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


Cicero is a famous orator, politician, and lawyer from the Late Roman Republic. During his time he was involved in many high-profile cases and published many of his speeches. One such case was the trial of Markus Caelius Rufus who was being prosecuted by Clodia Metelli in 56BC. Cicero defended Caelius on two charges, that “Gold was taken from Clodia, and poison was sought to be given to Clodia” (Cael. 3.30). 
In this essay we will explore two strategies that Cicero uses in his portrayal of Clodia and then what the prosecution may have done to counter them. The first strategy is prosopopoeia, the second is Cicero’s use of “slut-shaming” (Webb 2015, 5).
[bookmark: _Hlk190371875]One of the strategies that Cicero uses in the portrayal of Clodia is Prosopopoeia. Prosopopoeia is ” the rhetorical device in which an orator fabricates and delivers a discourse as another character” (Broome 2021, 1). It is a device that Cicero has used in many of his works and speeches (Broome 2021, 1). Cicero takes on two different voices, one after the other in the Pro Caelio, each with a different intent. The first Cicero chose was Appius Claudius Caecus, who was famous in Rome for standing before the Senate in 279BC to argue against a peace treaty with King Pyrrhus, having gone blind (Osgood 2005, 356). Caecus was respected and well-known, his voice was to be trusted 200 years before-hand, the Senate should trust him again, even if they are actually just trusting Cicero’s mimicry (Osgood 2005, 357).
The second voice Cicero uses is Clodius, Clodia’s brother, who Cicero chose to use as a more “modern” perspective (Cael. 3.36). Cicero has had a long-standing and well-known rivalry with Clodius, and does use the trial as a way to attack the other man, both directly using prosopopoeia, and indirectly through ruining Clodius’ sister’s reputation (May 2002, 11). Clodius’ voice is used to further compel the jury to believe that Clodia was highly promiscuous and untrustworthy, and to insult Clodius (Broome 2021, 71).
The prosecution would have probably wanted to respond to Cicero’s uses of prosopopoeia individually. First they may have attempted to use Caecus’ relation to Clodia to turn the argument in her favour, using the ancestors and prestige mentioned to give weight to Clodia’s words rather than Cicero’s. This is also part of the response that the prosecution could have used to counteract the slut-shaming Cicero constantly throws at Clodia throughout the Pro Caelio.
In response to Cicero’s mimicry of Clodius, the prosecution could have done several things. One would be to bring Clodius as a witness so he could try to restore both his own and Clodia’s ethos, he was still alive at the time of the trial (unlike Caecus) and so could rebuke the words Cicero had put in his mouth. Secondly, the prosecution could have reminded the jury that Clodius was of the same pedigree as Clodia, with the bonus of being the “very model of smart, modern manners” (Cael. 3.36), calling Cicero out on his slander of an elite family. The prosecution also could have added that Cicero’s character assassination of Clodia was entirely false and fuel by his rivalry with Clodius, using the prosopopoeia as evidence to support this theory.
A second strategy Cicero uses in his Pro Caelio speech against Clodia is his use of the principles of ethos to undermine her character. The foundations of Roman and Greek oratory was based on Aristotle’s rhetoric triangle which was made up of logos, pathos and ethos. Those three elements can be seen in many rhetoric works including Cicero’s. Pathos is about an emotional appeal to the audience, logos is the use of logic and facts to persuade an audience. Ethos is about a person’s character, their morality and respectability and was incredibly important within the Roman legal system where “effective persuasive discourse depended almost as much on the advocate’s character and credibility, or ethos, as it did on logical integrity” (Frost 1994, 92). Throughout the speech Cicero makes consistent remarks about Clodia’s sexual practises which range through several different tones and levels of overtness. For example, Cicero makes a joking comment in which he mistakes Clodius as Clodia’s husband rather than her brother, an allusion to the rumoured incest between the two (Cael. 3.32). Cicero also makes comments such as saying that Clodia is thought of as “every man’s friend”(Cael. 3.32). These remarks and comments curate an insulting image of Clodia as little more than a common prostitute. Given Clodia’s social standing this would have been both inaccurate and also highly demeaning. Cicero is deliberately making attacks on her ethos, attempting to make her seem the type of person that would be untrustworthy and deceitful to the jury, something achieved easily by presenting Clodia as a promiscuous woman who has no apparent self-control (Gonzalez 2024, 10). 
The qualities used to undermine Clodia’s ethos are once that were primarily assigned as feminine in Roman society. Reading the speech from a feminist perspective it can be seen how the hypermasculine world of Rome created a perfect stage for Cicero to employ his defence of Caelius through relentless attacks on Clodia’s supposed promiscuity. Upon reading the Pro Caelio using a feminist critique it becomes apparent quite quickly that Cicero’s portrayal of Clodia was likely highly exaggerated (Showalter 2012, 236). Clodia has been a well-known female character from the Late Roman Republic for centuries, men often using Cicero as a primary source for characterising her as “ Caelio, as an angry, vengeful, sometimes silly woman” (Leen 2001, 141), a characterisation that was written for men by a man, in a male-dominated society (Connolly 2007, 84). 
In response to this attack on her ethos the prosecution would likely want to respond with a reminder to the jury that Clodia was of high social standing. As Cicero himself points out, she comes from a long line of consuls, using Caecus’ voice to ask “Did you not notice that your father, or hear that your uncle, your grandfather, your great-grandfather, your great-great-grandfather and your great-great-great-grandfather were all consuls?” (Cael. 3.34). Cicero had mentioned them as a show of the “magnitude of the legacy Clodia has failed to uphold” (Broome 2021, 67). The prosecution could use her great legacy as a reason to listen to her claims, to listen to the fact that Caelius tried to kill her. Additionally the prosecution could have expressed outrage at such slander being slung at a high-born woman (Faraone 2006, 177). Cicero creates a dichotomy for the prosecution, that either Clodia deny that she slept with Caelius, or admit to being a prostitute (Leigh 2004, 315). Clodia was not a prostitute, nor from an ill-respected family, as Cicero succeeded in convincing everyone (Leen 2001, 141). However, the dichotomy that Cicero creates is false, the prosecution could have used Clodia’s high-born position to dismantle Cicero’s demeaning remarks, labelling them as meaningless slander, and turn the case back to the charges which Cicero notably avoided talking much about.
In conclusion, Cicero uses both prosopopoeia and a relentless attack on Clodia’s ethos as strategies to portray Clodia as “an angry, vengeful, sometimes silly woman who behaved no better than a common prostitute” (Leen 2001, 141). The prosecution could have countered these strategies by several means, but a reminder of the elite status of Clodia, calling out Cicero’s slander as mindless hatred of Clodius, and returning the jury to looking at the facts of the trial may have been good options. Cicero tried to talk past the charges, focusing on the ethos of the prosecution, the prosecution focusing on the logos of the case could have helped them counter Cicero’s notorious oratory.
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