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Introduction
The assassination of Caesar in March 44[footnoteRef:1] created a unique political situation in Rome. The power vacuum left behind ensured that the years that followed would be critical in deciding how Rome shaped its future, but would also be tumultuous and dangerous for its main political contenders. Re-emerging as the Republic’s last bastion of defence against Rome’s shift to autocracy, Cicero recognised that he must act quickly to restore the Republic and prevent another Caesar. Cicero’s Philippics were designed in this instance to eradicate the Republic’s main threat, one of the current consuls and previous ally of Caesar’s, Mark Antony. In order to do so, Cicero would need to draw on a lifetime of experience in the political arena, and additionally find a new and perhaps dangerous ally in the young Octavian. As such, this paper will explore a number of speeches from the Philippics that illustrate how Cicero deftly transforms his rhetoric into swift political action, utilising praise and blame in order to frame the crisis as a life or death scenario. [1:  All dates are B.C.] 


In a basic sense, praise and blame are the essence of the genus demonstrativum (epideictic), as rhetorical treatises including Cicero’s own indicate.[footnoteRef:2] According to these treatises, both typically involve speech relating to the qualities of an individual, the circumstances of their life (for example their education, friendships, and wealth), and their physical attributes. Greek epideictic speech had been written entirely for the enjoyment of the listener and hence, according to Rees, for Romans ‘there was something distasteful about the self-indulgence and lack of utility’ of Greek epideictic.[footnoteRef:3] However, the Romans saw its usefulness and developed and incorporated certain elements into their judicial and deliberative speeches and thus imbued them with the practicality necessary to sway an audience towards an outcome.[footnoteRef:4] The Philippics needed to employ both praise and blame concisely and with a view to replacing the recipient of blame (Antony) with an alternative (Octavian) in order to effectively carry forward motions in the senate. As such, I argue that through the dichotomies of praise and blame, Cicero is able to besmirch Antony and present him as a hostis and immediate threat to the safety of Rome, whilst contrasting him with the values of both the general Roman populace and the senatorial body (according to Cicero’s interpretation of such values) in order to carry these motions. Similarly, I will demonstrate how praise is used to urge the Senate to give legal justification to the actions of characters such as Octavian and Brutus in order to create the illusory impression of a united front against Antony’s tyranny.  [2:  Cic. Inv. 2.177-78; Rhet. Her. 3.10-15. The latter is generally no longer attributed to Cicero, but is a valuable and contemporary text reflecting rhetoric in the late republic, nonetheless.]  [3:  Rees, 2007, p.137-8.]  [4:  Arena, 2007, p.149-150.] 


Methodology
In order to explore Cicero’s tactics and utilisation of praise and blame in full, several types of speeches will be explored that illuminate the manner in which Cicero adapts his rhetoric in accordance with audience, historical development and his own political and oratorical agenda. The Philippics form a corpus of fourteen (extant and published) speeches, of which eleven (speeches 1, 3, 5, and 7-14) were delivered before the senate, two (speeches 4 and 6) were public assembly speeches (contiones), and one (speech 2) was conceived as a senatorial speech but never delivered. As such, this dissertation will examine speeches 2-6, in order to explore more fully Cicero’s adaptive rhetoric across these different types of speeches and across a brief (but quickly developing) period of history. A full breakdown of the chapters and their content can be found below.
Chapter One will commence with an exploration of Philippic Two, the lengthiest of the corpus and most pronounced in terms of Cicero’s use of invective, but nevertheless an anomalous speech that was never actually delivered before the Senate and was possibly only published after Cicero’s death. In particular, I will explore how Cicero more heavily incorporates elements of the epideictic mode in order to tarnish the record of Antony’s life, and as such I argue that Cicero inverts the traditional epideictic funeral oration in order to present Antony as an unfit ruler. In Chapter Two I will examine Philippics Three and Five, two speeches delivered before the Senate, and the use of praise and blame in order to present Octavian as a rising star and eligible political power in contrast with Antony the tyrant. Three consists of Cicero’s first unrestrained attack on Antony within the Senate in December 44, and ‘urges the Senate to give its official approval to the actions of Octavian and D. Brutus in resisting Antony’, primarily utilising praise in order to win the case for a legal precedence for military response, whilst also continuing to besmirch Antony’s character and policies.[footnoteRef:5] Five took place on the 1st of January, in which Cicero counters suggestions for peace negotiations with Antony, whilst continuing to promote Octavian as opposite in character and therefore a suitable political and military leader. Finally, Chapter Three will explore Philippics Four and Six, two contiones and the counterparts to Three and Five, analysing the ways in which praise and blame are adapted and repurposed for use in a public assembly by incorporating the Roman people into his rhetorical alliance. Ultimately, I argue that praise and blame are utilised in occasionally subtle, but identifiably different ways within these various types of speeches in accordance with circumstance, in order to enhance Cicero’s overarching strategies.  [5:  Hall, 2002, p.276.] 


Chapter One
Cicero had delivered his first Philippic at the beginning of September 44 despite initially wanting to avoid the current political climate, having gone so far as to leave Rome and visit his son in order to do so.[footnoteRef:6] In a letter to Atticus, Cicero had expressed uncertainty about his ability to come to the aid of the Republic at this juncture, and seemed hesitant about entering the fray.[footnoteRef:7] Cicero’s initial plan had been to wait until the new consuls were in power in January 43, as he ‘thought that chances to influence political developments would then increase’.[footnoteRef:8] However, news of a meeting of the Senate in August prompted an earlier opportunity to return and forge ahead with peaceful negotiations.[footnoteRef:9] Thus, he soon changed his mind and returned to deliver the first speech in the corpus. The speech was delivered with Antony absent from the Senate, perhaps because Cicero was still hesitant to re-enter the political arena. With the possibility of peace, the first Philippic was ‘not uniformly belligerent, offering in places the possibility of cooperation in the future’.[footnoteRef:10]  [6:  Gildenhard, 2018, p.16.]  [7:  Cic. Att. 16.7.7.]  [8:  Manuwald, 2007, p.17.]  [9:  Ibid. p.18-19.]  [10:  Hall, 2002, p.275; see Cic. Phil. 1.35.] 


Cicero’s reluctance here helps to understand the curious and anomalous position of the second Philippic. Following the first Philippic, Antony denounced Cicero in the senate. The second Philippic was never delivered owing to fear of reprisal, but was conceived to be delivered to the Senate on the 19th of September 44 in response to Antony’s denunciation. The speech itself was still under composition beyond the date of its imagined delivery, and was sent to friends to be circulated at a later (unknown) date.[footnoteRef:11] The circumstances surrounding the speech’s ‘long gestation period’ seem to suggest Cicero’s hesitation at the strength and influence of his opponent, and that it was not the right time to circulate it suggests more widespread opposition within the Senate and perhaps even the public than the speech itself might suggest.[footnoteRef:12] As an entirely composed speech rather than one that was delivered, the second Philippic is remarkedly different from the rest of the corpus. The significance of a deliberative senatorial speech (because a senatorial speech is deliberative by nature) that wasn’t delivered before the Senate lies in the fact that a deliberative speech is aimed at expressing an opinion in order to persuade (or dissuade) its audience to do (or do not do) something,[footnoteRef:13] and yet the second Philippic would never be required to fulfil this function. This forms a paradox by which it becomes increasingly difficult to identify the branch of oratory that the second Philippic resides in. As Gildenhard notes, ‘it contains little of the deliberative style of oratory found elsewhere in the Philippics’, most notably because it is not primarily concerned with taking action (and how to do so) against Antony, but instead is focused on its invective, characterisation and emotional appeal.[footnoteRef:14]  [11:  Hall, 2002, p.275; Cic. Att. 15.13.1.]  [12:  Gildenhard, 2018, p.18.]  [13:  Aristot. Rh. 1358b; Cic. Inv. 1.7.]  [14:  Gildenhard, 2018, p.20.] 


Since epideictic rhetoric, as Dugan explains, ‘is the form of oratory that is most closely associated with self-consciously literary expression and least connected to the ‘real world’ of the senate and forum’,[footnoteRef:15] the imagined senatorial setting would suggest difficulty placing the second Philippic within this branch of oratory. Manuwald argues, on the basis of a letter between Cicero and Atticus showing that Cicero readily toned down his use of praise for tactical purposes, that praise and blame are not ‘epideictic elements or true reflections of the orator’s beliefs’.[footnoteRef:16] However, this perhaps understates some of the more creative uses of invective within the second Philippic, and whilst it is true that epideictic rhetoric generally belonged to ceremonial oratory, which the Romans perhaps did not fully appreciate,[footnoteRef:17] examples elsewhere in Cicero show that epideixis could be used in a tactical sense, and beyond its traditional context. Dugan notes the Pro Archia and In Pisonem as crucial examples of epideictic in Cicero, and particularly in the case of In Pisonem, the staged nature of the speech, having never taken place (much like the second Philippic), allows for ‘generic license to play by rules of its own construction’.[footnoteRef:18] As such, I argue throughout this chapter that praise and blame form more heavily and traditionally epideictic elements within the second Philippic, and owing to the fact that in epideictic ‘invective may be seen as a carnivalesque inversion of praise’,[footnoteRef:19] a reading of this invective-heavy speech as an inversion of the traditional ceremonial oration is possible. Conversely, through self-praise and the narrative personae that Cicero adopts, the speech acts as a ceremonial oration for Cicero’s life’s work. [15:  Dugan, 2001, p.36.]  [16:  Manuwald, 2010, p.199-200.]  [17:  Dugan, 2001, p.38.]  [18:  Ibid. p.61.]  [19:  Ibid. p.42.] 


Cicero sets about his invective against Antony through self-praise by invoking his auctoritas acquired through previous successes in his career over the likes of Catiline and Clodius, and Antony is presented as worse than both of them (audacior quam Catilina, furiosior quam Clodius).[footnoteRef:20] As such, he is immediately established as a great threat to the safety of the republic, and Cicero is presented as its protector: this becomes a recurrent narrative throughout the Philippics. Additionally, by taking up the consular mantle of his younger years in a dramatic fashion, Cicero creates a ‘teleological narrative’ of his own life, culminating in this final stand-off against threats to his beloved republic as a ‘consummation of his life’s experiences’.[footnoteRef:21] Having established the character of Cicero the consul, Cicero continues to prove his credentials by assaulting Antony’s ineloquence and suggesting that he could not be matched in a ‘rivalry of eloquence’ by such a man,[footnoteRef:22] and as such a dichotomy of Antony is the ‘stammering failure’ compared to Cicero the ‘distinguished orator’ is presented.[footnoteRef:23] Thus, alongside Cicero the consul now stands the character of Cicero the orator. Cicero’s deriding of Antony begins what is essentially the ultimate goal of the second Philippic, which is to provide evidence that he is unfit for any position of power due to the disposition of his character. [20:  Cic. Phil. 2.1.]  [21:  Dugan, 2005, p.333-35.]  [22:  Ibid. 2.2.]  [23:  Gildenhard, 2018, p.34.] 


Elsewhere, the weakness of Antony’s character is further supported by anecdotal evidence aimed at directly assaulting any characterisation that may be seen as un-Roman, ensuring to utilize the moralizing elements of the epideictic genre to full effect. Often this could be achieved in a very literal sense, by providing evidence of barbarity or otherness, a common feature of Ciceronian invective and one that Cicero made sure to utilise to its fullest given its proven efficacy throughout his career. This is achieved in one instance by using clothing, which could be used for emotional effect and viewed as ‘external signs pointing to inner virtues and vices’ in ancient times, as an indication of barbarianism, in which Cicero notes Antony’s ‘Gallic slippers and barbarian mantle’.[footnoteRef:24] Cicero ensures to provide the image with the stark contrast of himself in a Roman gown, again ensuring the polarity of the two characters. [24:  Dyck, 2001, p.120-24; Cic. Phil. 2.76.] 

In other areas of the speech, Antony’s ineloquence is supported by instances of drunken behaviour and is indeed tied to some of his other supposed atrocities and negative qualities. In one example Cicero explains that Antony’s intoxication led to him vomiting everywhere at Hippias’ wedding, and of course our orator ensures to bring up the fact that it was in full view of the Roman people.[footnoteRef:25] Through such ridicule, Cicero creates a clever parallel between the satirical comic buffoon character of Antony and the real, dangerous individual that threatened the republic and its values. In order to ensure that the latter was never completely overshadowed by the former (which would nullify any real feeling of threat), Cicero ensured that each anecdote was set in a moralizing context. Thus, as Goh points out, whilst such stories signal the shame he brought upon himself through the vices of gluttony and ‘bibulousness’, they are also tied to other more horrifying qualities evident in the text such as his excessive bloodthirst during the civil war, whereby Roman blood is ‘visualized as the wine for Antony’s extravagant drinking binges’.[footnoteRef:26]  [25:  Cic. Phil. 2.63.]  [26:  Goh, 2018, p.442-44; Cic. Phil. 2.71.] 


Perhaps the most striking example of blame being used to demonstrate Antony as being a real threat to the republic is the explicit use of the word tyrannus, used here to compare Antony to Caesar, and which Stevenson notes is not put to use again until Philippic Thirteen, and on each occasion has an association with death.[footnoteRef:27] Most notably perhaps, Cicero gives a stark warning to Antony that one good thing to have come from Caesar was that the Roman people had learned how to recognise and kill a tyrant.[footnoteRef:28] Whilst allusion to Antony as tyrant-like is a common motif throughout the Philippics (and indeed Stevenson’s paper highlights the extensive allusion even within the more restrained first Philippic), Stevenson suggests that it held a ‘great shock value’ when used definitively and ‘if applied to a living Roman, it would entail a call for death, not withstanding its Greek origin’.[footnoteRef:29] Thus, Cicero is again careful to balance his overall presentation of Antony by ensuring to develop his character as a genuine threat to the preservation of the republic and Roman values, even amongst the more witty and occasionally comical moralizing elements that dominate other areas of the speech. [27:  For example Cic. Phil. 2.96.]  [28:  Cic. Phil. 1.117.]  [29:  Stevenson, 2009, p.182-3.] 


Furthermore, Cicero needed to put the more comical moralizing devices into a coherent and recognisable narrative in order to maximise their overall effect.[footnoteRef:30] This was achieved, Sussman argues, by Cicero visualising himself ‘metaphorically as a playwright’ and presenting Antony as miles gloriosus (most familiar to the Romans in the works of Plautus, and drawing inspiration from his play of the same name, Miles Gloriosus), ‘the swaggering and blustering stock figure of Roman comedy’, a physical embodiment of levitas and as such lacking the ‘requisite gravitas and auctoritas to occupy high political office’.[footnoteRef:31] Assaults on Antony’s gender and sexuality are heavily utilised by Cicero in this manner. Cicero again uses garments to characterise Antony when he notes Antony being clad in a praetexta (a typical Roman garb for Roman boys coming-of-age), but soon he adopts a womanly garb and becomes a ‘public prostitute’ before eventually being settled into the role of a wife by Curio, playing on popular rumour of an affair between the two in their youth.[footnoteRef:32] Cicero uses the passage to identify wickedness and scandal as aspects of Antony’s life and character from a young age, and regarding his relationship with Curio, Williams notes that ‘not only had he played the ‘woman’s role’ in the sexual relationship, but he was as much under Curio’s control as a wife is under her husband’s authority’.[footnoteRef:33] Thus, Cicero ensures to ‘demonstrate that Antony primarily played the part of the passive partner’.[footnoteRef:34] The humorous implication, as Craig best describes it, is that Curio is making an ‘honest woman of him’ amid the backdrop of his ‘scandalous youth’.[footnoteRef:35] Thus, effeminacy, homosexuality and all-round deviation from social norms are put to devastating use in the context of the miles gloriosus by Cicero to show once again that Antony is not (and never was) suited to be put into any position of power in the political arena.  [30:  Sussman, 1994, p.53-4.]  [31:  Ibid. p.57-9; for Cicero as playwright, cf. Cic. Phil. 2.34 ‘et, si meus stilus ille fuisset, ut dicitur, mihi crede, non solum unum actum sed totam fabulam confecissem’.]  [32:  Cic. Phil. 2.44.]  [33:  Williams, 1999, p.245-246.]  [34:  Sussman, 1994, p.72-3.]  [35:  Craig, 2007, p.283. ] 


That the mockery of Antony’s eloquence is a recurrent theme (and as such is brought up throughout the speech at various points)[footnoteRef:36] has been briefly addressed, but culminates in a final blow towards the end of the speech. The ineloquent, stammering Antony is compared unfavourably against his disertissimum avum, with the suggestion that Antony would not be able to reply to a single element of Cicero’s arguments throughout the speech.[footnoteRef:37] As such, Antony is nothing more than ‘the sad offspring of a once great family’,[footnoteRef:38] unable to defend himself, and so Cicero the orator triumphs. The use of Antony’s personal relationships is used elsewhere by Cicero in his vilification in this manner. In one such instance, Cicero uses Antony’s mistress, the actress Volumnia Cytheris, in order to tarnish the Antonii name and thus its ‘dignitas in both the public and private spheres’, in juxtaposition with the ‘obedient and docile’ Antonii women, Julia and Antonia, who as a result suffer ‘public embarrassment’.[footnoteRef:39] Cicero again makes use of external circumstances such as family and relationships in order to show Antony as ignorant of Roman virtues, and in behaving in such a way, puts his entire lineage into disrepute. The implication of this dire legacy illustrated by these two passages also supports the idea of an inverted ceremonial oration, whereby Antony and his family legacy, with nothing left to contribute, are essentially defunct and committed to the ground.  [36:  Cf. Cic. Phil. 2.8; 2.11; 2.18.]  [37:  Cic. Phil. 2.111.]  [38:  Gildenhard, 2018, p.382.]  [39:  Myers, 2003, p.342; Cic. Phil. 2.58.] 


There are certainly Demosthenic influences to be found in the Philippics beyond its namesake, and these have been identified within Two. Sussman notes in his assessment of Antony as miles gloriosus that Cicero certainly followed the methodology of Demosthenes’ De Corona, and ‘may well have been looking to Demosthenes’ portrayal of Aeschines’ in the formation of his ideas.[footnoteRef:40] Cicero had certainly concluded that Demosthenes’ work lacked the same humour that Roman rhetoric was able to achieve, and as such much of the humorous invective that has been addressed can be attributed to surpassing the Attic orators.[footnoteRef:41] If Cicero draws inspiration in this way, then it follows that this forms an element of his self-fashioning within the speech. As a reflection of his life’s work both in the political and oratorical arena, it comes as no surprise that Cicero would want to emulate and out-do Demosthenes in this way. As such, it is further evidence of the speech as a form of ceremonial oration in which Cicero dramatically documents his own life’s work and legacy.  [40:  Sussman, 1994, p.62-3.]  [41:  Rabbie, 2007, p.208; Cic. Orat. 89-90.] 


To draw this particular argument to a close, it is worth turning to the peroration of the speech. Cicero argues that he happily awaits death if it means he can defend the liberty of the republic, again bringing his career into focus by reminding his (imaginary) audience that he had sworn the same thing during his time as consul, and that death would even be desirable after all he has achieved in his lifetime.[footnoteRef:42] Thus the speech draws to a close Cicero’s own self-written funeral oration, cataloguing his success in politics and oratory, and laying his life down for his republic. In doing so, Cicero ushers in a new chapter for Rome, one which makes use of an interesting feminine metaphor.[footnoteRef:43] Myers argues that Cicero becomes a woman ‘dying in childbirth to offer new life to the republic’, possibly drawing on the Roman practice which was ‘to cut out the fetus if a woman died in labour’, and as such, ‘as paterfamilias, Cicero claims political and social responsibility for the republic’s rebirth’.[footnoteRef:44] This, then, is the culmination of the project of Cicero’s life, and indeed of his use of self-praise within the speech. [42:  Cic. Phil. 2.118.]  [43:  Ibid. ‘quin etiam corpus libenter obtulerim, si repraesentari morte mea libertas civitatis potest, ut aliquando dolor populi Romani pariat quod iam diu parturit’. ]  [44:  Myers, 2003, p.348.] 


In conclusion, Philippic Two represents some of the most bold and brash invective of Cicero’s career, using blame to complete a character assassination that decimates Antony on several fronts. This chapter has not sought to provide an exhaustive list of every example, but has looked to demonstrate the key ingredients of the speech and recurring themes (such as the importance of eloquence) which Cicero puts to task. It is clear that the literary freedom afforded by the circumstances of the speech’s delivery enabled Cicero to reach heights that may not have been achieved had it been delivered in the senate, and this I have argued has been the result of closer attention to the epideictic mode. In particular, the speech can be read as a ceremonial oration, cataloguing the circumstances, characters and events of Antony’s life in a parodied form, with the result that he is stripped bare of any remotely redeeming (and we may perhaps say this is the funeral oration for the ‘Roman’ Antony) quality. Cicero juxtaposes this against his own self-written funeral oration, embodying praise in the speech to reassume the role of the various Ciceros he has been before (be it the consular Cicero, Cicero the poet, or Cicero the orator), which act as the virtuous foil to Antony’s vice. This culminates in the dramatic death that he envisions for himself in order to facilitate the rebirth of the republic.


















Chapter Two
The deliberative senatorial speeches of the Philippics form the majority of the corpus, including all except the contiones and the anomalous second Philippic. Unlike the second Philippic which, as we have seen, was able to take more creative liberties in its invective, the aim of the deliberative speeches was simply to carry a motion before the senate, arguing for or against a resolution and providing evidence to support the case. Senatorial speeches were also reasonably brief in length in order to facilitate multiple speakers, with Ramsey suggesting that a speech could normally be delivered in around ‘30 to 40 minutes’ assuming a ‘slow to moderate pace of 100 to 110 words per minute’.[footnoteRef:45] This would be a far cry from the freedoms of the conceptual and lengthy Philippic Two, and as such would require more focused and concise strategies. Additionally, praise and blame needed to be balanced as ‘complementary techniques’ within these speeches (unlike the invective-heavy second Philippic) because, as Manuwald points out, blame alone could work well enough in a judicial case, ‘but a successful policy requires a constructive element and therefore has to rely on praise to commit the audience to the preferred policy and create loyal representatives’.[footnoteRef:46] These tactics were necessary for Cicero because, although a respected elder figure at this point, he had ‘no constitutional post with imperium’,[footnoteRef:47] and so manipulation of individuals with more political and military prominence was an important strategy. As such, and taking these considerations into account, this chapter will examine the way in which Cicero uses praise and blame within Philippics Three and Five in order to not just continue his denigration of Antony, but also to present key characters including the young Octavian in particular, as the suitable alternative. [45:  Ramsey, 2007, p.130.]  [46:  Manuwald, 2010, p.210.]  [47:  Hall, 2013, p.223.] 

Philippic Three begins what would have been Cicero’s first unrestrained attack on Antony in the senate, given that, as has been mentioned, One offered some opportunity for reconciliation, whilst Two of course was never delivered. As such, the speech marked Cicero’s first real battle in the Philippics and required Cicero to call for decisive action. At the end of November 44 with his consulship ending and threats to the security of his ‘military superiority’ by the emerging Octavian, Antony had resolved to capture Gaul by laying siege to Mutina, which at the time was protected by Brutus.[footnoteRef:48] Cicero’s aim was to give legal justification to Brutus’ resistance of Antony in Gaul, and to move that Octavian, his veterans and legions be honoured in a similar vein for their opposition to Antony.[footnoteRef:49] On this occasion, Cicero was successful and the senate passed decrees accordingly. [48:  Hall, 2002, p.276.]  [49:  Manuwald, 2007, p.22.] 


Three immediately sets out these events, with Cicero putting into focus the need for immediate action rather than waiting for the inauguration of the new consuls.[footnoteRef:50] Cicero continues his urgent call for action suggesting that if Antony had fled on the 1st of January, he would have already been destroyed, presumably on account of new consulship of Pansa and Hirtius, whom he is sure to praise on account of their courage and wisdom.[footnoteRef:51] Cicero’s suggestion here, of course, is that a united front only does not exist due to technical reasons, preventing any immediate response to the threat. The general sense of urgency that Cicero conveys forms one of his key strategies in the speech, the use of ‘rhetoric of crisis’, where by ‘depicting Rome and the Republic as on the brink of destruction, Cicero attempts to jolt the Senate into urgent, energetic action’, and Hall here notes the repetition of these urgent calls to arms throughout the speech, for example in a later passage where Cicero begins to conclude the speech with the argument that if the senate misses the moment to act, then there will not be another.[footnoteRef:52]  [50:  Cic. Phil. 3.1.]  [51:  Ibid. 3.2-3.]  [52:  Hall, 2002, p.283; Cic. Phil. 3.32.] 


In order to reinforce this urgency, Cicero ensures to frame praise and blame in disjunctive pairs within Three. Cicero praises Octavian for his opposition to Antony, arguing that the republic would have been destroyed if it were not for his actions.[footnoteRef:53] Furthermore, he praises the Caesarian veterans, Martial legion and fourth legion (whom Cicero argues had imitated the virtues of the Martial legion) for deserting Antony in favour of Octavian,[footnoteRef:54] and also Decimus Brutus for his defence of Gaul, here arguing that his actions be sanctioned by the senate,[footnoteRef:55] and thus ensuring that these parties are all developed as republican heroes. Cicero’s praise here ultimately builds up to presenting a stark choice to the senate, whereby if Antony is to be recognised still as a consul, then ‘the legions deserved to be decimated by fustuarium and both Decimus Brutus and the young Caesar were criminals’.[footnoteRef:56] As such, if praise is given to the aforementioned parties, then Antony is by definition essentially no longer a consul and furthermore he must be an enemy of Rome. The tactic is certainly manipulative, but Cicero makes a strong logical case that one party cannot be good without the other being labelled evil, and by doing so weaponizes his rhetorical alliance in order to push the senate to pass the necessary decrees. [53:  Cic. Phil. 3.5.]  [54:  Ibid. 3.6-7.]  [55:  Ibid. 3.12.]  [56:  Lintott, 2008, p.387.] 


Like the second Philippic, the senatorial speeches do (albeit to a lesser extent) of course utilise blame through invective to achieve a portrait of Antony that puts his vices in a moralizing framework intended to invite disgust from Cicero’s audience. As such, in Three, Antony is again shown to be a shameless effeminate drunk, not modest enough to even hide his abhorrent behaviour from the Roman people on the day of the Lupercalia when he offered to crown Caesar.[footnoteRef:57] As Hammar notes, this tactic draws on a shared Roman ‘cultural belief – that immorality was a total, all-encompassing quality’, which is evident later in the speech when Cicero directly contrasts the libidinem, crudelitatem, petulantiam and audaciam of Antony with the qualities of ingenuum, moderatum, pudens and pudicum.[footnoteRef:58] In the context of the deliberative speeches, Cicero is of course able to assign those positive traits to the characters of his rhetorical alliance, as indeed Cicero does in another appraisal of Octavian (who is modestior and chastior than anyone, but especially the barbarus Antony), thus ensuring that praise and blame encapsulate a black and white battle of morals.[footnoteRef:59] Antony of course is just one man, and so Cicero ensures to highlight the fact that ‘he attempts to march an army on Rome, and the nature of this army is immoral’, thus elevating moralizing rhetoric into a more pronounced threat, with a terrifying account of this mutilatum exercitum marauding its way into Gaul.[footnoteRef:60] [57:  Cic. Phil. 3.12.]  [58:  Hammar, 2013, p.301; Cic. Phil. 3.28.]  [59:  Cic. Phil. 3.15.]  [60:  Hammar, 2013, p.321; Cic. Phil. 3.31.] 


That the use of praise of the parties involved was a strategic element rather than a reflection of Cicero’s ‘true’ feelings is evident from external epistolary evidence. In the case of Octavian for example, Manuwald notes that a ‘sweepingly positive picture’ is only clear in the speeches, but in fact he was more accurately considered to be a ‘lesser evil in comparison with Antonius’.[footnoteRef:61] This is clear from two letters to Atticus, one of which shows a weariness of Octavian (who had been corresponding with Cicero on military issues) on account of his name and age, and a second in which Cicero again claims to not trust Octavian’s age, but more importantly states rather suspiciously ‘I don’t know what he is after’.[footnoteRef:62] This evidence, combined with the fact that Cicero was playing his hand carefully by maintaining a relationship with Octavian, is telling of the strategic use of praise in order to pit one military power against another, resting of course on the belief that Octavian, although also a potential threat, might be a more manageable ally. Even Octavian’s age, therefore, is turned into a positive estimation of his qualities during Cicero’s praise of his moral virtues, arguing that in spite of his youth he is an exemplum veteris sanctitatis.[footnoteRef:63] [61:  Manuwald, 2007, p.94.]  [62:  Cic. Att. 16.8.1; 16.9. ]  [63:  Cic. Phil. 3.15.] 


Turning now to Five, we see how Cicero developed his rhetoric when faced with opposition within the senate. The speech took place on the 1st January 43, with the new consuls Hirtius and Pansa now inaugurated. Despite the positive outcome of Three, with approval being given to Octavian, Decimus Brutus and the legions that had deserted Antony, the consular speaking prior to Cicero proposed for an embassy to be sent to Antony.[footnoteRef:64] There was clear support for this motion, and as Lintott points out, worrying suggestions were being made that Antony was given the province of ‘farther Gaul’, at the time possessed by Plancus, ‘which Cicero thought mad, given the resources that this province would provide’.[footnoteRef:65] Indeed, Cicero went as far to suggest that Antony would be able to bring a barbarian army with him as a result of this proposal, making use of the dichotomy of civilised Rome and the barbarian fringes of the outer territories, linked here of course to Antony whom will surely (according to Cicero) plunder Rome.  In a similar manner, Cicero uses blame pre-emptively to suggest that any member of the senate who puts their relationship with Antony before their relationship with their country is impius.[footnoteRef:66] This argument at face value seems argumentative, but it seems more likely that Cicero intended to mean that since of course the senators love their country, their opposition to Antony must therefore exist, thereby weakening the suggestion of adopting a peaceful approach. Regardless, the general tone of Cicero’s rhetoric seems to have worn some senators thin, with suggestions later being made that he was perhaps pushing too hard for conflict.[footnoteRef:67] [64:  Lintott, 2008, p.389.]  [65:  Ibid; Cic. Phil. 5.5.]  [66:  Cic. Phil. 5.5-6.]  [67:  Cic. Phil. 7.3. ‘bellicum me cecinisse’] 


Nevertheless, with the necessity to respond to increasing political opposition becoming apparent, Cicero needed to use praise and blame in order to try to turn the tables. One particularly revealing example from Five which illustrates Cicero’s response to Antony’s attacks uses praise ‘for the force and sinews of a united senate’ in order to downplay the assertions apparently made by Antony that Cicero was merely part of a party squabble.[footnoteRef:68] Cicero of course manipulates the tale into one of the outside barbarian ready to plunder Rome, promising the spoils to his nefarious allies (in Cicero’s given example here, one of the septemviri).[footnoteRef:69] The call for decisive action again illustrates the crisis rhetoric entrenched within the praise and blame game of these senatorial speeches. Especially however, this case demonstrates the necessity of such a resolute rhetorical stance, with Cicero’s precarious political clout showing fragility and the extent of opposition amongst the elite again being made clear. If there was indeed a unanimous senate, then Cicero would not have to defend himself at all, and we would expect a more successful outcome. [68:  Hall, 2013, p.225; Cic. Phil. 5.32.]  [69:  Cic. Phil. 5.33.] 


Like in Three, Five continues to draw on Antony’s immorality in order to again depict him as an outside barbarian. Cicero contrasts the semper rapientem and semper erbium Antony with the firmissimam et splendidissimam populi Romani coloniam and its republican protector Brutus.[footnoteRef:70] Interestingly, Cicero inverts his earlier argument, in which he had suggested command of a province in Gaul would lead to a barbarian army assaulting Rome. On this occasion, when led by a republican hero, Gaul instead is depicted as a bastion of Roman virtue. This clever switch enables Cicero to use the provinces as an extension of the power of praise and blame. Gaul in the hands of Antony is a savage land that will lead to the fall of Rome, whilst Gaul in the hands of Brutus is an exemplar of Rome’s might and a front line to stand against Antony the barbarian. Octavian, meanwhile, is once again praised as the god-sent saviour, inspiring the veterans and Martial legion to rally to the republican cause in the name of liberty.[footnoteRef:71] The repetition of the rhetoric seen in Three here allows Cicero to reiterate that his policy so far had been successful, which would be an important point to make in the face of renewed opposition. By reiterating the threat of slavery should the heroic actions of Octavian and Brutus be thrown away by attempting (a futile attempt, Cicero argues) to make peace, Cicero emphasises that there is far more to be lost than gained by sending the embassy. [70:  Ibid. 5.24.]  [71:  Ibid. 5.23.] 


Later in the speech however, Five does attempt to capitalise on its overall message by suggesting honours for opponents of Antony, which were largely successful. This included, for example, a suggestion that honours be given to Brutus for his command in Gaul in defence of the republic, and additionally that honours be given to Lepidus whom had supposedly turned his head away at the crowning of Caesar.[footnoteRef:72] Most importantly perhaps, Cicero argues that owing to the actions of the virtuous Octavian, he be given a legal military command.[footnoteRef:73] Cicero’s request here is important, because his argument thus far had maintained that Octavian’s actions were legal because, as Manuwald points out, ‘the actions of the defenders of the Republic were not based on positive law, but Cicero still regarded them as legitimum and iustum, since they followed the higher and more important divine law or law of nature’.[footnoteRef:74] This of course highlights the strength of Cicero’s rhetoric thus far, which had managed to give senatorial support to his republican alliance in spite of technical legality. By requesting a more formal post, Cicero could ensure that his alliance maintained the authority needed to challenge Antony in the face of renewed opposition. Thus, praise in the form of honours, here, highlights once again the practical usage of the deliberative senatorial speeches, whilst also reinforcing the overall image of a united front against Antony. [72:  Ibid. 5.35-53.]  [73:  Ibid. 5.45.]  [74:  Manuwald, 2007, p.99.] 


In conclusion, the main purpose of praise and blame within the senatorial speeches was to contrast Antony with Cicero’s rhetorical alliance of republican defenders in order to increase the chances of a successful political outcome, though of course Cicero was ultimately only partially successful during the fifth Philippic. Cicero aimed to achieve his goals chiefly through the use of dichotomies such as life and death; freedom and slavery; virtue and vice. By linking these themes to praise and blame, and then by applying praise to characters such as Octavian and blame to Antony, Cicero achieves the overall effect of having those characters embody those dichotomies. As such, Octavian is the god-sent, virtuous hero, whilst Brutus is the defender of liberty fighting on the frontlines of Gaul. Antony, by contrast, is a barbarian intending to enslave the Roman people and bring death through further civil war. By presenting this overall picture to the senate (and praising its members and the newly inaugurated consuls at the same time), Cicero forms a disjunctive argument in which Antony is either consul (which cannot happen if any part of the rhetorical alliance is truly a virtuous Roman) or enemy, and Rome either goes to war or will perish when Antony inevitably brings war to its gates.















Chapter Three
The contiones are an interesting aspect of Cicero’s overarching strategy within the Philippics in relation to praise and blame, particularly given the type of audience and the need for Cicero to adapt his rhetorical style as a result. As such, this chapter will focus not just on instances of praise and blame within the selected speeches, but more specifically the unique ways in which Cicero utilises these themes in the contiones. Both of the extant contiones within the Philippics were delivered immediately after their senatorial counterparts (Four delivered after Three; Six delivered after Five), and as such allow for the identification of unique rhetorical strategies at the public assembly in comparison with the senatorial speeches. It is worth noting that Cicero had indeed delivered other contiones during this period, and Hall notes for example a contio following Philippic Eleven was never delivered, perhaps because Cicero decided that ‘on this particular issue he regarded the business conducted in the Senate as the more important and influential’.[footnoteRef:75] This chapter, then, will begin by assessing the role of a contio speech and the value in publishing one, before moving to an analysis of the selected speeches in question.  [75:  Hall, 2002, p.281.] 


By modern definitions, it is widely accepted that a contio was ‘an official assembly of the populus… which a magistrate summoned, in order to speak to the people, but which did not vote’.[footnoteRef:76] Unlike the senatorial speeches which were written and delivered with the purpose of persuading towards a particular outcome, the contiones functioned in a number of different ways. At a fundamental level, the function of a contio was to relay political developments, but more importantly perhaps, a contio played a unique role in presenting the opinion of the Roman people, which was to be understood by the size of the audience and its reaction.[footnoteRef:77] For these reasons, it was vital for the orator to be able to convincingly sway a large audience, particularly for Cicero as Manuwald notes, because ‘he regarded the ability to make persuasive speeches to large audiences as an indication of the highest art and achievement’.[footnoteRef:78] As such, it is clear that for Cicero, the contiones represented both an integral component of his rhetorical strategy and an opportunity for personal glory in another oratorical arena. [76:  Pina Polo, 1995, p.205; See also Frolov, 2013, p.75-77.]  [77:  Manuwald, 2012, p.153-154; Cic. Sest. 106-8.]  [78:  Ibid.] 


Perhaps the most important aspect of the contiones is the relationship between speaker and audience. The very nature of a contio being convened by a member of the Roman elite meant that a specific power dynamic existed in which they served to ‘strengthen the legitimacy and power of the governing class’, and similarly because there were no formal political parties in Rome, ‘the possibilities of manipulation available to Roman politicians… were greater’.[footnoteRef:79] As such, it was important to play to popular demand, and so naturally an orator would elect to hold contiones in order ‘to promote causes which the people themselves saw as their own’.[footnoteRef:80] Thus, the orator includes the populus within political life through the contiones, and a transaction occurs by which the orator is then able to use popular to support to indirectly influence political decision making. In terms of the Philippics, Cicero’s decision itself to publish two contiones within the corpus provides the most evidence for this transaction. As Hall notes, Cicero ‘presumably circulated copies in this case because he wanted to create the impression that the common people strongly supported his cause’.[footnoteRef:81] At a fundamental level, then, the two contiones in the Philippics function as important intermediary propaganda pieces that create a bridge between the people and the senatorial elite. By heaping praise upon the people and incorporating them into his strategy, Cicero creates an illusory united front against Antony and the values which he threatens.[footnoteRef:82] [79:  Yakobson, 2010, p.294.]  [80:  Tan, 2008, p.172.]  [81:  Hall, 2002, p.277.]  [82:  Cf. Manuwald, 2012, p.171.] 


It is well known, particularly in Cicero’s time, that a contio often led to riots and occasionally violence. However, as Metaxaki-Mitrou notes, violence in the contio was generally attributed to his own enemies such as Clodius, who packed the contio with hired thugs in order to ferment unrest, whilst a contio led by a respectable individual was more likely to see civility and unanimous agreement, as a comparison in the Pro Sestio shows.[footnoteRef:83] Cicero’s comparison of Clodius and Lentulus’ contiones is of course not an impartial account, given the latter was in his favour whilst the former was not, and so it would be difficult to make any assumption about the existence or extent of any such dissent at the contiones of the Philippics since they were his own speeches. However, it does highlight an important rhetorical point that Cicero is able to claim about a contio, in that good behaviour is indicative of honest, respectable citizens with the right political inclination. As such, praise of his audience in the Philippics provides a useful tool by which Cicero is able to not only claim support, but claim the right kind of support for his cause, if only to present in the published version of the speech. Additionally, Cicero is able to utilise the clamour of the animated crowd for effect within his speech. [83:  Metaxaki-Mitrou, 1985, p.185-186; Cic. Sest. 106-8.] 


As Yakobson indicates, public speeches could assume various presentations of the senatorial elite in relation to the people, by presenting them as either superior, integral to or even subject to the populus, dependent on whichever approach was most beneficial to the orator.[footnoteRef:84] Cicero’s popularis approach in this case fits the latter two descriptions and lends itself well to the use of praise, enabling him to convince his audience that they, too, are an effective weapon against Antony because they represent and uphold republican values. This is apparent from the exordium of Four, in which Cicero begins to weave his audience into his anti-Antonian narrative by exclaiming that their presence inspires him to defend and restore the republic.[footnoteRef:85] The suggestion that the republic has already been undone immediately marks Antony as a threat before his name has even been mentioned, and when he is mentioned he is strikingly labelled as a hostis through his actions, creating a sharp point of contrast with Cicero’s self-presentation (and thus self-praise legitimising his ability) as being alacritatem and zealously ready to bring life to the deceased republic. Furthermore, by identifying the audience as a source of empowerment, Cicero transforms his listeners into active participants in the struggle against Antony, and places their allegiance firmly within his own camp. It is unsurprising that the beginning of Cicero’s contio draws upon such use of ‘popular eloquence’, by ensuring that the people and their wants and needs (or at least those which Cicero projects onto his audience) are answered in a style of oratory concerned with ‘exploiting pathos and emotion’.[footnoteRef:86] Additionally, Cicero’s clever strategy here is one which provides evidence for the value of publishing a contio, particularly as he exploits it ‘to introduce the Senate decree as a first step towards his ultimate goal’.[footnoteRef:87] On one hand, the unapologetically ingratiating address to the people bestows a sense of obligation (to Cicero and the republic) upon them, whilst the written and circulated speech then acts as evidence of public support for his cause, thus he is ‘able to claim universal support for his policy’.[footnoteRef:88] [84:  Yakobson, 2010, p.286.]  [85: Cic. Phil. 4.1; cf. 6.2; 6.18 for similar use of audience.]  [86:  David, 2006, p.424-425.]  [87:  Manuwald, 2012, p.171.]  [88:  Ibid.] 


Cicero continues by repeating the claim that Antony is an enemy and, notably, that the decision to label him so has been sanctioned by the clamour of his audience with unanimity (consensu), also mirroring the speech’s senatorial counterpart.[footnoteRef:89] Importantly, the suggestion here once again is that the Senate has in fact declared Antony as an enemy, despite Cicero only being able to claim this based on his interpretation (and presentation) of events.[footnoteRef:90] The function of praise here, again making use of the clamour of the audience,[footnoteRef:91] then, is to add weight to Cicero’s misrepresentation of truth. Regardless of whether the outcome presented is real or not, if the people are seen to condemn the hostis Antony, then Cicero’s mandate within the senate is strengthened. The section that follows is the beginning of the narratio, in which praise naturally features heavily in establishing the key players on behalf of the republic. Once more, Cicero ties his audience to the republican cause, this time in relation to the young Octavian, and is explicit in commending its loyalty (laudo).[footnoteRef:92] Thus, through praise of his audience, Cicero would make it clear to readers of the published version that the Roman people were in support of the actions of Antony sanctioned by the senate, once again implying a united political stance. The popular dichotomy of liberty and slavery is again employed here, as Cicero describes the situation as being hopeless were it not for Octavian acting as defender of the defenceless Rome, and the use of praesidi implies suitability for leadership as much as it refers to military might, in contrast with Antony the unsuitable ruler.[footnoteRef:93]  [89:  Cic. Phil. 4.2; cf. 3.2 ‘consensuque populi Romani’.]  [90:  Cf. Ibid. 4.5.]  [91:  Ibid. ‘praeclare et loco, Quirites, reclamatione vestra factum pulcherrimum Martialium comprobavistis’]  [92:  Ibid. 4.3.]  [93:  Ibid.] 


Much like its senatorial counterpart, Cicero’s use of praise here is concerned with a ‘seemingly minor point’ of honours for these key characters, and yet ‘the question of whether or not a military conflict with Antonius is necessary is not explicitly raised’, thus praise is employed as a moralistic stand-in for concrete legal precedence.[footnoteRef:94] In the context of the contiones, Cicero is able to take this a step further by claiming approval from the Senate, thereby legitimising his claims. In addition, Cicero claims support from the gods in the form of a rhetorical question, reminding his audience that the Martial legion, with its divine namesake from which the Roman people descended, had condemned Antony even before the Senate had done so.[footnoteRef:95] Here, by evoking mos maoirum, Cicero ensures that the gods (intrinsically praised due to their relationship to the Roman people) form part of his rhetorical alliance against Antony, but moreover, strengthens his claim to support from the audience since they are descendants of Mars.  [94:  Manuwald, 2007, p.111.]  [95:  Cic. Phil. 4.5.] 


Cicero brings this narrative full-circle by re-asserting the virtuous characteristics of the citizens who form the legion, and stating that the fourth legion emulated these virtues under the leadership of a Lucius Egnetuleius, whom had been praised (and so Cicero reiterates these honours) by the senate and allied with Octavian.[footnoteRef:96] The use of praise here of course mirrors the strategy undertaken in Three, and so unsurprisingly Cicero continues his praise of the republican heroes with Decimus Brutus.[footnoteRef:97] Once again, Cicero employs the same disjunctive argument that was employed in Three, though on this occasion is far clearer and more direct, simply putting it that ‘if Antony is consul, Brutus is an enemy’. The simplified stating of the matter is likely intended to cater to his public audience, ensuring absolute clarity in order to maximise effect. [96:  Ibid. 4.6.]  [97:  Ibid. 4.7-8.] 


Cicero’s incorporation of the gods into his narrative is continued when he asserts that the god are united with the Roman people in protecting the republic and bringing punishment to Antony.[footnoteRef:98] As Gildenhard notes, Cicero here ‘assumes the stance of a vates here who predicts for the benefits of his community what the Gods have planned for the future’, and as such incorporates them within the ‘political condition of the Roman commonwealth’.[footnoteRef:99] Moreover, the repetition of consensus once again is worth noting, further highlighting Cicero’s overarching strategy of weaving all parties together into a united front. By making unanimity a central component of his argument, Gildenhard rightly notes that Cicero ‘posits that the reality of consensus among Roman citizens is just as much a sign from the gods as prodigia and portenta’.[footnoteRef:100] Thus, the contio here is once again able to take advantage of its audience in order to foster civil and civic unity. [98:  Cic. Phil. 4.9-10.]  [99:  Gildenhard, 2010, p.372.]  [100:  Ibid.] 


It is clear that Cicero was adept at manipulating the illusion of his united front, but equally important is the fact that Cicero uses the contiones to set up the enemy faction beyond simply comprising just Antony himself, evidenced in the sixth Philippic.[footnoteRef:101] Cicero here cleverly makes use of his audience’s clamour and cries in order to indicate their opposition to the men. As such, ‘clear parties’ are established, and the discussion of the men is used ‘in order to condition the audience and make them oppose’ Antony’s group.[footnoteRef:102] Within this section of the speech Cicero also uses the monuments of Rome to his advantage, pointing to a recently erected statue of Antony’s brother Lucius Antonius, making an ‘invidious’ comparison to a the statue of Tremulus (who had defeated the Hernici and Samnites in the Samnite wars).[footnoteRef:103] Here, Cicero again weaves the fabric of Roman history and heritage into his anti-Antonian narrative. The use of monuments in such a way is relatively unique to contiones in general, but may simply be a result of the small number of extant contiones, as argued by Morstein-Marx.[footnoteRef:104] Regardless, praise and blame here are embodied within the statues of Tremulus and Lucius Antonius respectively, with the aim of rousing the abhorrence of the crowd to the latter and, by extension, Mark Antony. [101:  Cic. Phil. 6.10-15.]  [102:  Manuwald, 2010, p.208.]  [103:  Morstein-Marx, 2004, p.80-81; Cic. Phil. 6.13.]  [104:  Ibid.] 


The inclusion of this reasonably lengthy discussion of Antony’s allies is part of a greater strategy within the sixth Philippic which aims to foster an increased level of urgency. Morstein-Marx reminds us that a contio was held by a magistrate who had moved a decree or ‘delivered a particularly important opinion (sententia) on the matter’, and as such Cicero’s sixth Philippic was only delivered after an initial, ‘official’ contio had been held (perhaps by the consul Pansa), and after being invited to do so by the tribune Apuleius.[footnoteRef:105] Thus, having not been able to win the day in the senate following his fifth Philippic, Six attempts to change the record, framing the situation as a state of (delayed) war, and points to the Roman citizens again as necessary participants whose rejection of Antony is the correct path, as opposed to the senate’s decision to send envoys.[footnoteRef:106] Antony instead will lay waste to Mutina and cross the Rubicon to threaten Rome whilst Rome delays and procrastinates.[footnoteRef:107] As such, Cicero creates a tense narrative whereby Rome has set itself on a dangerous path to ruin (having not listened to Cicero’s supposedly better judgment, presented as being supported by the citizenry). By establishing a high stakes scenario and setting out Antony’s faction and the men that follow him, Cicero bolsters the overall narrative of war. [105:  Ibid. p.247-49.]  [106:  Cic. Phil. 6.2-4.]  [107:  Ibid. 6.5-7.] 


Further to this, another important aspect of the strategy in Six is the manner in which Cicero downplays the role of fate. As Gildenhard notes, Cicero’s presentation of the dire stakes at play in terms of the dichotomy of freedom and slavery were underpinned by a desire to avoid repeating the ‘appeasement he opted for when Caesar reached for domination’, and as such ‘acquiescence to fate, in other words, had ceased to be an option’.[footnoteRef:108] Cicero presents this dilemma to the Roman people as one which they have the power to control themselves, emphasising the role of free will.[footnoteRef:109] As such, this approach represents the culmination of the elements of praise that have been examined in the contiones thus far. The good Roman people, imbued with divine law and the favour of the gods, are bestowed with a level of agency and therefore are encouraged to act accordingly and in favour of Cicero’s cause, lest they ‘would only have themselves to blame’ if Antony was successful in subduing their liberty.[footnoteRef:110] Notably, the passage makes a marked departure from the presentation of fate explored in Four, in which Antony’s downfall was suggested to be pre-ordained by the gods.[footnoteRef:111] The heightened rhetoric is again best explained as an attempt by Cicero to increase the perceived gravity of the situation in light of his less favourable outcome in the senate.  [108:  Gildenhard, 2010, p.367.]  [109:  Cic. Phil. 6.19.]  [110:  Gildenhard, 2010, p.367.]  [111:  Cic. Phil. 4.10.] 

In conclusion, the contiones provided Cicero with additional justifications for his senatorial proposals. By incorporating audience reaction, Cicero could claim either support for his policies or argue that the virtuous Roman people stood in opposition to Antony. In return, Cicero praises their unanimous support and confers a sense of agency upon the people. Rather than merely being listeners of a speech, they are transformed by Cicero’s rhetorical strategy into active participants with a perceived ability to influence political outcome. The public support which Cicero would then be able to claim in the published versions of the speech would inevitably strengthen his position in future senatorial debate. Additonally, as the sixth Philippic shows, a contio offers the opportunity to redefine the outcome of the senatorial speeches and develop a new narrative that works in Cicero’s favour. Praise and blame, then, are best defined in the context of the contiones as being concerned with portraying political unity and claiming unwavering support. 









Conclusion
Praise and blame are clear rhetorical devices put to extensive use throughout the Philippics, and this dissertation has sought to clarify the different ways in which these two closely linked devices could be put to task by Cicero in accordance with audience; genre of speech; historical developments; and circumstances of publication. Perhaps the most obvious differentiating factor is audience, which is especially apparent when examining the difference in functionality between the contiones and their senatorial counterparts. It was noted in Chapter Two that the senatorial speeches employ praise and blame in more equal measure with a more functional application, in which (in its most basic sense) blame is used to present Antony as the problem, whilst praise is used to provide the solution, capitalising on the deliberative context. In order to achieve this, they arguably make the most use out of dichotomies such liberty and slavery (though by no means do they only occur here) by applying these to the problem/solution framework that praise and blame form in these speeches. Additionally, the disjunctive arguments made turn a stark choice into an unquestionable decision whereby if the senate truly love their country, and if the actions of Octavian and Brutus are righteous, then there is no option but to wage war with Antony, prompting decrees to be passed that sanction the necessary actions. 

We might expect a similar outcome in relation to the contiones, given that they in many ways mirror the content of their counterparts and are used to relay information to the Roman people. They do of course serve this purpose, as can be observed by the repetition of the disjunctive in Three and Four.[footnoteRef:112] However, as has been examined, the contiones provide additional functions centred around utilising the audience. Praise in particular is used within the contiones in relation to audience in order to foster a feeling of unanimity and collective opposition to Antony, which in turn could be later used in a published version of the speech to claim such unanimous support. As such, Cicero utilised methods specific to the contiones such as recording the audience’s emotional response to praise or blame in the form of clamour. The contiones were also the only form of widespread political propaganda with an immediate effect, given their public audience. Although it has been argued that the speeches of the corpus were generally distributed or published reasonably quickly after being delivered, there is little evidence of exact timeframes or extent of distribution, nor can we say that Cicero did not further revise a speech even after evidence of it being read by a friend occurs.[footnoteRef:113] The second Philippic, which was expected to not see widespread distribution for a longer period of time, highlights this issue well.   [112:  Cf. Cic. Phil. 3.5-7; 4.7-8.]  [113:  See Manuwald, 2007, p.59-60.] 


The second Philippic, drawing on a more traditional epideictic structure, naturally focuses more heavily on its use of blame through its invective. The speech, owing to the literary freedom afforded to its own circumstances, I have argued is able to exploit Antony’s character with wider scope and often with deeper exploration. As such, Cicero is able to provide a character portrait that exploits Antony’s life in full, from his childhood escapades to his drunken debauchery and insatiable appetite for violence and bloodshed, achieved through anecdotal evidence set in a moralizing framework of vices that any good Roman would be sure to find abhorrent. Praise on the other hand is often used within Two in the form of self-praise. Cicero draws upon his own experience in all aspects of his life and career thus far and weaponizes those various manifestations of himself. As such, Cicero himself embodies the virtues of the republic and seeks to revive it by destroying Antony, dramatically laying his life down for it in the process. Overall however, because there is no immediate audience, Two becomes somewhat of a playground in which praise and (mostly) blame ultimately become an expression of rhetorical ability, which is perhaps best typified by the battle of eloquence which Cicero incorporates throughout the speech.

In conclusion, praise and blame are not simply rhetorical devices, but form the moralizing black and white world that the Philippics reside in. They are not simply devices on their own, but come together to create a stark choice between good and evil with no room for the space in-between. They achieve this goal in a consistent manner throughout the corpus, but their application in different genres of speech and to different audiences also show that they are versatile tools that enable Cicero to tackle a wide range of issues and develop and sustain a consistent narrative across a significant period of time. In Chapter Two, it was shown that beyond the Philippics, Cicero was certainly unsure of the power and potential of the young Octavian. Whilst praise and blame enabled Cicero to meet with relative success throughout the Philippics, his initial suspicions were ultimately true, and his gamble on a soon-to-be emperor led to his demise, and with it, the end of the republic.
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