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Critical review on Cicero´s Arguments against Divination in De Divinatione
INTRODUCTION
This essay aims to critically review Cicero´s arguments pro and against Divination in his work De Divinatione – On Divination.
 This essay will investigate about the author´s life, present the specific work, its writing style and provide a critical review in main topics of the content and offer a conclusion. 
ABOUT THE AUTHOR
Marcos Tulius Cicero was born in Arpinum, Italy in 106 BCE
. According to Collins, Cicero´s father determined to give him the best education in his power, being the best in Rome with the best teachers being Greeks.
 Stem commented that Cicero rose to the highest office in the Roman state and became one of the most significant political figures in the Roman history in the last generation of the Roman Republic.
 Stem added that, in his opinion, Cicero believed that the ideal orator should be educated so widely in all the liberal arts, especially in legal and philosophical studies, that his education would serve and inform his tasks as orator and statesman.
 Steam divides the work of Cicero in three different fields, Cicero the advocate, Cicero the politician, and Cicero the philosopher.
 This essay focus on a critical review of De Divinatione, work produced at the very end of Cicero´s life, as a philosopher. 
According to Burriss, Cicero was named augur in 53 B.C by Pompey and Hortensius to fill the place left vacant by the death of Crassus.
 Hosle brought up another important role of Cicero as a translator and mediator and added that , even if Cicero had only done that, his place in the history of philosophy would still remain an honourable one: Without him, Latin would not have become the language of world philosophy, which it remained for 1800 years.
 
Schofield also mentioned that Cicero was in service of giving philosophy a proper place at Rome and in Latin literature.
 For Hosle, Cicero believed he possessed an uncommon knowledge of natural phenomena, and if he compared himself with other Roman statesmen, his self esteem probably was justified 

Cicero wrote extensively. According to Coleman, only on philosophical problems he composed twenty-two treatises.
 Cicero wrote De Divinatione in difficult moment of his personal and political life. Cicero mentioned that the cause of him becoming an expounder of philosophy sprang from the grave condition of the State during the period of the civil war.
 In Cicero’s own words, he wanted to ready and instruct the youth, who although few, their activity could influence the state.
 According to Collins, he professed himself hopeless of his country´s future, and disgusted with political life.
 For Collins, though, his heart was in the political life.
 

Cicero was violently murdered in 43 BCE by his political opponents
. The controversial details of his death is not in the scope of this essay, but can be further explored in the work of Collins, Wright and Roller.

INTRODUCING THE WORK
De Divinatione was written 44 BCE
 on a dialogue form, divided in two different books, the first has Cicero´s brother, Quintus, as the narrator.  According to Beard, book one was formulated in Stoic lines the arguments in favor of Divination.
 The second has Marcus as the narrator, as explained by Beard, attacking those arguments of the first book and undermining the principles of the divinatory science.
 Beard added that Marcus ridicules, with all rhetorical skills, the supposed examples of divination´s success,
 presented in book one. For the purpose of simplification, every time Quintus is mentioned, it is about book one (pro divination), and when Marcus is mentioned, it refers to book two (against divination). This essay mentions Cicero as the author when is relating to the work as a whole. 
De Divinatione was written in between De Natura Deorum – On the Nature of the Gods (45 BCE) and De Fato- On Fate (44 BCE). Coleman argues that Cicero considered it a “companion-piece” of De Natura Deorum and De Fato
, seeing a possible link between the three. Cicero has clearly mentioned that connection after writing De Natura Deorum:

‘I finished three volumes on the Nature of the Gods, which contain a discussion of every question under that head. With a view of simplifying and extending the latter treatise I started to write the present volume (De Divinatione), to which I plan to add a work on Fate´.

Schofield also commented that the three books, Cicero dealt with the topic of theology in “superabundant sufficiency”.

Cicero has commented about his reasons to engage in his philosophical writings:
if anyone should ask what has induced me, in the decline of life, to write on these subjects, nothing is more easily answered; for when I found myself entirely disengaged from business, and the commonwealth reduced to the necessity of being governed by the direction and care of one man.

It shows Cicero´s crisis regarding his political views and declining position.
Cicero also gives another reason for writing about philosophy, given his grief over the death of his daughter Tulia in 45 BCE: 

Another inducement to it was a melancholy disposition of mind, and the great and heavy oppression of fortune that was upon me.

Beard also cites Linderski and Momigliano suggesting a shit from faith to skepticism in Cicero also due to the shock at the death of his daughter Tullia.
 Collins agreed when said Cicero found consolation where most men of active minds like his seek for it, in hard work.

On Divination explores two types of divination presented by Quintus : the first is depended on art (prodigies and lightning, entrails, augurs, astrologers, oracles); the second depended on nature (the forewarnings of dreams or frenzy)
. The work touches the core of  Divination, meaning, the existence of Gods and consequence concern with men. As Quintus put it:
If the kinds of divination which we have inherited from our forefathers and now practice are trustworthy, then there are gods and, conversely, if there are gods then there are men who have the power of divination.


Quintus also showed an intersection between divination and religion when said that ‘if gods exist, they are concern in human affairs´.
 The whole idea of book one will be deconstructed in book two under the voice of Marcus, as it is going to be demonstrated further in this essay.

THE STYLE OF WRITING
Cicero used a dialogue style in De Divinatione. For Schofield, Cicero thought philosophy in Latin should be readable, attractive to anyone interested and not just to those who happen to adhere to a particular system or dogmas.
 Schofield added that, partly for this reason, Cicero adopted the Academic and Aristotelian practice of presenting both sides of an argument.
 Cicero himself commented about how ‘the authority of the teacher is often a disadvantage to those who are willing to learn´, explaining that students (or reader) refuse to use their own judgement,
 as another reason to make use of dialogue. Cicero adds that this manner of philosophizing, of disputing all things and assuming nothing certainly, was begun by Socrates, revived by other philosophers like Arcesilaus (316-241 BCE) and confirmed by Carneades (214-129 BCE) .
 For Schofield, Cicero used an Academic literary form, as he found himself freshly attracted to the skeptical philosophy of the new academy.
 Schofield added that Cicero had come to think with the Academy that whatever philosophical views a person holds had better go through a comparison of arguments in either side, instead firm convictions. 
 
Another major influence on the use of dialogues was Plato
. For Stem, Cicero´s construction of philosophical dialogue also invokes the literary tradition of Plato.
 Tarrant investigated the use of dialogue in Plato´s work, and wondered if it was to perpetuate Socrates´s memory, to experiment in the field of philosophy, or, most probably, because ´the essence of dialogue lies in the interaction of human minds´.
 For Lamberton, who wrote a biography of Plutarch (45 -120 CE),
 dialogues dramatizes the inquiry, demands interpretation, forces a critical approach from the reader, technique questions and answers, problems, solution, makes us paying attention into the relationship into questions and solutions, besides exploring in depth, forces two sides of a situation and its interpretation. According to Hosle, Cicero holds a unique position among ancient interpreters of Plato because he continues to use the dialogue form. 
 Hosle added that the two ancient philosophers whose dialogues have been most extensively preserved are Plato and Cicero.
 For Hosle, what distinguishes Cicero's dialogues from the Platonic ones is that Cicero introduces himself as an interlocutor in most of his dialogues. Second, he writes prefaces to his dialogues, often to their single books. Both innovations he owes to Aristotle. 
 Hosle also pointed out that Cicero brought a completely new device, unprecedented by Plato, what can be called the meta-dialogue, a dialogue treating another dialogue of the same author as fictional text - as De legibus and De divinatione do with De re publica and De natura deorum.
 Cicero, added Hosle, was profoundly influenced by Plato. In fact, he was the translator of the central part of Timaeus.

According to Hosle, Cicero sincerely believed that his fallibilism alone guaranteed an open mind and taught one to listen to all arguments for or against a position. Since no insight is definitive and there always remains the possibility of error, we should always continue to investigate pro and con.
 

The style of writing in De Divinatione is important to provide readers with a wider perspective towards Cicero. Beard raised awareness that there are objections to the usual deduction that the second book of De Divinatione is an expression of Cicero´s disbelief in the practice of divination.
 Although there are scholars, such as Burriss, who defended that Cicero suggests his own skepticism in De Divinatione,
 Beard thinks it is controversial whether the real views of Cicero could ever be traced off from the view of the character of Marcus in the dialogue.
 Beard added that the structure of the work revolves around a relationship between the second and the first books, as she well noted that the second book is balanced by the first.
 For Beard, those who deduce Cicero´s personal skepticism deny the treatment of a dialogue as a whole.

CICERO´S CONSTRASTING ARGUMENTS PRO AND AGAINST DIVINATION
Further to Cicero´s use of a dialogue and rhetorical form to express pros and cons of divination, this section investigates some contrast aspects between books one and two, in order to better understand Cicero´s ideas about the topic.
The work starts with book one, in defense of divination. The narrator Quintus pointed out that ‘from mythical times, divination of some kind exists among men´
, and he was aware of no people, savage of ignorant, which does not think that signs are given of future events.
 Book one has focused on the experience of divination in itself, regardless if it can or can not be explained, whereas in the second, there is a major focus on logic and a call to science, with Marcus asking if there is any need of divination in matters within the domain of science and of art, exemplifying that when people are sick, they do not look for a seer, but for a doctor.
 Right in the beginning of Book one, Quintus says, while commenting about divination:

Now my opinion is that, in sanctioning such usages, the ancients were influenced more by actual results than convinced by reason.
 
Schofield elaborated about the contrast of method used by Cicero appealing to experience in regards to the outcomes of divination in book one, whereas there is a constant appeal for reason in book two, emphasizing the irrationality of divination, by its lack of reasonable explanations.
 Schofield argued that the focus upon experience is very Stoic and that its prominence in Book one presumably reflects Stoic strategy.
 Schofield further said that Stoics would insist that one can know “that”, without knowing “why”, that we can all have a certainty with respect to something that is so, even if it can be the subject of scientific understanding only for God or the Sage.
 Schofield emphasized that we are told in Book one that they prove divination on the evidence of outcomes, with a massive battery of examples drawn from experience.
 One may argue why it required so many examples, which is going to be described next with the counter arguments of book two. For Schofield, Cicero´s use of examples was a way to use his story-teller skills and to support his ambitions as poet,
 besides being a persuasion strategy to ‘pile up the evidence; if there is a lot of it, the reader may begin to think there must be something in in it´.
 Schofield defended that book one has a rhetoric of anecdote, while book two used the rhetoric of cross-examination,
 by contesting the examples pro divination.
As pointed out by Beard, book two rhetorically ridicules the supposed examples of divination, such as rivers flowing with blood or statues dripping with sweat, as physically impossible.
 Beard added that Marcus replied of the so-called ‘prophetic´ dreams as merely reflections of man´s daytime preoccupations, not as true warnings of the gods.
 Schofield noted that even Quintus put forward a rare philosophical argument while citing Cratippus, (as explained by Schofiled he was Cicero´s Peripatetic friend) saying that even if diviners err, ‘it is enough to establish the existence of divination that on just one occasion the connection between prediction and outcome is such that there seems no way it could be luck´.
 Schofield added that this is an interesting and persuasive account of what is necessary and sufficient to establish the case for divination.
The work has a central pilar which revolves around the definition of divination itself. While defending divination, Quintus says divination is ‘the foreseeing and foretelling of events considered as happening by chance´.
 Quintus than added his opinion:

‘if the kinds of divination which we have inherited from our forefathers and now practice are trustworthy, then there are gods and, conversely, if there are gods then there are men who have the power of divination´

In book two, Marcus replies to the above citation with a provocative thought: ‘There is no divination, therefore there are no gods´.
 Than he added, in his words, a more logical approach: ‘it is evident that divination has been destroyed and yet we must hold on to the gods´,
 which demonstrates a critical view to divination, but a preservation of religion. Beard commented about the importance of De Divinatione for the historian of religion, and of the definition of religion as an independent subject.
 
Marcus questioned divination with a mix of humor and irony when he said  that he should be playing the diviner while saying that no such thing as divination exists.
 He questions divination by asking if things that are perceived by the senses are within the scope of divination, and if the quality of the objects we can see, hear, taste, smell and touch are better perceived with the aid of prophecy than with the senses alone,
confirming his Aristotelian base on science, as he mentioned Aristotle´s ‘keenness of intellect´.
 Marcus added more questions, such as if a prophet will conjecture better whether than a pilot, if will make more acute diagnosis than a physician, or conduct a war with more skill than a general,
 raising the importance of logic and reason again.

If book two tends to an Aristotelian approach, it is possible to see a more Platonic perspective
 in book one, for example when it allows the existence of a soul ‘which is in some degree derived and drawn from a source exterior to itself´.
 Quintus went on and said that:

That portion of the human soul which is endowed with sensation, motion, and carnal desire is inseparable from the bodily influence, while that portion which thinks and reasons is most vigorous when it is most distant from the body 

Exploring further the contrasts between Cicero´s ideas on divination, Schofield commented about the well organized flow of ideas in book two, compared to what Schofield called  `the chaotic approach of book one, with Quintus switching both from one sort of divination to another´.
 For Schofield, Cicero deliberately does so, presumably he was looking at enhancing our sense of divination as actual, unpredictable, immensely various experience.
 Schofield added that the openness in book one finds a firmly regimented skepticism in book two.
 For example, Marcus brought up the topic of fate questioning about the point of knowing the future if it can not be changed anyway,
 or even if it is wise to know it or if it is not better to be ignorant of it, specially in a case of future ill.
  Marcus also showed his skepticism about divination by raising the question of heredity, being an essential element of the process of generation and children appearance and habits, disregarded in divination.
 
For Schofield, Cicero showed creativity in the way he offered a marriage of Greek philosophy and Roman experience, taking into consideration that the massive and inescapable role of Divination in Roman myth.
 Beard placed him as a true innovative figure in the development of philosophy in Rome since, although not the first Roman at all to study and write about philosophy, he was the first fully to integrate Hellenizing philosophy with traditional Roman practice.
 Schofield added that, De Divinatione is a complex and multilayered work.
 For Beard, it is a work of much greater importance for the history of religion than any exclusive concentration on its author´s views has ever revealed.
 In fact, Beard said it is a dialogue about religion.
 As we could see, scholars vary if Cicero is giving his personal opinion about divination or not. What we know is that Cicero did not place a final conclusion about the topic, allowing different interpretations every time one reads it. In his own words:

it is characteristic of the Academy to put forward no conclusions of its own, but to approve those which seem to approach nearest to the truth; to compare arguments; to draw forth all that may be said in behalf of any opinion; and. Without asserting authority of its own, to leave the judgement of the inquirer wholly free.


As showed above, Cicero raised many contrasts in the way he presented divination, allowing his work to be alive for over two thousand years, with so many scholars still exploring new ways of understanding his ideas.  

CONCLUSION

This essay provided a critical review of Cicero´s work De Divinatione. It provided background about the author, the possible reasons which led him to writing about philosophy. It also presented  the work and explored his use of dialogue and rhetorical method. It discussed aspects of contrast between the first part of the work, book one (pro divination), and book two (against divination). Book one was narrated by Quintus, Cicero´s brother with a Stoic perspective in defense of divination, while book two was narrated by Marcus in a more structured and organized way, consistently calling for reason and giving scientific examples to contest divination. It informed about the different types of divination, the ones depending on art (prodigies and lightning, entrails, augurs, astrologers, oracles), and the ones depending on nature (the forewarnings of dreams or frenzy).   It showed scholars different interpretations on Cicero´s using or not his own voice and opinion about divination. For Beard it was a very important work about religion.
 It described different strategies used by Cicero to open a space in between the ideas pro and against divination, offering a complex and timeless work to reflect about the topic. Cicero made sure not to provide a final conclusion, leaving for the readers to develop their own ideas.  
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