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On Divination (OD) was written by Cicero, the Roman lawyer and politician, just prior to the assassination of Julius Caesar in 44 BCE, edited following his assassination to remove anachronisms and published soon after. It is a philosophical book, reflecting the growing interest amongst the Roman elite in the Greek schools, that had started in the 3rd Century BCE when the colonising Romans reached the Greek outposts of Naples and Syracuse, resulting in a literary tradition based on the Greek model.
 Ennius, the poet, (d 169 BCE) translated Greek philosophical works and plays into Latin and examples from the playwright Plautus (d 184 BCE) show an expectation of the audience to recognise Greek philosophical stereotypes in his comedies, such as The Captives, (Act 2:2).
 The book's subject matter of divination (with companion books on other aspects of religion) is also typical of an increasing occupation of the time. Schofield remarks that, 'no area of religion was more written about in late republican Rome than divination' and augury, in particular, was especially popular.
 Like Cicero, many of these authors were also augurs and therefore part of the ruling elite. Thus, in writing On Divination, rather than seeking to revolutionise the Roman way of life by tackling an unexamined subject, Cicero was part of a current intellectual trend. Although the philosophical approach to how he treated the subject was arguably experimental, it appealed to an appetite for books on theology and should be seen as part of a trilogy incorporating the books On the Nature of the Gods and On Fate.
 The separate treatment of these aspects of Roman religion is, argues Schofield, a more Stoical approach giving justice to the subject.
 Wardle suggests that part of the attraction of the subject matter was the civic upheaval Rome was witnessing, and that in order for Cicero's philosophy to be 'truly encyclopaedic,' it was essential for him to create this work.
 Cicero's stated aim for the book is not only to present arguments for and against divination but, by offering these various arguments, to 'conduct my fellow-citizens in the ways of the noblest learning.' (OD 2.1.1) An argument of some other views on why On Divination was written will be offered below.
On Divination is written in a dialectic and rhetorical style, as a conversation between the two Cicero brothers; Marcus Tullius and his brother Quintus. This allows for two different philosophical views to be delivered; for instance, Quintus offers his arguments for divination in a generally more disorganised and emotive, with a greater emphasis on pathos in his rhetoric than Marcus.
 There is an emphasis on Roman examples in an attempt by Cicero to integrate Greek philosophy with Roman practice, showcasing it as a suitable vehicle for the Roman elite.
 Marcus delights that Quintus should 'illustrate your arguments with many incidents taken from Roman sources.' (OD 2.3.8) Examples include references to both mythical and contemporary Roman characters, as well as references to particular Roman divinatory practices. In addition, the use of Quintus and Marcus a characters also highlight the contemporary nature of the book. Unlike other works of that period, they do not rely on heroes from an earlier age and use recent examples to illustrate their arguments, such as incidents in the civil war. With this modern approach, Cicero hopes to 'instruct and train the youth' despite the 'present moral laxity.' (OD 2.2.4) 
Book 1 leads from a Stoical standpoint, citing multifarious reasons through the ages for believing in divination and the auguries, being refuted, in Academic style, in Book 2. There is no definitive conclusion, nor a response allowed from Quintus, but an agreement, in a Socratic method, to continue the argument 'in our future discussions.' (OD 2.72.150). This approach is very much in the tradition of the Academics who believed in arguing every side of an issue in order to undermine the 'dogmatic confidence  of the interlocutor' until the most rationally defensible position is reached.
 The reader alone should decide on which of the two voices gives the better argument.
To his brother, he gives the initial Stoical arguments, which Marcus then attempts to refute in the second book by ratio. It is this use of the two voices that has led many scholars to assert that Cicero was against any belief in divination, and what is more, failed to defend his viewpoint. Wardle, for instance, concludes that Cicero's true, personal opinions are better aligned with the protagonist in the second book.
 However, Beard argues that there is not enough evidence within the book to say with any certainty that this is the case and that judgement must be suspended.
 Denyer states that 'Cicero simply misses [the] point… making the same sort of error' on a large scale that the reader has previously seen him make on a smaller scale in his treatment of the Stoic argument.
 However, this is to ignore the fact that Cicero has deliberately chosen both the speakers and their arguments; it is not a book outlining Cicero's reply to an genuine external opponent. It is Cicero writing as Quintus putting forward one view and Cicero replying as Marcus with another. As Beard states, it is 'not written in isolation, as a partisan tract.'
 The status of Quintus is also important. As a brother, albeit younger, Cicero appears to be conferring status upon him and thereby upon his defence. Beard argues that, as far as possible, Cicero is trying to equalise the 'weight' of their respective arguments.
 I would argue that as well as equalising the weight of the two sides in the debate, Cicero is using the two brothers, who argue enjoyably, without rancour, to symbolise the importance of open debate in society, symbolising the richness of Rome and illustrating its confidence in its own institutions. The importance of being able to engage in debates such as these, potentially attacking the heart of the current system, for example, divination, is of  great importance to the security of Rome, bearing in mind the turmoil both before Caesar's control of government and after his assassination, both of which precipitated Rome into periods of civil war. In addition, on a more domestic note, by having Quintus as displaying a poetic sentiment over Marcus' ratio, Cicero, it could be argued, recognises the importance of emotional responses to certain theological questions, perhaps as a reaction to the recent death of his beloved daughter, one year before the completion of the book. 

Cicero, as Marcus, begins his second book by attempting to define the scope within divination and analyse its purpose. He dismisses the need for divination in any area where a knowledge of science, ethics or the arts would be better. Although his role is to play devil's advocate to Quintus's fideism, his is not an overtly neutral voice but from the outset, admits he is 'inclined to think there is no such thing as divination,' (OD 2.5.12) though also declares that he is 'not a hopeless sceptic on the subject of such warnings really being sent by gods.' (OD 2. 21.48) Using the Stoical idea of divinity, previously elaborated upon by Quintus, as a supernatural benign being who cares for mankind, which Marcus upholds, (e.g. OD 2.72.148) he then questions the point of messages so obscure that they cannot be readily understood,  as well as being delivered often by undignified agents. Similarly, he attacks the idea of fate and chance. If it is only a chance that it might happen, then it could not logically be divined. If something is fated to happen, then foreknowledge will not help. Dreams are similarly dismissed as either the result of mental turmoil - a very un-Roman trait and therefore to be mistrusted (OD 2.67) or rendered useless, as not only is there is no direct connection between the dream and the interpretation, (OD 2.69) it is also, since everyone dreams, impossible to tell whether they are meaningful or not. (OD 2.68)

By contrast, Quintus's arguments attempting to prove the validity of divination are an exuberant display of pathos, with references to ancient history, foreign examples, divine mania, contemporary hearsay and aetiological anecdotes. To each of Quintus's arguments, Marcus attacks with a show of logic, creating a marked polarity between the two approaches.
 But is such an argument relevant? Denyer convincingly argues that science and divination inhabit different spheres and thereby are 'saved from rivalry.'
 Whether Denyer is right or not, it is obvious from his quest for a cause that Marcus is seeking to find a rational link between the object of divination and its interpretation. He complains there is no logical reason behind the direction of a thunderbolt (OD 2.20.45) or the colour of entrails (OD 2.13.30) to indicate any divine message, but to presume there should be, argues Denyer, is to be missing the point. Divination should be seen not as a science but as part of a language. The omens are not the causes of the events, but in the lexography of divination, these messages are 'statements' from the gods.
 This accounts for different cultures interpreting meaning in alternative ways; as a word can mean something different according to the language, so can a thunderbolt mean something different according to its cultural divination language.
 Cicero would have been aware of these localised aspects of religion, as despite increasing 'interchange [of] religious practices throughout the empire,' Roman religion was a 'religion of place'- rooted in Rome itself.

However, as the Stoics' definition of god, put forward by Chrysippus in De Natura Deorum (1.39) is of a 'universal' entity, 'operating…in mind and reason…with the totality that embraces all existence,' [my italics] I would argue that it is reasonable of Marcus to presume that the language of the gods would also be universal in its syntax. Although I would argue that Marcus may be creating a straw man, misrepresenting Quintus's opinions more easily to deflect them, I would also contend that his criticism of the variations in interpretations of signs to be sound.  
Whether Cicero realised the philosophical shortcomings of the argument is unknown, as the structure of the book does not allow Quintus any right to reply. However, it seems unlikely that Cicero would not be aware of the limitations that Denyer has highlighted and was instead using the rigid dichotomy of their emotive/scientific approaches to highlight the inadequacy of the current divinatory practices. Beard argues that it is a first attempt to create a philosophical definition of Roman religion, hence, the importance of the multiple references to Roman experiences from both sides of the argument.
 Krostenko builds on this idea by suggesting that it was published to highlight the failure of the polarised approaches of Quintus and Marcus to divination and suggests 'the texts points dialectically in the direction of a tertium quid that avoids the pitfalls of both positions.'
 What cannot be denied are the multiple references to Caesar and the dangers at his manipulation of the arts of divination. He ignored warnings from a soothsayer about crossing to Africa, (OD 2.24.52) wore purple, the colour of kings, as he sacrificed a bull that had no heart, (OD 2.16) and turned to the vagueness of the Sybil into endorsement of his kingship.(OD 2.110) I would argue that Marcus's reaction to the anecdote about Tages, the 'so-called god' (OD 2.23) is also evidence of Cicero's dislike of  Caesar's apotheosis. I argue that it was Caesar's manipulation of the public view of divination to achieve his own ends, along with his repeated scepticism related in On Divination, that is prompting Marcus to concede that divination, deprived of its superstitions, (OD 2.71.149) can be useful if used properly, by the state;(OD 2. 54.112) that is, in a Roman style, with the approval of the Senate, with an emphasis on dignified divination as a method of discerning approbation of the gods for a particular venture and not to foretell the future. 
On Divination is a self-reflexive text with Cicero carefully choosing references to his other works, especially his poetry. (OD 2.20.45) Ignoring the readership, he states the brothers may pursue an open and searching enquiry, as 'we are alone.' (OD 2.12.28). Although superficially a spontaneous argument, it is highly contrived, complete with its seemingly non-committal conclusion. I  argue that this refusal to give a definitive view to either philosopher does more than allow the reader to make up one's own mind. It encourages the reader to synthesise both arguments in the context of the contemporary politics of Rome, 'now under a tyranny.' (OD 2.2.7) From this reasoned synthesis, Cicero intends a cohesive Roman philosophy to emerge, capable of defining religion in Roman terms, fit for purpose to deal with Roman civic and political needs. From the constant references throughout the tract to Julius Caesar,  I would furthermore argue that the catalyst for this new philosophy was the personality cult surrounding Caesar, and its effects,  and that in publishing On Divination Cicero is fulfilling his claim to 'discharge [his] duty to the commonwealth.'(OD 2.2.7)
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