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Introduction
The paper will critically review Cicero's arguments against divination in De Divinatione (On Divination). Marcus Tullius Cicero (106 - 43 BCE) was a Roman senator, lawyer, scholar, augur, and a writer who lived in final years of the Roman Republic.
 On Divination was written in Latin in 44 BCE, after Cicero's compelled retirement from the public life.
 It was a difficult time for Cicero for many reasons. The previous few years of his life were marked by two divorces, a death of his beloved daughter Tullia, the struggle with the dictatorship of Caesar at the Roman Senate. Having denied his political support for the new tyrant Marcus Antonius (Mark Antony), Cicero dedicated his time to philosophy and writing.
 He was assassinated in 43 BCE by order of Antonius, Octavian and Lepidus who established the 'second triumvirate' to rule Rome.
 

De Divinatione was composed as a dialogue between Marcus Cicero and his brother Quintus who stayed in the Marcus' Tusculan Villa outside Rome.
 In the first book they talked during a stroll from the villa to the Lyceum, while in the second book they sat in the library at Marcus' Lyceum.
 De Divinatione formed a part of three Cicero's dialogues (along with On the Nature of the Gods, and On Fate - the last survived only in fragments), which Daryn Lehoux called Cicero's 'great theologico- philosophical trilogy.' 
 Cicero explained the connections between three dialogues in two introductions placed at the beginning of each book of De Divinatione.
 The treatise was addressed to the educated elite of the Roman Empire, considering the wealth of the philosophical questions raised by the author.

In the second book of De Divinatione Cicero presented three arguments against divination. Firstly, he claimed that divination was useless because there was no use of it in the things perceived by senses, neither in science nor art.
 Secondly, he stated that it was impossible for a man to foresee things that had no cause and there was no sign they were going to happen. And if it was possible to make a prediction according to some natural and immutable law, was it still happening by chance or accident? If something could be known in advance, it was out of the scope of divination.
 Finally, he claimed that the disadvantages of knowing the future far outweighed the benefits.
 The paper will critically review these arguments via the themes of methodology, superstition and social context.

Methodology
As regards methodology, Marcus' arguments against divination were presented from the point of view of the sceptic 'to affirm nothing and question everything.' 
 He used the logic as a main tool to analyse the different forms of divination.
 It might have been planned as the sharp contrast in methodology compared to Quintus' arguments for divination, based on the tradition, historical evidence and the anecdotal arguments.
 The main goal of the discourse in the New Academy
 was to discuss and to compare the arguments in order to come near the truth as close as possible, as Marcus stated at the end of the dialogue, and to 'leave the judgement of the inquirer wholly free.' 
 That is why there was no conclusion and no settling who was right and who was wrong at the end of De Divinatione.
 Malcolm Schofield claimed that Cicero used the style of discussing the philosophy borrowed from the philosophers of the New Academy only as a literary strategy to comprehensively present the subject.
 In contrast, Fritz Graf pointed out that the dichotomy between belief and scepticism, which formed the basic structure of De Divinatione, was difficult to overcome in the Greek and Roman polemics on the subject.
 

But logic and scepticism were not the only tools applied by Marcus to argue against divination. It was the irony that was used by him in the discourse to reinforce the arguments based on logic. For example, he joked that he would be a diviner admitting that there was not such thing as divination.
 It is worth to mention that Marcus didn't want to demonstrate that divination didn't exist. But he definitely wanted to show that it was impossible to prove the connection between the gods and divination, what could be understood from his words: 'I am not the hopeless sceptic on the subject of such warnings really being sent by the gods; however, I do not know that they are.' 
 The main question for Marcus was how to be sure that there were the gods who spoke through the signs and in any kind of divination. For Marcus, the main goal of the discussion was to know why divination worked, whereas for Quintus, what it did. 
 

Finally, Marcus' arguments against divination were weakened by Marcus himself. As an augur he was not a person who could easily contest the divinatory practices since they were the part of the Roman religion.
 Furthermore, his third argument was not based on logic and reasoning, but on the psychology and sentiment: knowing the future, not always bright and joyful, could diminish one's happiness and the positive attitude towards life.
 Walter Burkert pointed out, that divination was not irrational, but instead could be understood as 'the attempt to extend the realm of ratio.' 
 In brief, the arguments in favour of and against divination were based on the dichotomy between belief and scepticism, tradition and logic of deduction. However, the arguments against divination were not so strong due to the double role of Marcus as a sceptic and an augur.

Superstition
It can be argued what was the real subject of Marcus' critique in the second book. By analysing different forms of natural and artificial divination, he wanted to question not the divination itself, but the belief that divination could compete with the true knowledge about the laws of the nature perceived by senses.
 Marcus used Quintus' definition of divination as 'the foreknowledge and foretelling of things which happen by chance', underlying the importance of the prediction of the future events in the process of divination, but at the same time neglecting the link between the divination and the gods.
 This is surprisingly narrow and one-sided definition in contrast to the complexity and the variety of the oracular and divinatory methods presented in both books. Cicero might have deliberately simplified the definition to make his arguments against divination stronger, less ambiguous, and perhaps less controversial for the pious reader. He revolved his line of reasoning around the possibility and the utility of predicting the future from the human perspective. What is more, in the second book Marcus even undermined the Stoic belief in 'the universe as a unit' and in the interconnection between all elements of the nature.
  If the divination was only about predicting the future events, why people in Ancient Greece and the Roman Empire consulted oracles about their past or present situation, or in order to obtain advice about health or lost objects?
 Perhaps Marcus threw the gods out of the divination because he might have wanted to avoid criticising the gods' signs sent to humans. Moreover, he definitely denied the gods' direct agency in nature.


Nevertheless, Marcus' main concern was not to deny the existence of divination, but to distinguish the good practice from the bad one within it. Even though the augurs used divination during their practice, it could be understood as a part of the established religion in service for the country.
 In contrast, Marcus introduced the term 'superstition' to describe the practice of divination based on the irrational premises; he strongly advocated for rejecting superstition, which, in his opinion, was everywhere.
 However, he distinguished superstition from religion. How did Marcus define superstition? Two first arguments against divination served to reveal the superstitious way of thinking. Searching the answers outside the law of nature, for example guessing about something that could be easily explained or predicted by a physician, a pilot or a general, was a superstition for Marcus.
 As well as consulting an astrologer or a soothsayer, listening to a prophet or an omen, offering sacrifices or watching the birds.
 In Lehoux's opinion, Cicero was utterly concerned about superstition as 'a dark shadow to religio.' 
 To sum up, the main subject of the Marcus' attack was the superstition understood as the false knowledge about the future and the ignorance about the laws of nature.

Social context
In Marcus' view the only proof of the gods' existence was the beauty of the universe and the celestial order.
 That was the reason why the gods should be respected and worshipped through the sacred rites and ceremonies conducted by the augurs and priests approved by the state and religion. 
 As Marcus stated, 'although in the beginning augural law was established from a belief  in divination, yet later it was maintained and preserved from considerations of political expediency.' 
 Describing the evolution of Roman religion, Marcus placed divination and religion in social context, trying to distinguish their main features in relation to people's behaviour.
 In Mary Beard's opinion, On Divination is a work of exceptional 'importance for the history of religion.' 
 Cicero not only drew the line between religion and superstition, but also contrasted the religious and official rituals with the private, 'superstitious' consultations and predictions about the future.
 Marcus also argued against all kinds of diviners, magicians and astrologers whose use of divination was not only situated outside the religious framework controlled by the state, but could be dangerous due to the false public predictions.
 Federico Santangelo suggested that during the time On Divination was composed, there was and development of public divination in Rome in contrast to the augury regulated by law.
 Moreover, Marcus contrasted the Roman divination practices incorporated in the religious rite with the foreign superstitious divinatory activities, suggesting supremacy of the Roman religion.
 Marcus understood the religion as 'the part of wisdom to preserve the institutions of our forefathers by retaining their sacred rites and ceremonies.' 
 Nevertheless, one of the main purpose of the treatise could be the commentary on the current political condition of the Roman Republic, considering the wealth of the anecdotes and allusions to the current political situation and Caesar's dictatorship.
 For Marcus the result of divination could have been suspicious because the augurs might have been corrupted by the politicians aiming to gain more power and influence on the state or just misinterpreted the signs.
 In Jerzy Linderski's opinion, the concern about the false or corrupted predictions could have been one of the reasons of Marcus' critique of divination and his hostility towards diviners.
 To conclude, the arguments against divination could be seen in the wider social context.  On the one hand, they could be interpreted as a critique of the private cults and the corrupted diviners. On the other hand, they could be seen as a way to prove the supremacy of the Roman religion over the foreign ones.

Conclusion
On the whole, the essay critically reviewed Cicero's arguments against divination in De Divinatione via the themes of methodology, superstition and social context. The arguments against divination are not entirely convincing. Firstly, they supposed to be presented from the sceptical point of view, but they were weakened due to a double role of Marcus as an augur and a sceptic on the one hand, and because of the narrow definition of divination, relating only to predicting the future, on the other. Furthermore, Cicero didn't perceive the divination as a different form of gaining knowledge about the world. Secondly, Marcus' argument about disadvantages of knowing the future was based not on logic but on psychology. Finally, the subject of Marcus' critique was not in fact divination as a whole, but one of its forms called 'superstition', defined as the false knowledge about the future and the ignorance about the laws of nature. The final point to stress is that Marcus' arguments were principally directed against the diviners operating in private and beyond the control of the Roman religion.
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