Describe, with evidence from the text, one or two strategies which Cicero uses in the portrayal of Caelius in his Pro Caelio. Then, from the point of view of a prosecutor, outline what arguments you would use as counters. 

In his Pro Caelio, Cicero seeks to defend his client, Caelius, against a series of criminal charges, employing a range of rhetorical strategies to shape the perception of Caelius as an innocent and wronged individual. Cicero portrays Caelius as a promising young man, emphasising his moral character and framing the accusations as part of a political conspiracy. Through emotional appeals, strong rhetoric, and the construction of Caelius as a victim, Cicero aims to sway the jury in his favour. The prosecution, however, would seek to challenge the motive behind the charges, questioning the moral character of Caelius, and refusing the emotional manipulation deployed in Cicero’s defence in favour of legitimate evidence. This essay will explore the strategies Cicero uses to portray Caelius in a favourable light, and outline how a prosecutor might counter these tactics to cast doubt on the defence’s narrative.

One of Cicero’s central strategies in defending Caelius is to argue that the charges against him are politically motivated falsehoods. He characterises Caelius as a victim of both personal vendettas and broader political power struggles, falsely accused by rivals seeking to undermine him for personal gain. Cicero highlights Caelius’ integrity and promise as a public figure, noting that those who know him, especially the older generations, “will appreciate that he needs no words of mine to rebut the charges”. He asserts that these charges stem from envy and political rivalry, aiming to discredit the credibility of the prosecution’s motives by suggesting that the case is fuelled by animosity rather than truth. Through the repeated invocation of the term ‘slander’, Cicero seeks to portray the accusations as a part of a smear campaign with no legitimate foundation. This can be seen with his assertion that these are “slanders which the prosecutors have come up with in order to discredit him and deprive him of his good name”. Throughout, Cicero utilises his rhetorical skill to evoke sympathy from the jury. By using pathos, he presents Caelius as the victim of hyperbolic, fabricated charges that threaten his future as a statesman. Cicero accuses the prosecution of distorting the truth to serve their own agenda, stating that they have “adjusted your lie to suit his purpose”. In doing so, he paints Caelius as a young man with great promise and ability who has been unfairly targeted by powerful vindictive individuals. 

As a prosecutor, one of the key counterarguments to Cicero’s defence would be to question the emotional appeal he uses to divert attention from factual evidence. Cicero’s portrayal of Caelius is designed to evoke sympathy and persuade the jury to overlook the weight of the accusations. In response, the prosecution could urge the jury to focus on concrete evidence rather than being swayed by Cicero’s emotional rhetoric. A jury’s decision must be based on facts, with a defendant's actions being judged on their merits without emotional appeals to notions of honour clouding objective evaluation. Thus, the prosecutor could also appeal to logos, challenging Cicero’s manipulation of key Roman values like honour, integrity, & justice to frame Caelius as the victim of a political conspiracy. A case should be determined not by lofty abstract ideals but by examining concrete evidence - such as witness testimony, physical evidence, & documented facts – and it would be vital to remind the jury that compelling emotional rhetoric has no bearing on whether charges can be proven beyond reasonable doubt. In doing so, the prosecution would reaffirm the jury’s duty to render a verdict based on reason, aiming to neutralise the emotional pull of Cicero’s defence.

A further counter would challenge the motive behind the charges, suggesting that Caelius’ own political aspirations may have motivated him to engage in criminality. Even in the absence of direct evidence linking Caelius to corruption or immorality, the prosecution could argue that his ambition may have pushed him toward such actions. This is particularly relevant considering the context of Rome’s political landscape in which power acquisition was often intertwined with malfeasance. The prosecutor could question whether Caelius’ career and prospects are truly the result of merit and ethical conduct as Cicero suggests, or whether they have been built on political opportunism, familial connections, and morally questionable actions. They could even suggest that Cicero’s selective presentation of evidence intentionally downplays the possibility that Caelius’ reputation and rise in the political sphere could be influenced by selfish ambition that led him down a morally dubious path. By highlighting this, it becomes easier for the jury to entertain the possibility that Caelius may have engaged in the criminal behaviour he is accused of.

Another strategy employed by Cicero is the highlighting of Caelius’ reputation and moral character, aiming to establish him as a capable, upstanding young man deserving of the jury’s sympathy. Cicero praises Caelius’ social standing, intelligence, & achievements, focusing on his previous military service and political potential, to frame him as a future leader and valuable public asset. In doing so, he appeals to ethos, emphasising that despite minor past mistakes, Caelius’ actions ought to be understood as youthful ambition. This strategy is further deployed as Cicero argues that the charges are baseless, portraying him as a man of honour, consistent with Roman values. He underscores that “whatever distinction a Roman equestrian may possess…has always been judged as belonging to Marcus Caelius in the fullest measure”, a statement that proclaims him a man of high moral standing. This is further reinforced by Cicero’s mention of the Praetuttians, who have “never conferred greater honours on anyone in their presence…than they have on Marcus Caelius”. The focus on Caelius’ good character and the positive opinions held by his peers humanises him, making it easier for the jury to view him as wrongfully targeted by rivals. The presence of a “deputation of the most high-ranking men”, senators and Roman equestrians, who offered “an extremely impressive and eloquent testimonial” in his favour, reinforces Caelius’ virtuosity and positions him as more than a mere defendant. This emphasis on Caelius’ unjust victimisation shifts the focus from the alleged crimes, encouraging the jury to question the veracity of the accusations.

A final counterargument could involve questioning Caelius’ moral character and reputation, particularly challenging the vague praises and self-references employed by Cicero to portray him as an upstanding citizen. Instead of accepting Cicero’s idealised view, a prosecutor could highlight any past instances of immoral behaviour, negative allegations, or questionable associations that cast doubt on Cicero’s characterisation. For example, his relationship with Clodia suggests a lack of moral restraint that contradicts Cicero’s portrayal of Caelius as a disciplined, honourable young man. This relationship could reflect a pattern of reckless behaviour that would undermine the defence’s idealisation of Caelius, showing that he is not as unimpeachable as Cicero suggests. Thus, Caelius’ past actions make the current accusations not only plausible but consistent with his character. Additionally, a prosecutor could bring up his friendship with the conspirator Catiline as a possible indicator of Caelius’ grand political ambitions and his potential involvement in morally dubious activities. The prosecution could concur that Caelius’ ambitions make him a plausible target for accusations but suggest that the charges against him are not part of a baseless conspiracy, rather rooted in his own conduct and need for power. This counter would undermine Cicero’s narrative of a victimised Caelius, shifting the focus to the reality of his actions.

Cicero’s defence of Caelius strategically portrays him as an innocent, moral young man through a range of rhetorical techniques intended to elicit sympathy from the jury and shift focus away from specific charges. By emphasising Caelius’ reputation, social standing, & character - as well as appealing to the jury’s emotions and adherence to Roman ideals - Cicero attempts to establish him as a future leader who is being unjustly targeted by rivals. However, from a prosecutor’s perspective this emotional appeal serves to divert attention from the concrete evidence and potential motivations behind Caelius’ actions. Counterarguments highlighting his past associations, political ambitions, and possible immoral behaviour serve to challenge Cicero’s portrayal of him as unimpeachable. By refocusing attention on the facts, a prosecutor could argue that the charges, far from being the machinations of an unjust conspiracy, are consistent with the reckless behaviour of an ambitious young man willing to sacrifice moral integrity in his pursuit for power.
