rome gained independence, breaking away from Etruscan control and Polybius states they began to start making treaties as an independent power[footnoteRef:249]. This initial treaty highlights Carthaginian ascendency and Rome’s status as a minor power, barring Roman shipping from going past Cape Bello and demanding that ships requiring supplies from Carthaginian ports leave within five days[footnoteRef:250]. Carthage was prepared to ensure the protection and exclusivity of commercial interests. For Rome, the important points from the treaty concern Carthaginian pledges not to establish forts in Latium, or to attack townships in Latium, even if they were not subjugated to Rome.  [249:  Plb. 3.22.3]  [250:  Plb. 3. 22. 4] 

The treaty’s validity can be proven. Serrati cites inscriptions in the city of Pygri in Etruscan and Phoenician which date to 500 B.C. – matching the Treaty[footnoteRef:251]. The likelihood of this treaty existing is that Rome would have wanted a treaty with Carthage, gaining access to grain markets would have helped alleviate a famine that broke out in 508[footnoteRef:252]. Again, in the famine of 492, Livy explicitly mentions grain from Sicily imported in and both Dionysus of Halicarnassus and Livy explains how the Senate had to look far and wide to alleviate the famine of 440-439[footnoteRef:253]. Furthermore, Rome would not have wanted additional powers active in Italy whilst she was in such as delicate state. It is doubtful that Carthage had territorial designs in Italy and certainly was in no position to engage in warfare. A treaty with a small power in which Carthage could dictate terms, opening up new markets to states unable to refuse, was exactly the behaviour Carthage would promote[footnoteRef:254]. Importantly, Sicily was not part of the Carthaginian territory Rome was barred from – it only stated Romans were to be treated on equal terms on the island. At this point, Carthage had not spent centuries trying to secure influence on the island and therefore Sicily was not a prime consideration.  [251:  Serrati (2006), 117]  [252:  Livy. 2.9.6]  [253:  Livy: 2.34.2-5; 4.12.8-16.8 and Dion. Hal. 5.26.5; 7.20.3-4 and 12.1-4]  [254:  Serrati (2006), 116] 

The second treaty was signed in 348, considered the second by Polybius, Orosius and Diodorus, is especially important[footnoteRef:255]. A visit from Carthaginian ambassadors to Rome make this treaty a likelihood[footnoteRef:256]. Certainly, positive relations were sought with Romans, as evidenced by Carthage’s sending of a gold crown to Rome in celebration of their victory over the Samnites in 348[footnoteRef:257]. This treaty may well have been instigated by Rome, as clauses in it deal with the capture of its citizens at sea – Sicilian pirates had blockaded the mouth of the Tiber in 349[footnoteRef:258]. Furthermore, fighting in Italy probably meant Rome could not build a navy, and so would have welcomed a treaty with a naval power - so that she could concentrate on continental enemies[footnoteRef:259].   [255:  Livy. 7.27.2 Diod. 16.69.1; Oros. 3.7.1 and Plb. 3.24.1]  [256:  Livy. 7.38.2]  [257:  Livy. 7.38.2]  [258:  Livy. 7.25.4, 12-13 and 26.13-15]  [259:  Nedu (2008), 80] 

Polybius states that the treaties confirm that Romans in Sicily would have equal rights with others they could trade, although they were not travel beyond the Fair Promontory[footnoteRef:260]. Again, provisions for the restrictions of Roman access to Africa and Sardinia highlight growing Carthaginian anxieties – there are reports of Roman attempts to colonise Sardinia herself in 378[footnoteRef:261]. New restrictions were placed denying Rome the right to found towns[footnoteRef:262], as they may have realised Rome’s methods for establishing control included the construction of strategic colonies. For Carthage, Roman stipulations that any towns captured had to be handed over matched previous Roman concerns for additional powers becoming involved in Italy. It must be remembered that Carthaginian involvement in Italy had encouraged smaller polities to begin to appeal to her, creating a dangerous situation in Italy. This fear was eventually to be realised after Pyrrhus’ invasion (see Chapter 6).  [260:  Plb. 3.22.4-11]  [261:  Diod. 15.27.4]  [262:  Plb. 3. 24. 2] 

The Romans were excluded from the southern parts of the Mediterranean, whilst Rome received assurances that Carthage would not interfere in Latium, especially surrounding the issue of piracy[footnoteRef:263]. Importantly, Scullard’s assessment that the First Treaty was also part of Carthage’s desire to find a potential ally to counter Syracuse is likely to be correct[footnoteRef:264]. Carthage was not strong enough to take the whole island and indeed several times struggled to hold back the Greeks. For the Romans, who had recently been sacked by the Gauls, they were desperate for as little confrontation as possible, especially when considering their immediate troubles afterwards. These treaties therefore highlight Carthage’s strength relative to Rome’s. For Rome, they had managed to secure an agreement giving it a degree of protection from one of the Western Mediterranean’s major naval powers[footnoteRef:265]. The strength of the Carthaginian position can be seen when she forbade Rome from travelling further than Cape Bon, whilst Sardinia and Libya also remained closed[footnoteRef:266]. Lazenby’s assessment of the first two treaties between Rome and Carthage ‘safeguarding’ their recent interests is correct[footnoteRef:267]. [263:  Plb. 3. 24. 16]  [264:  Scullard (1990), 526]  [265:  Rainey (2004), 187]  [266:  Plb. 3.24.3-4 and 3.24.11]  [267:  Lazenby (1996), 32] 

There was a third treaty in 306 - the Philinus Treaty - which has proved controversial to historians. Some believe in its existence[footnoteRef:268], with Lancel explicitly calling it the ‘ancient version of the Monroe doctrine’[footnoteRef:269]. These supporters doubt Polybius’ claims of its non-existence, whilst others view his denials as correct[footnoteRef:270]. Eckstein states that Polybius was making these allegations that Romans did not know about the treaties to a contemporary audience – he would not have wanted to lie[footnoteRef:271] - and therefore must have been telling the truth. He argues that Polybius would not have risked ridicule with Romans who would have known the situation and known the treaty did not exist[footnoteRef:272]. For Hoyos, Philinus’ allegations may have been known, but Polybius’ scepticism of these allegations was not[footnoteRef:273]. Hoyos states that Philinus’ allegations of a treaty are too unbelievable, especially as Philinus had no knowledge of the previous treaties yet regards the treaty of 306 as fact[footnoteRef:274].  [268:  Rainey (2004), 188; Cary (1919), 74; Nedu (2008), 81; Serrati (2006), 120; Lancel (1992), 362; Scardigli (2011), 34]  [269:  Lancel (1995), 365]  [270:  Lazenby (1996), 32; Eckstein (2010), 425 and Hoyos (1985), 107 ]  [271:  Plb. 3.26.2 and 26.5; 21.9-10]  [272:  Eckstein (2010), 410]  [273:  Hoyos (1985), 101]  [274:  Hoyos (1985), 108] 

This would put Rome squarely in the wrong – although Polybius denies this treaty existed[footnoteRef:275].  However, Polybius viewed the First Punic War as mere build up to the Second – of which Hannibal was to blame – so needed to cast Carthaginians in a negative light to fit his narrative frame. It was easy for him to state the treaty did not exist[footnoteRef:276].   [275:  Plb. 3.26.3-7]  [276:  Serrati (2006), 122] 

This paper will argue the case for the treaty of 306. Firstly, Livy reports that the treaty was renewed for ‘a third time’ in 306 and, if the treaty of 509 is included, this makes sense[footnoteRef:277] . Eckstein makes much of Polybius’ inability to find the treaty in the state archives, whilst finding other Punic-Carthaginian treaties[footnoteRef:278]. Polybius is clear about what is in the archives: a treaty from the earliest days of the Republic[footnoteRef:279], a treaty sometime later[footnoteRef:280] - that Eckstein claims is from the mid-4th century[footnoteRef:281]- and the agreement about Pyrrhus[footnoteRef:282]. The fourth document was the peace treaty of 241[footnoteRef:283]. Eckstein claims to prove these treaties were there show the archives were not disorganised[footnoteRef:284]. However, Polybius’ inability to find the treaty cannot guarantee that it did not exist, especially considering a range of other factors that may have contributed to this state of affairs[footnoteRef:285]. For example, the records were in a poor state as Cicero states[footnoteRef:286] - Polybius’ ability to find five treaties out of hundreds does not necessarily mean that the records were organised. Not only that, it could have been destroyed in a fire, such as the ones in 214 or 172[footnoteRef:287].  [277:  Livy. 9.4.6]  [278:  Eckstein (2010), 418 and Plb. 3.26.1]  [279:  Plb. 3.22-3]  [280:  Plb. 3.24]  [281:  Eckstein (2010), 418]  [282:  Plb. 3.25]  [283:  Plb. 3.27.7]  [284:  Eckstein (2010), 418]  [285:  Scullard (1990). 534]  [286:  Cic. De leg. 3.46]  [287:  Livy.24.10.9 and 42.20.1] 

More likely, the treaties were kept in the treasury but not on public display - Polybius states the treaties were not known by most people at the time[footnoteRef:288] - and as there would have been hundreds of treaties, it is not surprising they were not on display. Furthermore, Cato, the man who had the strongest revulsion for the Carthaginians, believed the treaty existed[footnoteRef:289].  [288:  Plb. 3.26.2]  [289:  Cato. Ori. 4. Fr.9c] 

In addition, circumstantial evidence points to the existence of the treaty. Renegotiations must have been likely as both powers were negotiating from a position of strength. Carthage had defeated Agathocles in Africa and Rome was on the verge of victory in the Second Samnite War[footnoteRef:290]. That the political situation had changed so much since 348 it is very likely a new accord would have had to have been reached[footnoteRef:291].  [290:  Livy. 9.43.26; 21.10.8]  [291:  Serrati (2006), 127 ] 

Furthermore, Rome was fighting Etruscans in the north alongside the Samnites[footnoteRef:292]. The Etruscans had allied with Syracuse and sent a fleet to aid Syracuse against Carthage[footnoteRef:293]. Rome and Carthage now had a common enemy. Polybius states the later treaty of 279 was an exact renewal of the 348 treaty, except for new clauses against Pyrrhus[footnoteRef:294]. It seems inconceivable that Rome would accept such a marginal role when her strength and position on the Italian peninsula had changed so drastically. [292:  Diod. 20.35, 44.9; Livy 9.31.1;32.1-10 and 33.2]  [293:  Diod. 20.61.6 and Just. 22.8.4-6]  [294:  Plb. 3.25.2] 

Livy’s mention that in 272 Carthaginian ships appear off Tarentum violating the Treaty confirm it exists[footnoteRef:295]. Hanno talks about the treaty and being denied access to Tarentum corresponds exactly with Philinus’ Treaty[footnoteRef:296]. The treaty of 279/8 makes no sense without the treaty of 306[footnoteRef:297]. If the Carthaginians broke the treaty first, as alleged after the war with Pyrrhus[footnoteRef:298], then Rome would have no concern about showing the treaty[footnoteRef:299].  [295:  Livy. Per. 14]  [296:  Livy. 21.10.8]  [297:  Serrati (2006), 113]  [298:  Livy. Per. 14; 21.10.8; dio. Frg.43.1; Oros.4.5.2 and Zon. 8.8.3]  [299:  Eckstein (2010), 409] 

The results of the treaty of 306 highlight that Rome was keen to see their new status acknowledged, whilst for Carthage, they wanted to see Campanian market reopened now they were in Roman control[footnoteRef:300]. Carthage finally recognised Roman equality after 200 years[footnoteRef:301]. Importantly, the treaty shows that Carthage had taken notice of Rome’s growing power, hence Rome’s stronger position in the treaty[footnoteRef:302]. For the Carthaginians, trade was still the priority, with exclusive trading rights agreed in Sardinia, Spain and North Africa. The Romans were able to trade in Sicily and resupply themselves with water, although they were forbidden to plunder – the same went for Carthaginians in Latium[footnoteRef:303]. The envoys sent to Rome speak of “friendship and alliance”, something not considered in the first treaty[footnoteRef:304]. For the Romans, it was still principally about defence, especially with a hostile Greek fleet operating with the Gauls off the Latium coast[footnoteRef:305]. Another piece of evidence that this may have been the date for the treaty was the Roman attempt to take Corsica in 311 – the Carthaginians may have wanted guarantees actions like this would stop[footnoteRef:306]. Nedu states that it was probably a Carthaginian response to prevent the beginnings of Roman maritime activity[footnoteRef:307]. Rome was now negotiating on an equal basis and probably insisted on retaining the same economic guidelines as the 348 treaty[footnoteRef:308].  [300:  Scullard (1990), 531]  [301:  Rainey (2004), 191]  [302:  Rainey (2004), 188]  [303:  Rainey (2004), 190]  [304:  Livy. 7.27.21]  [305:  Livy. 7.25.4 and 26.14]  [306:  Livy. 4.2]  [307:  Nedu (2008), 81]  [308:  Serrati (2006), 120] 

The final treaty was in 279 B.C. The terms highlight Carthage’s recognition of the growth of Roman power and that relations were still mutually beneficial. Rome and Carthage could give aid to each other if their territories were attacked; if either power needed help, Carthage would supply ships and transports, but each side had to pay their own troops. Finally, Carthage was to support Rome with its fleet. During the war with Pyrrhus, a clause in the treaty also specified that the Carthaginians could not land in Tarentum, nor could the Romans land in Sicily[footnoteRef:309]. [309:  Scullard (1990). 535] 

For Carthage, these terms seem to favour Rome. However, they may have been offered as a means of keeping Rome away from an agreement with Pyrrhus[footnoteRef:310] - he had ambitions about invading Africa, and they may have done anything to avoid this[footnoteRef:311]. In 289, Agathocles died, creating disorder in Greek Sicily and the Carthaginians may have used this strategic to keep it as pacified as possible[footnoteRef:312]. Furthermore, the Carthaginians may have wanted to keep Rome out of Sicily in the event of Pyrrhus invading the island.  [310:  Rainey (2004), 191 and Lazenby (1996), 32]  [311:  Plut. Pyrr. 14.6 ]  [312:  Plut. Pyrr. 14.8] 

The treaty, on the other hand, betrayed Carthage's relative weakness in conceding that Rome was an equal, which was probably a result of its difficulties in Sicily[footnoteRef:313]. It may also have been this treaty that led the Romans to appreciate the growing importance and power of their Republic and the limits of Carthaginian power. Rome would subsequently defeat Pyrrhus, who by then had defeated the Carthaginians, and needed only to extend its reach to conquer rich Sicily, with its grain reserves. [313:  Rainey (2004), 191] 

Importantly, for a power in which trade was all important, good relations with Rome were vital. For Rome, peace with Carthage was important as she had to deal with endless conflicts on the peninsula. Knowing that the waters around the Italian mainland were safer because of the treaties – and indeed knowing that another large power would not interfere in Italy – allowed Rome to consolidate its position to ensure its security. 
In summary, war was not inevitable and probably not even considered. What changed all this was Pyrrhus’ intervention in both Sicily and southern Italy and the anxieties and subsequent behaviour of both powers. Co-existence and co-operation changed into one of suspicion and hostility. Carthage’s realisation that Rome lacked the naval resources to invade Sicily may have been reassuring, but this also explains her behaviour when sailing ships into Tarentum in 272: she may have wanted to ensure Tarentine ships did not fall into Roman hands. Crucially, the various treaties highlight Carthage’s determination to protect Sicily and her commercial interests, and whilst Rome was not yet able to do this, it was clear that Rome’s influence was spreading. 
Ultimately, the academic debates surrounding whether the Philinus Treaty exists does not detract from the argument of this paper in analysing the outbreak of the First Punic War. Whilst it superficially appoints blame – Rome’s landing troops in Sicily violated the treat of 307 – it does not examine more deep-rooted causes. For example, the reason Carthage reacted the way she did was because of her prior history – this also explains Rome’s behaviour in the Mamertine crisis. 
Rainey’s suggestion that relations were amicable is naïve, particularly regarding the later treaties[footnoteRef:314]. Relations were cordial whilst their interests did not overlap; that each side used the other for ‘Short term’ gains as long term plans were pointless[footnoteRef:315]. This matches the arguments set out in the previous chapters that it was fear and the desire for security that dominated the actions of most states[footnoteRef:316]. [314:  Rainey (2004), 191]  [315:  Eckstein (2006), 14]  [316:  Eckstein (2006), 50] 


Pyrrhus
Rome’s history led her to accepting aggressive action to protect her interests and frontiers, whilst projecting an image of power and prestige to ensure other states would not gravitate to rival powers. Carthage’s history demonstrated a desire to protect her commercial empire, of which Sicily was the lynchpin, often proactively. What has also been demonstrated is that relations between Rome and Carthage did not suggest war was inevitable, or even that the two powers were by 282 B.C. gearing up for a conflict, although Rome’s increase in power had not gone unnoticed – as the later treaties attest. Pyrrhus’ invasion of Italy would change all that, highlighting to both powers the vulnerability to invasion of southern Italy and Sicily, whilst increasing anxiety and suspicion between the two powers. When examining the origins of the First Punic War, Pyrrhus’ importance cannot be overstated. For the first time, both powers would be geographically proximate to each other and in the immediate aftermath began to see each other as rival powers for influence in southern Italy and northern Sicily.  
Pyrrhus’ intervention in Italy originated with the city of Thurii, who were attacking the Lucanians. As a response, they appealed to Rome for help, who, in turn, defeated the Thurii and brought over other smaller states like Croton into her orbit. 
This was something the city of Tarentum could not accept. As a response, the Tarentines – along with other southern Italian Greek states - invited Pyrrhus over in 280, even going so far as to make him leader with the intention of driving the Romans back[footnoteRef:317]. [317:  Plut. Pyrr. 13. 5] 

 It must be noted that the Tarentines had already become suspicious of Rome. In 282 B.C., Rome sent ships to survey Magna Grecia, contrary to prior treaty obligations that stipulated Rome could not sail further than Croton[footnoteRef:318]. The ships were sunk[footnoteRef:319]. For historians who argue that Rome often looked for a pretext to declare war, the sinking of Roman shipping makes a much more convenient one, rather than the Lucanian appeal. Rather, the outbreak of the war matches arguments made in Chapter 3. If Rome did not accept, resources and strategic security would instead go to another power – what Eckstein calls, “the security dilemma” – efforts to increase one’s own security will usually undermine others[footnoteRef:320][footnoteRef:321]  [318:  App. Sam. 7.1]  [319:  Livy. Per.12; App. Sam. 7; zon. 8.2;  Oros. 4.1.1]  [320:  Eckstein (2006), 21]  [321:  Eckstein (2006), 21] 

Rome only had two choices: accept Thurii and Tarentine growth in southern Italy or respond and limit that growth. For the Lucanians, Rome may have not been particularly enviable to submit to, but small states, like the Capuans and Tarentines, often had to think of short-term preservation[footnoteRef:322]. This is clearly demonstrated by the fact that after appealing to Rome against the Tarentines, the Lucanians are to be found providing forces for Pyrrhus[footnoteRef:323]!  [322:  Eckstein (2006), 14]  [323:  Plut. Pyrr. 13.6] 

Like much of Roman warfare, they had great difficulty in defeating Pyrrhus, suffering huge loses[footnoteRef:324]. Things were so desperate that Plutarch even notes that the Roman Senate contemplated peace with Pyrrhus[footnoteRef:325]. The war with Pyrrhus would be devastating for both sides, another indication that these wars cannot have been entered lightly. [324:  Plut. Pyrr. 18.5]  [325:  Plut. Pyrr. 18.5] 

Another consideration which this paper has stressed throughout is that Rome’s behaviour in responding to appeals, projecting a show of strength and securing its frontiers matches other states. Pyrrhus, like Rome with the Lucanians, needed to show strength, and could not possibly reject Tarentine appeals – especially with the rampaging Lysimachus damaging his reputation in Epirus[footnoteRef:326].  The idea that war with Tarentum was another case of plundering and land grabbing is negated further by the fact the Romans were currently fighting the Celts to the North and had the Samnites restive in the south[footnoteRef:327]. It certainly is not a case of the Romans simply picking another target to subjugate[footnoteRef:328].  [326:  Plut. Pyrr. 12.6]  [327:  Dion Hal 19.6 and App Samn 7.3]  [328:  Forsythe (2005), 286; Oakley (1993), 16; Cornell (1990), 334; Rich (1993), 62 and Harris (1979), 60] 

The Tarentines themselves are a case in point about the theory of multi-polar anarchy. They had fought for centuries against rival cities, such as the Messapians, who defeated them in the 470s[footnoteRef:329] and were still a threat during the 340s[footnoteRef:330]. Like other states they were capable of great violence, like their destruction of the city of Carbina[footnoteRef:331]. They were militaristic, having raised statues to celebrate their victory over defeated groups[footnoteRef:332] and, like the Romans, had the goddess Victory on their coins[footnoteRef:333]. They also placed colonies in strategic defensive points and archaeology shows huge fortifications around sites such as Elea and Caulonia, which borders Samnite territory[footnoteRef:334]. As previously mentioned in Chapter 3, the Samnites were active against powers, other than Rome. It suggests that these fortifications may have been built to protect Tarentum against incursions.  [329:  Hdt 7.170]  [330:  plut agis 3]  [331:  Ath. 12.522D]  [332:  Paus 10.10.6, 13.10]  [333:  Eckstein (2006), 151]  [334:  Eckstein (2006), 148 and 149] 

They were another city-state forced into the brutal politics of survival, as such developing a martial ethos – the statue groups at Delphi attesting to their victories of indigenous people confirms this[footnoteRef:335]. In terms of Tarentine strength, they were reported to have the best harbour in Italy and rich fertile lands – whilst the lands would indeed be expected after a hard-fought war, the harbour would undoubtably help Roman strategic interests, especially since Pyrrhus sailed into it with his army[footnoteRef:336]. When thinking about interstate relations, even powers like Tarentum had a tradition of inviting Greek powers to support them – Pyrrhus was not the first. In 332 B.C. they invited Alexander the king of Epirus to support them against Oscan aggression[footnoteRef:337].  Serrati’s argument that the case of Pyrrhus shows Rome to be atypically aggressive can be dismissed, as both Tarentum and Pyrrhus responded quickly to ensure their strategic interests were protected whilst projecting an image of strength for smaller states[footnoteRef:338] - Lucania, Messapia, Samnium all announced support for Pyrrhus when it was announced[footnoteRef:339]. [335:  Paus. 10.10.6 and 13.10]  [336:  Paus. 10.10.6-8; Strabo. 6.3.2 and Plut. Pyrr. 16.1]  [337:  Livy. 8.17.10]  [338:  Serrati (2011), 24 and cornell (1990), 383]  [339:  Plut. Pyrr. 13.6] 

The impact on Pyrrhus’ invasion cannot be overstated for the Romans or the Carthaginians. Firstly, the Romans had yet another searing experience of difficult warfare. Never had Rome experienced an overseas invasion into Italian territory, which may explain the construction new costal colonies of Paestum and Cosa after the war[footnoteRef:340]. Harris’ argument that these were built to prepare for an attack on Carthage is flawed[footnoteRef:341]. Rome had just beaten back a Hellenistic warlord with an army reportedly numbering 300,000[footnoteRef:342]. Moreover, Pyrrhus had only left and there was no guarantee he would not return, so defences would need to be raised.  [340:  Harris (1979), 183 and Livy. Per. 11]  [341:  Harris (1979), 184]  [342:  Plut. Pyrr. 13.6] 

Furthermore, during the wars Rome’s lack of navy became apparent – something she would have to rectify if she was to consider war with Carthage. The fact that when war did break out in 264, Rome still did not have a navy confirms that these colonies were more likely for defensive purposes[footnoteRef:343]. This also helps refute Oakley’s claim that colonies were not about security[footnoteRef:344] - the Lucanians appeal to Rome did not result in any slaves, nor did Rome’s defeat of Tarentum[footnoteRef:345], contrary to Oakley’s claim that slaves were a vital consideration in any conflict, or Harris’ that farmland was the vital consideration[footnoteRef:346]. Moreover, it was an introduction to the idea that southern Italian states would appeal to powers overseas. As Rome struggled in her first encounter with a Hellenic power, she had to ensure that she would be able to defend herself if other states began appealing to overseas powers, as Tarentum’s later appeal to Carthage demonstrates[footnoteRef:347].  [343:  Nedu (2008), 82]  [344:  Oakley (1993), 22]  [345:  Treaties were signed with Thurii, Croton and Tarentum. Nedu (2008), 82]  [346:  Oakely (1993), 26 and Harris (1979), 60]  [347:  Livy. Per. 14; 21.10.8; dio. Frg.43.1; Oros.4.5.2 and Zon. 8.8.3] 

For the Carthaginians, importantly, it also had a foretaste of what may potentially happen should Syracuse invite another power over to counter Carthaginian influence. Syracuse appealed to Pyrrhus and invited him to Sicily, imperilling Carthage’s position on the island[footnoteRef:348]. Pyrrhus may also have had ideas about conquering Carthage himself, which would have only reinforced their concerns – this coming after several threats, plans or attempts by Greeks to gain influence on the island[footnoteRef:349]. Rainey notes that the treaty with Rome and Carthage, with the stipulations regarding Pyrrhus, may have been done precisely to avoid Pyrrhus siding with Rome[footnoteRef:350]; it can be shown that the Carthage felt the pressure from Pyrrhus, as actions like human sacrifice attest[footnoteRef:351]. [348:  Plut. Pyrr. 22.1 and 23.4]  [349:  Plut. Pyrr. 14. 5]  [350:  Rainey (2004), 191]  [351:  Goldworthy (2000), 26-27] 

During Pyrrhus’ invasion of Sicily, Carthage would have realised that invasion from southern Italy was not difficult and that her resources were stretched when encountering an opponent different to traditional Syracusan confrontations. In 277, when the Carthaginians in Sicily were at their most desperate hour against Pyrrhus, they began peace talks and even offered him ships and money to leave[footnoteRef:352]. It was only their fortifications of Lilybaeum which thwarted him[footnoteRef:353], further proof that strategically placed fortifications were a necessity for any power.  [352:  Diod. 22.10.5-6 and Plut. Pyrr. 23.2]  [353:  Rainey (2004), 85] 

Relations between Rome and Carthage continued to be amicable during the war, even beneficial. For example, Carthage’s fear that she would be invaded made her propose that she would transport Roman troops to help fight against Pyrrhus[footnoteRef:354] and did transport 500 Roman troops to Rhegium, sacking it and destroying timber Pyrrhus was going to use for naval supplies[footnoteRef:355]. Furthermore, Nedu points out that the Romans, lacking a navy of her own, would have relied on the Carthaginians to block Pyrrhus’ communications with Greece[footnoteRef:356]. This began to change in the immediate aftermath. Pyrrhus’ intervention marked the end of the usefulness of the treaties between the two states. They had lasted so long as Carthage accepted limitations to commerce in certain areas and whilst Rome was primarily concerned with affairs in Italy[footnoteRef:357].  [354:  Plb. 2. 25. 4]  [355:  Diod 22.7.4]  [356:  Nedu (2008), 81]  [357:  Scullard (1990), 537] 

After Pyrrhus had returned to Greece the Tarentines asked Carthage for help, who sent a fleet[footnoteRef:358]. When the Romans moved back to continue the siege of Tarentum, the original purpose of Rome’s war, it may now also have been keen to acquire Tarentines ships which did indeed happen[footnoteRef:359]. The Carthaginians sailed a fleet up to support the Tarentines[footnoteRef:360]. Although Lazenby maintains these ships may have been sent to help Rome in accordance with the treaty but Rome was too suspicious as they had no requested help[footnoteRef:361]. This is plausible because Carthage may have been anxious to see what was happening in Sicily[footnoteRef:362].  [358:  Livy. Per. 14; 21.10.8; dio. Frg.43.1; Oros. 4.5.2 and Zon. 8.8.3]  [359:  Nedu (2008), 82]  [360:  livy (per 14; 21.10.8]  [361:  Lazenby (1996), 34]  [362:  Lazenby (1996), 35] 

Later, there was also a Punic attack on Rhegium, employing troops carried over from Sicily[footnoteRef:363]. During the war with Pyrrhus, a clause in the treaty also specified that the Carthaginians could not land in Tarentum, nor could the Romans land in Sicily[footnoteRef:364]. Carthaginians may well have come to help, but the Romans were left suspicious[footnoteRef:365]. They were more so when they sent ambassadors to Carthage over the allegations, but the Carthaginians denied it happened[footnoteRef:366]. [363:  Diod. 22.7.5]  [364:  Scullard (1990). 535]  [365:  Lazenby (1996), 34]  [366:  Oros. 4.5.2] 

Several things need to be mentioned. Firstly, Rome’s continued attacks on Tarentum make sense – she had just fought Tarentum, who had been able to summon other Greek states to fight in Italy. Rome needed to neutralise this power and gain control of the southern Italian coastline – along with her ships. Tarentum’s appeal to Carthage provides further proof of the inherent instability of the Mediterranean world. Tarentum may not have had any love for Carthage – doubtful considering her aid to Rome – yet she feared Rome more. 
For Rome, it was further proof of the need to take control of Southern Italy – having beaten off Pyrrhus, she did not want the possibility of being threatened by another Mediterranean power. This also helps refute Harris’ argument that the founding of colonies was to prepare for the confrontation with Carthage[footnoteRef:367]. Rome was in no position to fight Carthage – her lack of navy to even transport troops makes that clear[footnoteRef:368]. When Carthage sailed the fleet to Tarentum in 272 B.C., Rome could impotently watch – yet even this did not encourage her to build a navy. More likely, Rome now recognised that Carthage, another large power, could also be called upon by smaller states on the Italian peninsula, increasing her chances of being considered a threat. Carthage’s intervention to Tarentum certainly would have focused the Senate’s mind on the possibility of future conflict with Carthage[footnoteRef:369].     [367:  Harris (1979), 184]  [368:  Plb. 3.25.4-5]  [369:  Nedu (2008), 82] 

For the Carthaginians, there were also additional worries. Rome established friendly relations with Hiero II of Syracuse after the war in 270 B.C. and this was followed by Hiero providing Rome with significant Syracusan aid against Campanians, who had seized Rhegium[footnoteRef:370]. There was also an agreement between Rome and the Mamertines, securing Mamertine neutrality if Rome dealt with Rhegium[footnoteRef:371]. The Carthaginians can hardly have welcomed any relations between a rival power on Sicily and the largest power on the Italian mainland. It would have been known to the Carthaginians just how narrow the Straits of Messana were and the fact that both powers were known to respond proactively to appeals from smaller states introduced the worrying possibility of Roman involvement in Sicilian affairs. Whether the Carthaginians were worried about the Mamertines being considered, ‘kindred spirits’ with the Romans at this point is unknown[footnoteRef:372].  [370:  Dio. Fr. 43.1 and Zon. 8.6]  [371:  Zon. 8.6 ]  [372:  Plb. 10.2] 

However, care needs to be taken to avoid the conclusion that the two sides were now on a ‘collision course’[footnoteRef:373]. The fact that Rome was completely unprepared for war with Carthage or that even in 263, after the initial start of the conflict the Roman army was halved[footnoteRef:374], helps refute the charge that already at this stage she was gearing up for war with Carthage. The most that can be said is that although Rome did not establish a navy, the seizure of forest land from the Bruttians was with ship building in mind, not farmland - a key indicator of her change of stance[footnoteRef:375]. However, it should be noted that this could be for ships to defend against mainland Greece as well as from Carthage.  [373:  Lazenby (1996), 35]  [374:  Hoyos (2011), 141]  [375:  Diod. 20.15] 

Instead, the role of Pyrrhus in analysing the outbreak of the First Punic War is of vital importance, primarily because it heightened anxieties for both the Romans and Carthaginians – one historian has even gone so far as to describe Pyrrhus’ invasion as a ‘trauma’ for the Romans, much like the Gallic sack of 390[footnoteRef:376]. Pyrrhus’ expedition to Italy proved that “overseas” was a lot closer than previous generations of Romans might have believed[footnoteRef:377], whilst Pyrrhus strengthened the Carthaginians resolve to ensure other powers stayed out of Sicily[footnoteRef:378]. [376:  Eckstein (2006), 156]  [377:  Tan (2017), 95]  [378:  Ameling (2011), 56] 

This history would not have been forgotten overnight and the Romans would have been acutely aware of how exposed southern Italy was to attack, as well as recognising that Carthage was a power who would respond to appeals from smaller powers in mainland Italy. They would have been acutely aware of how easy it would be for the Carthaginians to cross into mainland Italy – they would not have seen Punic efforts in Sicily in terms of defensive imperialism on their part but of another power encroaching ever closer. Carthage would have realised the same thing, with Pyrrhus’ intervention hardening attitudes about the need to protect Sicily from outside interference, whilst nervously realising how easy it was to interfere on the island. Most dangerously, Rome’s relationship to Syracuse was something no Carthaginian would have been keen to see. Both Rome and Carthage also saw how easy smaller cities would flip support from one power to another, increasing the likelihood of confrontation[footnoteRef:379]. Rainey’s suggestion that relations were amicable up until 364 appear incorrect[footnoteRef:380].  [379:  Franke (1990), 479]  [380:  Rainey (2004), 191] 

The problem for Harris is that he ignores Carthaginian attitudes. Instead he views Rome eagerly eyeing up where to attack next[footnoteRef:381]. Instead, both Rome and Carthage were nervously adjusting to the new realities of the post-Pyrrhus world. [381:  Harris (1979), 184] 



The Mamertine Appeal
The flashpoint for the conflict occurred with Hiero II’s defeat of the Mamertines in 264 B.C. at the Longanus River[footnoteRef:382]. After, Hiero returned to besiege Messana, prompting the Mamertines to appeal to Carthage and Rome for help[footnoteRef:383]. The Carthaginians were watching events off the cost and sent Hannibal and a fleet to Messana installing a garrison in the town[footnoteRef:384]. However, the Mamertines sent appeals to Rome, and when hearing of the Roman decision to intervene the Mamertines promptly removed the Punic garrison at Messana[footnoteRef:385] - one argument states that the Mamertines saw the Romans as a ‘kindred people’[footnoteRef:386]. However, the events leading to the presence of both Romans and Carthaginians in northern Sicily ensured that Rome and Carthage would have to fight.  [382:  Diod. 22.13.3.6-7]  [383:  Livy. 9.7-9 and Diod. 22.13]  [384:  Diod. 22.13.1-8 and Plb. 1.10.1]  [385:  Plb. 1.11.4]  [386:  Plb. 10.2 and zon. 8.8] 

As has been demonstrated repeatedly, Carthage had shown concern over Roman expansion in southern Italy[footnoteRef:387]. The end of Pyrrhus’ intervention on the island restored the power balance between Carthage and Syracuse. [387:  Hoyos (2011), 145] 

Furthermore, they worried about ties between Rome and Syracuse – Romans recovered Rhegium with the help of Hiero II[footnoteRef:388]. Having spent centuries trying to secure the island and trying to limit Syracusan influence, Carthage was now able to gain control over Messana. With Syracuse’s defeat by the Romans, Carthage was now the only major power in Sicily. What ensured her decision to fight was that Carthage was not prepared to exchange Syracusan influence with the infinitely more dangerous Rome. Rome’s strength and the numbers she could field militarily would have been noticed by Carthage – particularly during Pyrrhus’ invasion. With Roman influence on the island, smaller states would have another power to gravitate towards should they wish to loosen Carthaginian influence: the Mamertine’s appeal is another perfect example of how small states would appeal to powers for short-term gain[footnoteRef:389]. Rome’s geographical distance from the island would ensure that forces could be moved quickly. Carthage had two options: resist or accept Roman influence in Sicily. [388:  Zon. 8.6]  [389:  Hoyos (2011), 144] 

For the Romans, Hiero II’s build up would not have been welcomed by Rome – his army numbered 11,500 men[footnoteRef:390] - despite co-operation when dealing with Rhegium. The Romans must have been anxious about the potential of Syracusan involvement in southern Italy. However, with Carthage’s installation in Messana, Rome would have been anxious to counter the perceived threat of Carthaginian influence close to Italy – her involvement with Tarentine would only have heightened these anxieties. Roman willingness may have been because they were now aware of how close Carthage could get to mainland Italy if they took Messana[footnoteRef:391]. Carthage’s decision to send a fleet to Messana from the Lipari islands only increased their perception that Carthage would quickly be able to send forces, if requested.  [390:  Diod. 22.13.2]  [391:  Leigh (2010), 268] 

The Carthaginians taking of Messana would not have been reassuring. The fact that the Mamertines had crossed to interfere in Rhegium proved how easy access was[footnoteRef:392]. Roman concern can be seen with the construction in 264 of the colony of Castrum Novem[footnoteRef:393]. As Rome had no navy, it must have been designed to prevent raids[footnoteRef:394]. It provides further proof that Rome was concerned about Carthaginian power, rather than Harris’ bold claim that the Roman concerns about Carthage were a myth[footnoteRef:395].  [392:  Plb. 7.8]  [393:  Livy. 0er. 11]  [394:  Nedu (2008), 82]  [395:  Harris (1979), 190] 

One of the main arguments used by those favouring Roman aggressiveness as the prime cause is that the senate went to the masses and pitched plunder as a justification to go to war[footnoteRef:396]. As has been shown, the motive of greed had always been present for both sides - war had to pay for itself[footnoteRef:397]. However, as fighting was to be overseas, which entailed a longer duration of service, and having just fought a brutal war against Pyrrhus, the population would have been tired of war. Booty was a factor to encourage the population, but clearly not the prime factor.  [396:  Plb. 1.11.12]  [397:  Plb. 11.2 and Raaflaub (1996), 279] 

This can also be seen by the reactions of both powers, which highlight the fact they were unprepared for conflict and were certainly not aiming their sights at each other, gearing up for their next conflict. It certainly helps refute the idea of that conflict had been inevitable for some time or that the Romans already had Carthage in their sights before the Mamertines[footnoteRef:398].  [398:  Harris (1979), 185] 

If this was the case, military build-up by either side would be necessary, whereas no such build up occurred for either side, even though Pyrrhus’ intervention highlighted the strengths and weaknesses of both sides. In fact, after landing in Sicily one of the consuls took his two legions back to Italy, halving the size of the Roman army[footnoteRef:399]. Even after Pyrrhus’ intervention the Romans did not begin to construct a navy until well after hostilities with Carthage began – certainly a prerequisite for any success against a naval power. Rome had initially trialled a navy but that was destroyed in 282 in the Ionian Sea[footnoteRef:400]. Carthage had the Lipari islands which would be perfect to support their fleet[footnoteRef:401]. When thinking about Roman unpreparedness there were other targets which would not tax them so thoroughly, principally the Celts to the north, who only 20 years prior to 264 and invaded Roman territory[footnoteRef:402]. [399:  Plb. 1.17.1-2]  [400:  Dion. Hal. 19.4; Livy. Per. 12; Flor. 1.13.3-5; App. Sam. 7.1]  [401:  Diod. 22.13.7]  [402:  Oros. 3.22.13-14] 

What it shows is that whilst the Mamertine Appeal was unexpected, for both sides, neither side would let the decision pass them by, as it would allow the other to gain strategic ascendency. It certainly does not match Harris’ claims that Rome was already struggling for world power before the outbreak of war, as their actions – such as the withdrawing of troops – seem to suggest that they were not preparing for large scale conflict[footnoteRef:403].  [403:  Harris (1979), 110] 

On the other hand, Hoyos’ argument that the small garrison in Messana did not constitute a threat to Rome ignores the anxieties that had been building over the last 40 years. Whilst it is true Carthage’s current garrison was small, Rome’s prior relations with Carthage emphasis the concern about each other’s potential influence in Italy and Sicily. Rome would not have seen the garrison size and been relieved. Instead, they would have been concerned that Carthage had finally taken a strategic city that controlled the Straits. For as long as relations between the two had existed, this had not happened. Whilst Hoyos can argue that the Mamertines appeal to Rome was about repelling Syracusan aggression, Rome’s response must have been about trying to reduce Carthaginian and Syracusan influence, if necessary, by increasing their own[footnoteRef:404]. As has been shown in Chapter 3, this is not the first time Rome reacted proactively to perceived threats. Whoever controlled Sicily would control the Mediterranean – this was well understood by Rome[footnoteRef:405]. [404:  Hoyos (2011), 139]  [405:  Lancel (1995), 89] 

Roman forces met Carthaginian forces outside Messana to try to negotiate a settlement and diffuse the situation[footnoteRef:406]. Hoyos states that this was to see if an accommodation could be reached – it must be remembered Hoyos claims the Romans were principally interested in Syracuse[footnoteRef:407]. That said, neither side would have been willing to concede and back down, giving influence and control of north Sicily to the other. Importantly, Carthage could not have let the Romans become close to Syracuse, not after centuries of warfare. The central flaw in Hoyos theory is that he does not attach enough importance to the prior histories of Rome and Carthage. As has been shown, neither side had ever allowed strategic territory to be taken by a rival permanently.  [406:  Plb. 1.11.10-12 and Diod. 23.1.4-2.1]  [407:  Hoyos (2011), 142+] 

The final issue that needs to be considered is the claim that the war was started by a faction of Campanian aristocracy. It is alleged that families of Campanian origin became predominant in Rome – like the Atilii who held seven consulships between 267 and 245[footnoteRef:408]. As Campanian agriculture had been growing, they wanted to defend their interests[footnoteRef:409]. Further proof is provided by the fact that as the war effort could no longer be sustained from public funds, they turned to private Romans. Campanian aristocrats paid for a fleet[footnoteRef:410]. However, the evidence for these ties is speculative at best. The whole argument is based on the cognomen of the consuls (Caiatinus and Calenus) as references of the Campanian towns of Cales and Caiatia[footnoteRef:411]. This evidence scarcely provides any justification of political scheming. Not only that, whilst Campanian families paid for ships, it was southern Italy that had ports with which to finance fleets – it should be remembered that prior to the construction of their own fleets the Romans used their allies, from the same region. It should also be remembered that whilst Campanians paid for ships, rather than doing that to secure Sicily, it may also have been about self-preservation: southern Italy was easy to invade, as Pyrrhus highlighted.  [408:  Lancel (1995), 365]  [409:  Lancel (1995), 365]  [410:  Plb. 1.59]  [411:  Hoyos (2011), 134] 












Conclusion
The First Punic War broke out because Carthage was not prepared to accept Roman influence on the island of Sicily. Carthage had fought long and hard to secure hegemony on the island and expended huge amounts of money and manpower to defend it. Whilst Carthage employed different strategies, proactive measures to maintain strategic security had also been employed. Pyrrhus’ invasion, along with Agathocles, heightened anxieties that Sicily was not only vulnerable but could also be used as a launchpad for attacks into the Carthaginian mainland. 
Also, Rome was not prepared to tolerate Carthaginian ascendency on the island, particularly gaining control over the Straits of Messana. For Rome, Pyrrhus’ intervention and the Tarentine aftermath furthered concerns that Carthage would be able to become increasingly involved in the Italian Peninsula. Rome’s own history highlights that she would, like Carthage, take proactive steps to ensure strategic protection and the elimination of perceived threats – fostered after centuries of horrific warfare, at appalling cost. Events like the sack of Rome only encouraged such thinking. Raaflaub’s argument that Rome ‘took risks’ to seize land and wealth, is only half correct[footnoteRef:412]. Rome did take risks, as did every other power, to secure its strategic position – the alternative was to give the advantage to rivals. [412:  Raaflaub (1996), 278] 

Fears on both sides were heightened by the realities of interstate diplomacy and relations. Small states often gravitated to larger one, hoping to secure their own survival. In order to ensure the strategic advantage did not go to the other power, states often had to intervene, even though the result would be war. 
The Mamertine appeal provides a perfect example of this. It was the flashpoint for conflict, but neither side was ready, nor prepared, for war. Having fought Syracuse for so long, its collapse created a vacuum that Carthage had to ensure would not be filled by Rome. Previous relations between Rome and Syracuse – despite the current war – deepened Carthaginian concern.
The idea that Messana was just a pretext for both sides that coveted the wealth and power of the other is an incorrect assessment[footnoteRef:413]. Security concerns were the primary consideration, with plunder and land used as a means of securing acquiesce from the Roman public.  [413:  Zon. 8.8.2 and florus. 1.18.2-4] 

This paper questions the idea that Carthage were victimised by Rome[footnoteRef:414]. On the contrary, an analysis of their relations prior to 264 show that Carthage often was the major power. When the flashpoint occurred, Carthage was not passive, watching Rome encroach into her sphere of influence, but actively sought to neutralise the threat, even though Carthage must have been conscious the war would be bloody. Lazenby’s assessment that mutual enmity over Pyrrhus may have held things in check, but after that a clash was inevitable is also only partially correct[footnoteRef:415]. Pyrrhus’ intervention heightened anxieties for both sides, but their lack of preparedness implies that Rome and Carthage did not view the conflict as inevitable. Moreover, it was only the collapse of Syracuse and their aggressions against the Mamertine’s that brought Rome and Carthage to war. This was not something that had been developing for years.  [414:  Oakley (1993),33]  [415:  Lazenby (1996), 35] 

This is where Hoyos and Lazenby disagree. For Lazenby, Rome knew Carthage was the real problem[footnoteRef:416]. For Hoyos, it was Syracuse[footnoteRef:417]. From the evidence presented Rome would have understood that Carthage would not accept a Roman presence on Sicily, just as Rome would not have accepted a Carthaginian presence in Italy. The treaties confirm just how important this was to each other. Rome was concerned simply by the movement of Carthaginian ships outside Tarentum. As such, the Senate’s ‘agony’ was probably genuine, for they knew – as interstate politics dictates – that if Rome did not intervene, they would have to accept Carthaginian hegemony over the entire island[footnoteRef:418].  [416:  Lazenby (1996), 38]  [417:  Hoyos (2011), 141]  [418:  Lazenby (1996), 5 and Plb. 10.6] 

This paper has also demonstrated that whilst plunder, aristocratic glory and land acquisition were factors, they were factors for all Mediterranean powers. Rome was certainly not unique. These were expected outcomes – the plebeians claimed that they were tired of war and had to be assuaged with the prospect of booty. The Senate knew that it had to act but needed to couch it in terms the people would accept. This highlights that plunder was not the prime cause, but a secondary motivation. Rome had plenty of conflicts in which plunder was not gained, only truces or admittance of other powers into the Roman system. 
Ultimately, strategic considerations were paramount. Neither side could back down and both sides felt that there was no other choice[footnoteRef:419]. Fear dominated the decision making of both powers[footnoteRef:420].  [419:  Eckstein (2006), 25]  [420:  Eckstein (2006), 50] 
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Carthage quickly established trade links with other powers, such as Etruria[footnoteRef:421]. Furthermore, a bilingual inscription has been found – in both Etruscan and Punic – in the modern city of Caere and its second port was named ‘Punicum’, testifying to a Carthaginian presence[footnoteRef:422].  [421:  Hoyos (2010), 43]  [422:  Lancel (1995), 85] 
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