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Krystyna Cap – HPCA7027 – Essay 1
20 March 2023


‘A Critical Review of Cicero’s Arguments Against Divination in De Divinatione’
Word Count: 3143 words

This essay is a critical review of Marcus Tullius Cicero’s arguments against divination from his two-volume treatise, De Divinatione (On Divination). Written in dialogue form and likely completed around 45 BC, the text is comprised of two books, each presented by a main interlocutor: in Book I, Cicero’s brother Quintus outlined the arguments for divination, and the character of Cicero himself detailed the contra position in Book II.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  William Armistead Falconer, ‘Introduction To The De Divinatione’, in Cicero, De Senectute, De Amicitia, De Divinatione, ed. and trans. by William Armistead Falconer, Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1923), pp. 214-221 (p. 214). ] 

Scholars have debated the extent to which Cicero’s character reflected the author’s own views concerning divination. As early as 1920, Arthur Stanley Pease contended that the declining faith in traditional Roman religion necessitated ‘an attack upon divination’, leading Cicero to pen a ‘vigorous rationalistic protest’ that left little doubt as to Cicero’s own beliefs on the subject.[footnoteRef:2] Over sixty years later, Mary Beard rejected the view of Cicero as ‘a sceptic on divination’, arguing that De Divinatione was a ‘religious treatise’, defining ‘“religion” for the first time as an independent subject of discourse’.[footnoteRef:3] George Kennedy and Kathryn Tempest have contended that as a Roman orator, statesman and philosopher, Cicero’s committed republicanism frequently led him to espouse views that reflected the best interests of the state, while Johnathan Powell has suggested that Cicero’s position as an augur likely required that he maintain the integrity of ‘the apparatus of the state religion’.[footnoteRef:4] Thus it appears essential that any reading of De Divinatione consider not only the complexity of Cicero’s larger participation within the state and its religious practices, but also the extent to which the text reflected both religio-philosophical and political views.  [2:  Arthur Stanley Pease, ‘Introduction’, in M. Tulli Ciceronis De Divinatione Liber Primus, ed. by Arthur Stanley Pease (University of Illinois Press, 1920), pp. 9-37 (pp. 10, 13).]  [3:  Mary Beard, ‘Cicero And Divination: The Formation Of A Latin Discourse’, The Journal Of Roman Studies 76 (1986), 33-46 (pp. 34, 36) <https://www.jstor.org/stable/300365> [accessed 7 February 2023].]  [4:  George A. Kennedy, A New History Of Classical Rhetoric (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994), p. 128 <https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt7rx70.10> [accessed 16 February 2023]; Kathryn Tempest, Cicero: Politics And Persuasion (London: Bloomsbury, 2011), pp. 9, 11; Johnathan Powell, ‘Cicero’, Bulletin Of The Institute Of Classical Studies, Supplement – Greek And Roman Philosophy 100 BC-200 AD: Volume II 94 (2007), 333-345 (p. 344) <https://www.jstor.org/stable/43767865> [accessed 16 February 2023].] 

Some remarks should also be made concerning the literary form of dialogue, which Powell defined as written by a single author who ‘[attributes] whatever views and preoccupations he […] thinks fit the various characters’.[footnoteRef:5] This is apparent through Cicero’s use of his brother Quintus and himself as the two interlocutors, which Beard believed equalized the weight given to each side of the divination debate owing to the parity between the characters with respect to their political and social class.[footnoteRef:6] Cicero was thus able to consider both a supportive view of divination, as represented by his philosophically Stoic brother Quintus, while the author himself represented the sceptical view, regarded as characteristic of the philosophical Academy to which Cicero belonged.[footnoteRef:7] Finally, in view of Beard’s contention that De Divinatione could be read as a religious treatise, Albert William Levi has argued that the ‘didactic mood’ and ‘dogmatic thrust’ of the dialogue makes it well-suited to ‘obscure and uncertain’ matters of philosophy, such as religion.[footnoteRef:8] As this paper will demonstrate, an argument could be made for extending this to the subject of divination as well.  [5:  Powell, ‘Cicero’, p. 333.]  [6:  Beard, ‘Cicero and Divination’, pp. 44-45.]  [7:  Joseph G. DeFilippo, ‘Cicero And The Stoic Defense of Divination’, in Philodorema: Essays In Greek And Roman Philosophy In Honor Of Phillip Mitsis, ed. by David Konstan and David Sider (Siracusa, South Dakota: Parnassos Press, 2022), pp. 313-329 (p. 313) <https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctv2fjwpqn.19> [accessed 19 February 2023].]  [8:  Albert William Levi, ‘Philosophy As Literature: The Dialogue’, Philosophy And Rhetoric 9.1 (1976), 1-20 (pp. 11-12) <https://www.jstor.org/stable/40236962> [accessed 19 February 2023].] 

Having established this context, this essay will turn to examining Cicero’s arguments against divination. This essay will first examine Cicero’s objections to the Stoic view of fate, chance, and the nature of the gods. This essay will then turn to examining the challenges that Cicero advanced against an ‘empirical’ view of divination. Finally, this essay will reflect on the intersection between divination, religion and superstition, considering why Cicero may have conservatively endorsed certain forms of divination in his dialogue, despite his character largely appearing to deny any belief in it. 

Against the Stoic Cosmos

Brian Krostenko has argued that older commentators on De Divinatione, subscribing to the idea that Cicero’s sceptical position was a ‘genuine refutation’ of divination, were said to have viewed Quintus as the ‘straw man’.[footnoteRef:9] Nowhere does this appear more valid a contention than in the definition that Quintus provided for divination, stating that it was ‘the foreseeing and foretelling of events considered as happening by chance’.[footnoteRef:10] Quintus’ subsequent statements contradicted this definition, particularly as fate was described as ‘an orderly succession of causes’ that produced certain effects.[footnoteRef:11] This logic extended to signs from the gods, which followed a similar natural order, suggesting that divination was part of a causal, interconnected universe.[footnoteRef:12]  [9:  Brian A. Krostenko, ‘Beyond (Dis)belief: Rhetorical Form And Religious Symbol In Cicero’s De Divinatione’, Transactions Of The American Philological Association 130 (2000), 353-391 (p. 353) <https://www.jstor.org/stable/284315> [accessed 19 February 2023].]  [10:  Cicero, De Divinatione, I.v.9, p. 233.]  [11:  Cicero, De Divinatione, I.lv.125-6, p. 361.]  [12:  Cicero, De Divinatione, I.lii.118, pp. 351-353.] 

Pavle Stojanović has argued that the Stoics viewed fate as ‘divine, rational and providential’ and that divination existed on the basis that all events, including future ones, ‘[were] fully causally determined by the divine cosmic order’.[footnoteRef:13] However, Quintus appeared unable to sustain a fully deterministic view. Although he believed that a single ‘clearly foretold’ divinatory event would ‘exclude the hypothesis of chance’, he simultaneously argued that dire auguries, auspices or omens were not prescriptive: they simply foretold what would transpire unless certain precautions were taken.[footnoteRef:14] This points to a contradiction between a deterministic view and the possibility of human intervention. Remarking on this inconsistency, Cicero concluded that Quintus needed to change his definition of divination, for if ‘everything present or future had been inevitably determined from all eternity’, then there was no room for chance.[footnoteRef:15]  [13:  Pavle Stojanović, ‘On The Status Of Natural Divination In Stoicism’, Theoria 1.63 (2020), 5-16 (p. 6) <https://doi.org/10.2298/THEO2001005S> [accessed 17 February 2020].]  [14:  Cicero, De Divinatione, I.xxxii.71, p. 303; I.xvi.29-30, p. 259.]  [15:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.vii.19, p. 391.] 

Cicero pressed this argument further, refuting the interdependency between fate and divination. The example of Consul Flaminius taking auspices ‘which forbade against his joining battle’ in the Second Punic War served to illustrate Cicero’s point: Flaminius’ army perished according to the prophecy, which, subject to Stoic logic, was guaranteed to happen whether the auspices had been consulted or not.[footnoteRef:16] From this position, Cicero asserted that divination served no purpose in a deterministic world, especially if a diviner simply predicted what was ‘bound to happen’.[footnoteRef:17]   [16:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.vii.20-21, pp. 391-393.]  [17:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.vii.19 p. 391; II.viii.21, p. 393; II.ix.24, p. 397. ] 

Stojanović also argued that the Stoic cosmos, in addition to being rational and divine, was also benevolent.[footnoteRef:18] Marcia Colish echoed this, suggesting that since the divine logos of the Stoics had ordered the universe, it was ‘intrinsically rational and good’.[footnoteRef:19] Quintus expounded a similar view, stating that the gods ‘love us’ and thus, in offering signs of the future, they intended that those signs be understood.[footnoteRef:20] Although the gods did not physically appear, they were able to ‘diffuse their powers far and wide—sometimes enclosing [their signs] in caverns […] and sometimes imparting [them] to human beings’, such as through dreams.[footnoteRef:21] This suggests an interconnected cosmos, which, although deterministic, was not necessarily cruel as the Stoic position further contended that any impending evil could be ‘made lighter by means of religious rites’—a position that Cicero later rejected on the premise that if everything occurs ‘in accordance with fate […] no evil can be made lighter by any means’.[footnoteRef:22] Thus, according to Quintus, divination appeared to be an essential activity: signs sent by the gods had to be interpreted, those who ignored warning signs met with various calamities, and ‘to make light of signs sent by the gods [was] nothing less than to disbelieve in [their] existence’.[footnoteRef:23]  [18:  Stojanović, ‘On the Status Of Natural Divination In Stoicism’, p. 6.]  [19:  Marcia Colish, The Stoic Tradition From Antiquity To The Early Middle Ages (Leiden: Brill, 1985), p. 34.]  [20:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.xxxviii.82, p. 315.]  [21:  Cicero, De Divinatione, I.xxxvi.79, p. 311.]  [22:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.ix.25, p. 397.]  [23:  Cicero, De Divinatione, I.xvi.29-30, p. 259; I.xlvi.104, p. 337.] 

Cicero took a different view of the gods, but cautiously admitted that he was ‘not a hopeless sceptic’ on whether they sent signs, he simply did not ‘know’ that they did.[footnoteRef:24] This presents some initial ambiguity as, later in the dialogue, Cicero rejected the idea of the gods sending ‘signs of the future’, despite ‘[confessing] that there is some excellent eternal Being who deserves the respect and homage of men’.[footnoteRef:25] The view of divine gods existing but not necessarily investing themselves in human affairs appears to align with Krostenko’s argument that Cicero ultimately endeavoured to protect the gods from ‘vulgarization’.[footnoteRef:26] Krostenko contended that Cicero projected visions of the Roman social elite onto the gods, whom he preferred to separate from ‘social inferiors’—the latter being the most likely practitioners and believers in divination.[footnoteRef:27] However, Pauline Ripat has questioned this view, suggesting that ‘all levels of Roman society […] were constantly consulting the gods’.[footnoteRef:28] Nevertheless, it appears that Krostenko’s assertion may align with several of Cicero’s examples, particularly the extent to which the gods would ever show themselves through ‘ordinary’ divinatory mediums, such as Jupiter conveying the Theban victory over the Spartans through crowing chickens.[footnoteRef:29] In this way, Krostenko’s argument may be partially correct: Cicero sought to retain the noble position for the gods, whom he considered to be ‘of surpassing excellence in all things’, but did not necessarily believe that they sent signs of the future.[footnoteRef:30] [24:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.xii.48, p. 425.]  [25:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.li.106, p. 491; II.lxxii.149, p. 537.]  [26:  Krostenko, ‘Beyond (Dis)belief’, p. 359.]  [27:  Krostenko, ‘Beyond (Dis)belief’, p. 361. ]  [28:  Pauline Ripat, ‘Roma Omens, Roman Audiences, And Roman History’, Greece & Rome 53.2 (2006), 155-174 (p. 156) <https://www.jstor.org/stable/4122468> [accessed 24 February 2023]. ]  [29:  Cicero, De Divinatione, IIII.xxvi.56, p. 435.]  [30:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.lxiii.129, pp. 515-517.] 

Having examined the Stoic views of fate, divination and the nature of the gods, it appears that Cicero sought to refute divination not only on the seemingly fallacious definition that Quintus supplied, but also on the basis that the gods were unlikely to involve themselves directly in human affairs.[footnoteRef:31] In all instances, Cicero appeared to undermine the utility of divination by questioning the foundations upon which the Stoic position was based. This next section will turn to examining the arguments against divination’s ‘empirical’ grounding. [31:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.lxiii.129, pp. 515-517.] 


Against an ‘Empirical’ Account of Divination

Quintus divided divination into two types: divination by ‘natural means’, such as ‘forewarnings’ delivered through dreams or frenzy, and divination ‘dependent on art’, such as lightning, augury or astrology.[footnoteRef:32] While Quintus acknowledged instances where erroneous predictions had been made, he nevertheless held that even a single event, correctly predicted, was ‘enough to establish the existence of divination’—a position, he argued, the ancients accepted as they were ‘influenced more by actual results than convinced by reason’.[footnoteRef:33] In the case of artificial divination, the results to which Quintus referred were reportedly the ‘product of boundless eternity’, with divination becoming an art ‘through the repeated observation and recording of almost countless instances in which the same results have been preceded by the same signs’.[footnoteRef:34]  [32:  Cicero, De Divinatione, I.vi.12, p. 235.]  [33:  Cicero, De Divinatione, I.xxxii.71, p. 303; I.iii.5, p. 227.]  [34:  Cicero, De Divinatione, I.xiv.25, p.253.] 

Nicholas Denyer has argued that the Stoic position for which Quintus advocated separated divination from science, however, it appears that Quintus may have viewed divination as at least empirically equal to a ‘science’, owing to the ‘extraordinary fund of knowledge, […it] acquired even without the intervention or inspiration of the gods’.[footnoteRef:35] In the case of artificial divination, Quintus cited Etruscan books on extispicy, thunder and lightning, astrology and books from Cicero’s own augural college as evidence of knowledge collected from long-standing observation.[footnoteRef:36] Oracles and dreams were reportedly recorded by Stoic philosophers according to their own rules of interpretation, while both natural and artificial divination required ‘technical skill’, following certain procedures and logic, not unlike the approach that scholars used ‘when they interpret the poets’.[footnoteRef:37] [35:  Nicholas Denyer, ‘The Case Against Divination: An Examination Of Cicero’s “De Divinatione”’, Proceedings Of The Cambridge Philological Society 31.211 (1985), 1-10 (p. 6) <https://www.jstor.org/ stable/44696924> [accessed 20 February 2023]; Cicero, De Divinatione, I.xlix.109, pp. 341-343.]  [36:  Cicero, De Divinatione, I.xxxiii.72, p. 303.]  [37:  Cicero, De Divinatione, I.xx.39, p. 269; I.xviii.34, p. 265.] 

Cicero, however, rejected Quintus’ empirical arguments, asserting that, ‘divination is not applicable where knowledge is gained through the senses’.[footnoteRef:38] Whether in science or art, Cicero contended that divination served no practical function, removing it from several spheres in which Quintus suggested that it had played a role, including in medicine, war and statecraft.[footnoteRef:39] However, Cicero also took issue with the lack of ‘uniformity of practice’ between soothsayers and across nations for, as Cicero suggested, if the gods had really intended that their signs be derived from nature and transmitted to humankind, then they would not have been ‘compounded of a little error, a little superstition, and a good deal of fraud’.[footnoteRef:40] This was viewed as particularly true of haruspicy—divination by entrails—with Cicero arguing that it could never be ‘dependent on observation’ or the ‘result of immemorial usage’; rather, the varying interpretations of entrails were said to make it ‘the inventions of art’.[footnoteRef:41] The integrity of other forms of divination were similarly questioned: the Delphic Oracle was thought to have been bribed, dreams could hardly be subject to empirical observation, and birds were ’shut up inside a cage and tortured by hunger’ before making their prognostications, suggesting that many forms of divination suffered from challenges not only to empirical defence, but also to integrity.[footnoteRef:42] [38:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.ii.9, p. 379.]  [39:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.iv.12, p. 383.]  [40:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.xxxix.83, p. 465.]  [41:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.xiv.33, p. 405.]  [42:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.lvii.118, p. 505; II.lxxi.146, p. 533; II.xxxv.73, p. 453.] 

Quintus’ original and seemingly faulty definition of divination also became the basis for Cicero’s rejection of any empirical arguments supporting it.[footnoteRef:43] Questioning how anything can be foreseen that has ‘no cause and no distinguishing mark of its coming’, Cicero revived an example that his brother first used, citing a sacrificial ox that was found to have had no heart at the moment of sacrifice—a circumstance that Cicero questioned the veracity of, as ‘the bull could not have lived without [one]’.[footnoteRef:44] This may be one instance where, in Denyer’s estimation, Cicero overlooked the fact that divination finds its place where scientific knowledge cannot meet foreknowledge—a place where certain ‘things aren’t covered by any causal laws that we know of’.[footnoteRef:45] [43:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.vi.15, p. 387.]  [44:  Cicero, De Divinatione, I.lii.119, p. 353; II.xv.36, p. 411.]  [45:  Denyer, ‘The Case Against Divination’, p. 3.] 

Ultimately, Cicero’s rejection of divination’s more empirical potential, consisting of regular observation, long-standing records, and the marriage of technical skill and interpretation, appears to have rested on the extent to which it could not find a home in either the spheres of art or science. Moreover, its varied practice and inconsistency laid it open to Cicero’s attacks, including the fact that, in certain instances, its practice was achieved more through the development of art and conjecture than empirical observation.
Having examined Cicero’s attacks against the empirical defence of divination, this essay will now turn to questions around the intersection between divination, superstition and religion, considering why Cicero appeared to endorse narrowly circumscribed state-sanctioned forms of divination.

Divination as ‘Inappropriate Knowledge’

Quintus foreshadowed Cicero’s position regarding state-sanctioned divination when he suggested that certain forms of divination ‘[flourished] best in the best regulated states’.[footnoteRef:46] This may imply a connection between Cicero’s views concerning the ‘health’ of a polity and the extent to which it supported a functioning state-sanctioned divinatory apparatus. However, Cicero’s views concerning the state’s role in supporting certain types of divination appear both complex and contradictory. Cicero, as interlocutor, appeared to believe that his refutations had effectively ‘destroyed’ divination, while also advocating for the cultivation of soothsaying ‘for political expediency and in order that [the Romans] may have a state religion’.[footnoteRef:47] These contradictory views are compounded by his statement supporting two consuls who had been executed for contravening the auspices in a show of ‘shameless disdain’ for the ‘customs of their forefathers’ and for ‘the established religion’ of the state.[footnoteRef:48] [46:  Cicero, De Divinatione, I.xliii.95, p. 327.]  [47:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.xvii.41, p. 417; II.xii.28, p. 401.]  [48:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.xxxiii.71, p. 451.] 

For Cicero, it appeared that destruction of divination as ‘superstition’ was not the same as the destruction of divination as ‘religion’.[footnoteRef:49] He concluded De Divinatione by stating that he ‘[considered] it the part of wisdom to preserve the institutions of [his] forefathers by retaining their sacred rites and ceremonies’.[footnoteRef:50] One such example was the preservation of the Sibylline verses—‘prophecies’ conveyed in a state of ‘frenzy’—which Cicero urged to be kept ‘under lock and key’ to ensure the ‘ordinances of [Rome’s] forefathers’ were maintained.[footnoteRef:51] Cicero went on to state that, by protecting these oracular verses, ‘superstitious ideas’ could thus be banished rather than encouraged.[footnoteRef:52] [49:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.lxxii.148, p. 537.]  [50:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.lxxii.148, p. 537.]  [51:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.liv.112, p. 497.]  [52:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.liv.112, p. 497.] 

Both interlocutors raised the topic of superstition, with Quintus first referring to it within the context of accepting signs from the gods. He stated that, in believing in signs, people ran the risk of ‘becoming involved in old women’s superstitions if [they approved] of them’.[footnoteRef:53] This may reflect an important distinction between Roman conceptions of religion and superstition, which Mary Beard, John North and Simon Price argued was unlike more modern conceptions of the two terms. They contended that religio referred to ‘the traditional honours paid to the gods by the state’, whereas ‘superstitio was used initially to categorize the improper behaviour of individuals’ and ‘was often seen to be motivated by an inappropriate desire for knowledge’.[footnoteRef:54] Cicero’s own words concluding De Divinatione appeared to reflect this distinction, suggesting that ‘it [was] a duty to extend the influence of true religion, which [was] closely associated with the knowledge of nature’ while rooting out superstition.[footnoteRef:55] [53:  Cicero, De Divinatione, I.iv.7, p. 231.]  [54:  Mary Beard, John North and Simon Price, eds., Religions Of Rome, Volume 1: A History (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), pp. 215-217.]  [55:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.lxxii.149, p. 537.] 

Cicero’s views concerning appropriate and inappropriate forms of knowledge may further be inferred from his claims that certain types of divination were akin to ‘playing at morra, dice, or knuckle-bones, in which recklessness and luck [prevailed] rather than reflection and judgement’.[footnoteRef:56] Divination by lots came under particular scrutiny as Cicero contended that they had been ‘fraudulently contrived from mercenary motives, or as a means of encouraging superstition and error’.[footnoteRef:57] For Cicero, it appeared that the type of divination, the locus of its performance, and the individuals carrying out the practice, such as a priest or magistrate, were critical in excising superstition, which he considered to be rampant among nations and peoples.[footnoteRef:58] Even Quintus made a similar distinction in Book I, stating that he approved only of ‘divination which is not trivial and is free from falsehood and trickery’.[footnoteRef:59]  [56:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.xli.85, p. 467.]  [57:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.lxi.85, p. 467.]  [58:  Cicero, De Divinatione, II.lxxii.148, p. 537.]  [59:  Cicero, De Divinatione, I.lviii.32, p. 369.] 

In this way, Cicero appeared to justify his participation in the state divinatory apparatus, which may have been viewed as the only appropriate means for pursuing knowledge in contrast to the more superstitious basis on which popular forms of divination rested. This perspective may also call traditional readings of De Divinatione into question, challenging the extent to which Cicero’s character unequivocally rejected divination, while highlighting the dialogue form’s more ‘didactic’ and ‘dogmatic’ functions. It may thus be argued that Cicero could have been a conservative advocate for divination in the pursuit of appropriate knowledge within the confines of a state-controlled setting. This may not be far off, for as Ripat contended, scholars have established the important role that divination ‘played in allocating, maintaining, and justifying the authority of the senatorial élite in the Republic’.[footnoteRef:60] Ultimately, this harks back to the introductory remarks this essay made concerning Cicero’s political views, which sought to uphold what was best for the state; maintaining the health and order of the state may have included preserving certain aspects of divination for the purpose of honouring the gods. [60:  Ripat, ‘Roman Omens’, p. 155.] 


Conclusion

This essay has sought to examine Cicero’s arguments against divination in De Divinatione by examining three aspects of his contra position: his arguments against the Stoic view of fate, chance and the gods, his rebuttal of Quintus’ attempts to construct an ‘empirical’ basis for divination, and his attack on superstitious divination, which appeared to run counter to the best interests of the Roman Republic. 
In the first instance, concerning Stoic determinism and the benevolence of the gods, this essay has endeavoured to illustrate that Cicero’s attack was predicated less on the concept of determinism itself—though he was certainly no proponent of it—but more on Quintus’ fallacious definition of divination as the foreknowledge of things that happen by chance. By introducing chance, Quintus laid the interconnectedness of Stoic views concerning cause and effect open to criticism, since even Quintus’ arguments concerning signs from the gods rested on a deterministic view of the cosmos. This extended to Quintus’ view of the benevolence of the gods, whose regular communication with humans was called into question, with Cicero arguing for their nobility and disconnectedness from more ‘vulgar’ popular divinatory practices. 
Quintus’ definition of divination also permitted Cicero to question the basis of his brother’s more ‘empirical’ arguments. Although Quintus contended that both natural and artificial divination rested on long-standing observation and technical skill, Cicero nevertheless found fault in this argument by suggesting that certain forms of natural divination, such as haruspicy and dreams, were unlikely to have been based on recorded empirical observation.
Finally, the extent to which Cicero’s character rejected divination completely was challenged by his concessions regarding state-sanctioned divination. In examining his arguments against superstition more closely, it has been suggested that he was more likely rejecting divinatory practices outside of state-sanctioned apparatuses. Thus, this essay has endeavoured to demonstrate that the reading of Cicero’s De Divinatione remains a complex and nuanced endeavour, requiring close consideration of the sometimes-contradictory positions that both interlocutors introduced.   
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