In his Pro Caelio, Cicero’s portrayal of Clodia is composed of two distinct components – in the first place casting her as the real force behind the prosecution of Caelius, and in the second utilising a combination of satirical mockery and appeal to traditional Roman prejudices to cast her as the archetypical vindictive and promiscuous villainess. 
The middlemost element – that of levity as a rhetorical tool – is first introduced in Cicero’s framing of the case, and key to the strategy that undergirds Clodia’s portrayal. Cicero follows his first reference to Clodia as a whore with a quip that his audience “are overworked, since even on public holidays you do not get time off”[footnoteRef:9657] - he goes to some length to praise Atratinus and assume an aspect of avuncular benevolence despite his position on the prosecution. This levity is not a simple stylistic flourish – rather, it is a matching of means to ends.  [9657:  (Schettler, Cicero and Grant, 1970)] 

In the Pro Caelio, Cicero attempts a kind of oratorical jiujitsu – while he does his best to deconstruct the more major charges levelled against his client (the attempted poisoning of Clodia, the matter of the Alexandrians), his aim (and motive in adopting a pose of levity) is to trivialise less these than the whole trial. How so? By inverting the structure of the prosecution’s argument, so that the substance of the case becomes to his audience swapped with the style. 
To elaborate, early-on Cicero prioritises Caelius’ personal character as the real issue at stake. Rather than address accusations of poisoning, Cicero latches onto “the slanders which the other side has produced to blacken his reputation”[footnoteRef:30350]. The matter of Clodia is deliberately deprioritised in favour of Caelius “[being] said to be a bad son”[footnoteRef:17119] and his relationship with his father, then his local reputation in Praetturia (“[they] have never awarded higher honours even to anyone right in their very midst than those they conferred on Caelius”[footnoteRef:26079]), and so on and so forth. [30350:  (Schettler, Cicero and Grant, 1970)]  [17119:  (Schettler, Cicero and Grant, 1970)]  [26079:  (Schettler, Cicero and Grant, 1970)] 

 The effect is twofold. First, by addressing the trivial charges and satirising them first, Cicero invites his audience to change the implicit focus of the trial from Caelius’ (alleged) crimes to Caelius’ reputation, as well as evoking implicit doubt as to the credibility of the prosecution’s more momentous conclusions. Secondly, by establishing Caelius as an imperfect but ultimately decent young man, and then deliberately forsaking Atratinus as a potential target through his pose of avuncular leniency, Cicero concentrates the force he has redirected from his client to the sole remaining legitimate target of his rhetoric. Namely, Clodia.
The relevance of Caelius’ building-up is that it is necessarily predicated on Clodia’s tearing-down. In part, this is the nature of the case – when one party accuses another of attempted poisoning, the question of credibility typically becomes zero-sum. In sum, however, the Pro Caelio may be delineated into two rhetorical undertakings. The first is to, against a backdrop of unrest, factionalism and incipient civil war, restore through levity and warmth a sense of community (at least temporarily) in Cicero’s audience, and firmly identify Caelius a flawed but promising member of said community. This can be termed ‘the creation of the us’. The second, this labour completed, is to identify a viable target safely outside the bounds of this imagined community, elaborate on the theme of said target’s essential wickedness, and let human nature take its course, leaning on traditional prejudices where necessary. This is the development of the them.
Sexual invective, typically enough, is at the heart of Cicero’s rhetorical portrayal of Clodia. She is first alluded in the text simply as “a whore”[footnoteRef:18539] (albeit one responsible for the financing of the prosecution). Cicero repeatedly and mockingly references her alleged affair with her brother (see also: Catullus). He alternates between open contempt (“if you have the least shred of decency”[footnoteRef:7490]) and sarcastic, faux-veiled invective blatantly addressed to her (“I will just propound a general theme, without mentioning any particular woman by name — that much I will leave open[...] If a woman who has no husband throws open her home to every debauchee and publicly leads the life of a whore[...][etc.]”[footnoteRef:243]).  [18539:  (Schettler, Cicero and Grant, 1970)
]  [7490:  (Schettler, Cicero and Grant, 1970)]  [243:  (Schettler, Cicero and Grant, 1970)] 

Her alleged promiscuity is linked to and negatively contrasted with that of Caelius by Cicero – the salient factors being sex, age, and political affiliation. The lattermost is obvious – politics being personal in Rome, it would be impossible to take Clodia in isolation from her brother, least of all for the man he had recently exiled. The secondmost pertains in the first case to Caelius – whose promiscuity Cicero excused as a marker of his youth – whereas the latter most likely has to do with the societal expectations of a Roman matron which, unmarried and shadowed by rumours of incest, Clodia defied essentially by default. As for the foremost, it perhaps goes without saying that Cicero and his audience were distinctly less inclined to be overly forgiving of a promiscuous woman rather than a promiscuous young man.
Finally, as to the serious charges themselves – the Alexandrian envoys, attempted poisoning and so on – Cicero's case amounts to a mixture of an appeal to reason, and an appeal to character, with the lattermost rooted in the work he had undertaken to in the first place defend his character and in the second identify him with the onlookers. The foremost owes most of its impact to the simple formula that “Either, then, Caelius told you the truth[...]and you knowingly let him have the gold for a criminal purpose: or he did not bring himself to tell you, in which case you can never have given it to him at all”[footnoteRef:27764] and the subsequent refusal to entertain alternative questions. This, in effect, allows Cicero to have his cake and eat it – giving the appearance of fairness and resultant credibility without allowing for any questioning of his framing of the situation.  [27764:  (Schettler, Cicero and Grant, 1970)
] 

The latter, simply put, is the culmination of Cicero’s tripartite strategy of humanising Caelio, trivialising the case and the motives of those behind it, and dehumanising Clodia. Which is to say, given the interconnectedness of his strategy, his entire portrayal of the woman and the situation she operated within. For the Pro Caelio to succeed in its titular function, it must also have functioned as an operative Anti-Clodia. “After such a creature has been acquitted here in Rome itself; and acquitted through feminine influence, I implore you not to allow Marcus Caelius to be sacrificed to her wanton temper.”[footnoteRef:31408] [31408:  (Schettler, Cicero and Grant, 1970)] 

As far as measures for the prosecution to employ to counter this line of attack go, the most likely avenue of success is a consistent emphasis on the charges – that is, the hard evidence of the case – and refusal to be drawn into what, in effect, could be considered a popularity contest. Emphasis could be put on Clodia’s being a Claudian and a Roman woman as a stopper on the flow of invective, but this like as not would backfire under Cicero’s hand. Probably the best strategy would be a kind of Fabian legalism – avoidance of the mention of Clodia’s name, dry attention to the facts and figures of the case, denial of potential fuel for the rhetorical flames.
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