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A Critical Review of Cicero’s Arguments against Divination in De Divinatione

On first reading, Cicero’s De Divinatione suggests that its author is highly sceptical of divination, with ‘Marcus’[footnoteRef:1] even flatly denying its existence, saying “divinationem nego”[footnoteRef:2]. This is certainly the view put forward by traditional scholars such as Burriss[footnoteRef:3] and is indeed suggested in the title of this essay. On closer analysis of Cicero’s writing style and historic context however, there is evidence that Cicero himself may have had a more conflicted view.  More recent scholars highlight that De Divinatione seems in contrast with Cicero’s previous writings and give various hypotheses as to why this is. 

Cicero writes De Divinatione as a sceptic and as such, follows the methodology of considering and comparing all possible arguments without asserting an overall conclusion[footnoteRef:4]. This essay will analyse the arguments for and against the traditional view of a sceptical Cicero, but unlike the methodology followed by the Academy, it will conclude that views such as Burriss’ are inaccurate, arguing that Cicero’s other motives, more than personal religious views, led him to produce a work which was critical of divination. [1:  For this essay I will refer to the character of Cicero as portrayed in ‘De Divinatione’ as Marcus and the historical figure as Cicero. ]  [2:  Cicero, On Divination (De Divinatione): W. A. Falconer (ed. and trs.), LCL vol. 154 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, vol. XX, 1923 [1996]), II.IX.45, pp.418-19]  [3:  Burriss, E.E., ‘Cicero’s Religious Unbelief’, Classical Weekly, 17.13 (1924), pp.101-103]  [4:  Cicero, De Div., I.III.7 pp. 230-231 and II.lxxii.150, pp.538-539] 

Before analysing the arguments around De Divinatione let us consider Cicero’s position in the late Roman Republic, and where De Div. fits in with his life. His position as one of Rome’s greatest orators is impressive given that he was a ‘novus homo’. Coming from the equestrian class he had a privileged education, studying the Hellenistic philosophers across the major schools of Greece. He became consul in 63BC, a rare achievement for a man of his standing and something which he said was “almost the first in living memory”[footnoteRef:5]. After several successful law cases, such as the prosecution of the Sicilian governor Verres in 70BC, Cicero was firmly ‘on the map’ among the Roman elite. Melissa Lane points out the importance of courtroom oratory; “it was a chance to make your oratorical powers felt, it was really a gladiatorial duel of a kind”[footnoteRef:6]. Although Cicero wrote De Divinatione nearly 25 years later, we should remember that Cicero was always looking for the chance to show off his talents as an orator – and perhaps that was his main aim in De Divinatione. [5:  Cicero.  On the Agrarian Law:  J. H. Freese (trs.), LCL vol. 240 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1930), II.i..3, pp.372-373]  [6:  Professor Melissa Lane, BBC In Our Time podcast, 25th January 2018] 

Cicero’s later life became entangled with the ever-growing chaos of Rome’s power struggles. Although he did not physically fight in the civil wars of this period, the Senate became his battlefield. Rome’s leaders had chipped away at her sacred traditions and beliefs: Caesar stood for Pontifex Maximus in 63BC[footnoteRef:7] despite not being entirely unscrupulous, Pompey taking sole consulship in 52BC and ultimately Caesar becoming Dictator Perpetuo in 44BC. As a staunch defender of the Republic, Cicero spoke out against these actions and those committing them which ultimately resulted in his murder in the proscriptions of the Second Triumvirate. Given his opinions on the Republic and his willingness to challenge those he saw as unvirtuous, it seems reasonable to argue that if abuse of state religion was taking place for political gain, he would look to lesson it’s influence through his strongest weapon – his words.  [7:  Suetonius, The Twelve Caesars: Robert Graves (ed. and trs.), (Penguin Books, England, 1957), p18] 

De Divinatione is one of Cicero’s later works helping to complete his encyclopaedia of philosophy. W. A. Falconer reflects the view of many scholars in his belief that Cicero had completed most of Book I prior to Caesar’s assassination, but that the end of Book I and the whole of Book II were completed after March 44BC[footnoteRef:8]. As such, we can assume that this event influenced Cicero’s work but how and to what extent will be debated below. [8:  Cicero, De Div., Introduction, p214] 

The work itself is structured in two halves and is written as a dialogue between his brother Quintus and himself, Marcus. The first book begins with Quintus referring to Cicero’s discussion of religion in De Natura Deorum, pointing out that Cicero did not give due thought to divination, “quia commodius arbitrates es separatism id quaeri deque eo disseri”[footnoteRef:9] – perhaps a clever way for Cicero to acknowledge a past omission. Quintus states he believes the Stoic view that “si sint ea genera divinandi vera, de quibus accepimus quaeque colimus, esse deos, vicissimque, si di sint, esse qui divinent”[footnoteRef:10]. After explaining the two types of divination – “quorum alterum artis est, alterum naturae”[footnoteRef:11], Quintus goes on to give examples of both types from mythology and real life, with him ultimately arguing that whilst he cannot explain why these things happen, they do, and therefore divination must be real – “cur quidque fiat, ignorem, quid fiat, intellego’[footnoteRef:12]. The second book sees Marcus respond to Quintus’ points, firstly with regards to ‘artificial’, then ‘natural’ methods of divination, pulling apart the reasoning (or lack of) behind them. In more recent times, several scholars have suggested that the choice of topic and structure was not a coincidence, a debate which again will be explored below. [9:  Cicero, De Div., I.v.9, pp.232-233]  [10:  Cicero, De Div., I.v.9, pp.232-233]  [11:  Cicero, De Div., I.VI.11, pp.234-235]  [12:  Cicero, De Div., I.ix.16, pp.240-241] 

The argument for Cicero’s ‘Religious Unbelief’: 
E.E. Burriss’ 1924 evaluation of De Divinatione suggests that Book II’s analysis and destruction of Quintus’ arguments for divination is evidence of Cicero’s personal ‘unbelief’. He claims Cicero “had slender faith in augury”[footnoteRef:13] and this view certainly seems to be the most obvious reading of De Divinatione prima facie. However, it is surprising considering Cicero was an augur himself in 53BC – something Quintus points out several times – “Sed quo potious aut auctore aut teste quam te?”[footnoteRef:14]. Despite this, the absolute thoroughness by which all types of divination are dissected and ridiculed in the second book are a strong indicator of the author’s scepticism, and almost disbelief, that anybody could believe in divination.  [13:  Burriss, E.E., ‘Cicero’s Religious Unbelief’, p101]  [14:  Cicero, De Div., I.xi.17, pp.242-243. See also I.xiv.25 and I.xlvii.105] 

Marcus considers several types of divination (soothsaying, portents, lots, astrology, oracles and dreams), but several key arguments reoccur in his dissection of each.  For example, Marcus argues that ‘accurate divination’ is simply luck and applies this to haruspices[footnoteRef:15], lots[footnoteRef:16], and dreams[footnoteRef:17]. He also uses this to argue against Crattipus’ statement that even one example of ‘real’ divination must lead to an acceptance of its authenticity, is ridiculous given that over a long period of time, chance will ensure a prophecy comes true. He also considers inconsistencies of interpretation. He firstly considers the variations in different parts of the world for soothsaying[footnoteRef:18], augury and in the position of thunder[footnoteRef:19], and goes on to contemplate the fact that numerous sacrifices can contradict each other[footnoteRef:20]. He concludes they can’t all be right and therefore, none of them are real. Philosophical and theological arguments are also used – why do the Gods not share their knowledge in an easier way[footnoteRef:21], and how can you explain the paradox of Gods having foreknowledge (fate) of chance events[footnoteRef:22]. An overview of the various other arguments used by Marcus, and the links that can be seen between different types of divination has been compiled in Appendix 1 as there is limited room to discuss it in detail here. [15:  Cicero, De Div., II.xv.36, pp408-409]  [16:  Cicero, De Div., II.xli.85-86, pp.466-469]  [17:  Cicero, De Div., II.lix.121, pp506-507]  [18:  Cicero, De Div., II.xii.28, pp.402-403]  [19:  Cicero, De Div., II.xxxvi.76, pp.456-457]  [20:  Cicero, De Div., II.xv.36, pp.408-411 ]  [21:  Cicero, De Div., II.xxv.54, pp.432-433]  [22:  Cicero, De Div., II.v.13-18, pp.384-390] 

Marcus sums up his argument against divination by suggesting “superstitio … oppressit omnium fere animos atque hominum imbecillitatem occupavit”[footnoteRef:23]. Putting divination on the same level as old wive’s tales shows he has no faith in it, something he makes abundantly clear by his flat denial ‘divinationem nego’[footnoteRef:24]. [23:  Cicero, De Div., II.lxxii.148, pp536-537]  [24:  Cicero, De Div., II.xx.45, pp.418] 

We have now explored how Cicero argued against divination, but does this make him an unbeliever? A bigger question to ask would be why might he be an unbeliever? He had after all, been an augur, and we are told in book 1 of Laelius[footnoteRef:25] that he had spent time learning from the augur Scaevola. He had written about augurs positively in De Legibus saying that ‘Marcellum et Appium, optimos augures[footnoteRef:26]’. Why then would he now change to a sceptical view?  Valentina Arena points out that Cicero had been known to change his mind before[footnoteRef:27], having supported extreme powers for Pompey in the 60s, but being firmly against it by 44BC – perhaps he has simply changed his mind on the topic?  [25:  Cicero, Laelius De Amicitia: W. A. Falconer (ed. And trs.), Loeb Classical Library, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, vol. XX, 1923, I.i.1, pp.108-109]  [26:  Cicero, De Legibus: Clinton W. Keyes Loeb Classical Library, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. vol. XVI, 1928, II.viii.32-33, pp.408-411]  [27:  In Our Time BBC In Our Time podcast, 25th January 2018] 

We could hypothesise that his own experience as an augur had made him doubt its authenticity. He does ask “Quae pascantur necne quid refert? Nihil ad auspica”[footnoteRef:28] and remarks that the chickens are “vero inclusa in cavea et fame enecta”[footnoteRef:29], suggesting their starvation is deliberate in order to gain a favourable omen. Perhaps he was unaware of this before taking up the position and ha become disillusioned when he comes to write De Divinatione. This seems unlikely given that the positive view shown in De Legibus was also written after his time as an augur. A. Momigliano argues that Cicero’s religious scepticism emerges first in De Natura Deorum, saying “he changed his mind and expressed profound skepticism both about the existence of the gods and about the validity of Roman divination”[footnoteRef:30]. Momigliano states that Cicero’s daughter’s death had shaken his beliefs, and that he was also worried about Caesar’s use of the state religion for his own advantage. Indeed, Marcus asks “what better service can I render to the commonwealth than to instruct and train the youth – especially in view of the fact that our young men have gone so far astray”[footnoteRef:31] and goes on to discuss the tyranny of Casear’s rule[footnoteRef:32]. He also mentions that an interpreter of the Sibyline verses had been rumoured to be going to announce to the Senate that “quem re vera regen habebamus, appellandum quoque esse regem, si salve esse vellemus”[footnoteRef:33], showing how divination was vulnerable to the will of tyrants. Perhaps then, Cicero had indeed changed his views, and is determined to warn the youth against corruption and the Roman equivalent of ‘fake news’- fake divination. [28:  Cicero, De Div., II.xxxiv.72, pp.452-453]  [29:  Cicero, De Div., II.xxxiv.73, pp.452-453]  [30:  Momligliano, A., ‘The Theological Efforts of the Roman Upper Classes in the First Century B.C.’, Classical Philology 79, (1984), p.205 ]  [31:  Cicero, De Div., II.ii.4, pp.374-375]  [32:  Cicero, De Div., II.ii.6-7, pp.374-377]  [33:  Cicero, De Div., II.iii.10, pp.380-381] 

Mary Beard comments that authors such as K. Latte and K. Le Gall have also suggested that “Cicero’s sceptical philosophy reflects his ‘true opinions’, in contrast to the insincere or merely conventional appeals to religion in his public speeches”[footnoteRef:34]. However, this again is difficult to explain due to his De Legibus which clearly is in favour of divination.  [34:  Beard, M., ‘Cicero and Divination: The Formation of a Latin Discourse’, The Journal of Roman Studies 76, (1986), p34] 

M Schofield comments that Book I of De Divinatione, seems to be in “chaotic disorder”, particularly when compared to the relative neatness of Marcus’ arguments in Book II. Schofield believes this is to “enhance our sense of divination as actual, unpredictable, immensely various experience”[footnoteRef:35]. Perhaps though, this difference in organisation is actually a literary tool, strengthening Cicero’s own argument, whilst portraying the arguments for divination as disjointed.  [35:  Schofield, M., ‘Cicero for and against Divination’, The Journal of Roman Studies 76, (1986), p52] 

The argument for Cicero’s ‘Religious Belief’: 
It is tempting to conclude that for the reasons outlined above, Cicero’s faith in divination had simply faded away, and yet there is a range of evidence which would seem to counter this. Firstly, due to following the Academic method of not drawing a solid conclusion, Cicero never gives a final verdict, instead aiming “to leave the judgement of the inquirer wholly free"[footnoteRef:36]. He adopts a similar technique in De Natorua Deorum, although Momigliano believes “No attentive reader could take this escape clause too seriously”[footnoteRef:37]. M. Beard refutes this view, saying “The second book is balanced by the first: the arguments against divination must be seen alongside the earlier arguments in favour of the practice”[footnoteRef:38]. [36:  Cicero, De Div., II.lxxii.150, pp538-539]  [37:  Momligliano, A., ‘The Theological Efforts of the Roman Upper Classes in the First Century B.C.’, p209]  [38:  Beard, M., ‘Cicero and Divination: The Formation of a Latin Discourse’, p35] 

As has already been mentioned, Cicero’s negative outlook here is unexpected. It contradicts his earlier views in De Legibus, and seems at odds with his clear respect for Scaevola and his prior position as augur. Marcus explains that whilst he does not believe in augury, he thinks it should be preserved as homage to Rome’s traditions: “retinetur autem et ad opinionem vulgi et ad magnas utilitates rei publicae mos, religio disciplina, ius augurium, college auctoritas”[footnoteRef:39].  Burriss agrees with this saying that Cicero “felt that the religious institutions of antiquity should be reverenced”[footnoteRef:40]. This suggests that Cicero was not entirely ready to reform Rome’s problematic decision-making method, and therefore maybe he still had some faith in it.  [39:  Cicero, De Div., II.xxxiii.70, pp.450-451]  [40:  E.E. Burriss, Cicero’s Unbelief, p101] 

If not writing to criticise divination, why write such a scathing work? M. Beard and M. Schofield consider the opportunities that divination presented as a philosophical topic to Cicero and argue that this is his primary motivation. Schofield points out that Cicero’s philosophical works “introduce his readers to the main subjects of philosophy, but his own order of composition reflected a natural logical order which a reader could conveniently follow in exploring the subject”[footnoteRef:41]. He goes on to say that “with ND he could surely have stopped, for by now he had covered the entire field…But he did not stop”[footnoteRef:42]. Why then continue with the subject of divination? Cicero has already told us that he had not sufficiently covered the topic in ND which would justify his later work[footnoteRef:43]. Furthermore, Schofield argues that religion had become a popular topic and that “Cicero could, therefore reasonably have expected to find a receptive readership”[footnoteRef:44].

Beard suggests that Cicero was also creating innovative philosophy – “Cicero for the first time Romanized Greek philosophy, tackling Roman problems, with Roman exempla, in a Roman setting”[footnoteRef:45]. Divination therefore must have seemed a perfect choice for exploring this, due to the wealth of examples, even personal ones such as Cicero’s dreams, and the accessible nature of it to all Romans. Similarly, Schofield suggests that “the contrast in style between Div. and Fat., and between each of them and ND, is to be interpreted as the product of a deliberate attempt to do philosophy successively in as Roman, and then in as Greek a way as possible[footnoteRef:46]”. He also notes that Cicero “would have been almost bound to try out different philosophical styles”, and Beard points out that one of the benefits of the dialogue style is that he could use characters with religious authority to discuss the topic[footnoteRef:47]. This she argues is why Cicero switched from Scipio and Laelius to Quintus and Marcus and is further evidence of the views being put forward belonging to ‘characters’ rather than representing Cicero’s own opinions.  [41:  Schofield, M., ‘Cicero for and against Divination’, p48]  [42:  Schofield, M., ‘Cicero for and against Divination’, p48]  [43:  Cicero, De Div., I.v.9, pp.232-233]  [44:  Schofield, M., ‘Cicero for and against Divination’, p49]  [45:  Beard, M., ‘Cicero and Divination: The Formation of a Latin Discourse’, p39]  [46:  Schofield, M., ‘Cicero for and against Divination’, p50]  [47:  Beard, M., ‘Cicero and Divination: The Formation of a Latin Discourse’, p39] 

Gregory Sadler suggests that Cicero chooses the dialogue form as it better conveys the excitement of the topic and makes it easier to remember for his audience[footnoteRef:48]. Beard puts forward a different idea; “the dialogue structure itself could be used… as a depersonalizing, distancing device”[footnoteRef:49], thus meaning Cicero himself does not have to commit to the views of his interlocutors.  [48:  Dr Gregory, B. Sadler, 22nd February 2013, Cicero, On the Nature of the Gods, book 1 – Introduction to Philosophy, [Video], Youtube, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hMSDzBicGKw, 9:00-10:00]  [49:  Beard, M., ‘Cicero and Divination: The Formation of a Latin Discourse’, p43] 

Maybe then Cicero writes with a view to expand his literary skill and philosophical work. However, I think it is more probable that Cicero simply chose the topic and dialogue style for reasons of vanity. At the start of this essay, it was noted that Cicero made his name in Rome’s law courts and relished the ability to eloquently destroy an opponent’s argument in as public a manner as possible. Indeed, following his murder, Dio Cassius tells us of Fulvia’s revenge as she takes Cicero’s severed head and stabs hair pins through his tongue in revenge for the cruel words spoken against her and Mark Anthony. De Divinatione, allows Cicero to show off his skill, partially through clever and often humorous remarks (“quasi pisces, non galli cecinerint!”[footnoteRef:50]). He clearly revels in the argument “this … has been mere skirmishing with light infantry; now let me come to close quarters and see if I cannot drive in both wings of your argument”[footnoteRef:51]. Schofield similarly points out it gave “Cicero a chance, unparalleled in his philosophical works, to engage first in the rhetoric of anecdote, then in the rhetoric of cross-examination”[footnoteRef:52]. This vanity could also explain why Quintus’ arguments in Book I jump around, as it better highlights the sophistication of Marcus’ own assault.  [50:  Cicero, De Div., II.xxvi.56, pp.434-435]  [51:  Cicero, De Div., II.x.26, pp.398-399]  [52:  Schofield, M., ‘Cicero for and against Divination’, p51] 

As has already been discussed Momligliano[footnoteRef:53] believed that Cicero changed his religious outlook in his later works due to both the death of his daughter and the events leading up to and following Caesar’s death. The latter certainly will have had a huge effect of Cicero as a staunch republican, but would it be enough to sway his religious views, so clear in his earlier works? Cicero must have watched as Rome’s religious traditions were tarnished first by Pompey and Caesar, and later Octavian. We are told for example by Suetonius that Caesar was made ‘Pontfiex Maximus’ – a position usually reserved for much older men with an unblemished history[footnoteRef:54]. Quintus criticises the current augurs[footnoteRef:55] and Marcus cries “Hoc civili bello, di immortals! Quam multa luserunt!” when considering the inaccuracies of soothsayers in the civil war[footnoteRef:56]. Tacitus tells us “Augustus made his sister’s son Marcellus a priest and curule aedile – in spite of his extreme youth”[footnoteRef:57]. Caesar may have been granted some divine honours before his posthumous deification, including daily prayers, a priestly college and the privilege of having “his golden chair and his crown set with precious gems and overlaid with gold, should be carried into the theatres in the same manner as those of the gods”[footnoteRef:58]. Mark Anthony had also offered Caesar a crown during the Lupercalia festival several times[footnoteRef:59]. As one of Octavian and Anthony’s greatest enemies, Cicero must have been incensed by the religious manipulation he witnessed, but must also have been aware of the dangers of opposing Rome’s leaders in 44BC. Perhaps then, Momligliano’s argument is wrong - Cicero didn’t change his view on religion, but wanted to limit its influence to simply honouring traditions rather than in becoming a political tool. Speaking directly against this may have been risky, and as such, subtly discussing it in philosophy may have been his form of opposition. [53:  Momligliano, A., ‘The Theological Efforts of the Roman Upper Classes in the First Century B.C.’, p209]  [54:  Suetonius, The Twelve Caesars: Robert Graves (ed. and trs.), Penguin Books, England, 1957, p18]  [55:  Cicero, De Div.,I.xv.25, pp.252-253]  [56:  Cicero, De Div., II.xxv.53, pp.280-281]  [57:  Tacitus, The Annals of Imperial Rome, Michael Grant (ed. and trs.), Penguin Books, England, 1956, p32]  [58:  Dio Cassius. Roman History, Volume IV: Books 41-45. Translated by Earnest Cary, Herbert B. Foster. Loeb Classical Library 66. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1916, XLIV.vi.1-3, pp.316-317]  [59:  Plutarch, Marcus Antonius in The Lives of the Noble Grecians and Romans, from Plutarch Selected Lives, Thomas North (trs.), Tom Griffith (ed.), Wordsworth Classics, Hertfordshire, England, 1998, XII, pp. 687-688] 

Whether Cicero chose the topic of divination and the dialogue form for popularity, innovation, for political reasons or to simply show off, is beside the point. What matters is that his motivation is not his ‘religious unbelief’. Whilst there is a wealth of evidence for both sides, and we will never be sure of Cicero’s definite motivations, it seems unlikely that a celebrated augur would abandon his religious views, so apparent in his earlier works. Furthermore, we are desperately underestimating Cicero as a statesman and orator if we presume that he had no alternative motives other than to preach his religious views. Therefore, as Cicero never firmly states his overall opinion, we can conclude Cicero did not entirely hold ‘religious unbelief’.
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Appendix 1 – Arguments against divination used in Book II of De Divinatione

The irrational use of diviners over professionals:
· 2.127 and at 2.12: “Quodsi nec earum rerum, quae subiectae sensibus sunt, ulla divination est nec earum, quae artibus continentur, nec earum, quae in philosophia disseruntur, nec earum, quae in re publica versantur, quarum rerum sit, nihil prosis intellego” (2.12).

‘Accurate’ divination is simply luck:
· The condition of entrails simply comes down to which animal you chose to sacrifice (2.36), 
· Lots are similarly mocked (2.85-86) 
· Dreams receive the same treatment (2.121). 
· Crattipus’ argument in 2.107-110 that if one prophecy out of many is true, divination must be held to exist, is challenged by pointing out that time will eventually lead to a prophecy being fulfilled by chance. 
Paradox of divination by chance and Gods knowing events in advance:
· Quintus’ definition of divination as ‘the foreknowledge and foretelling of things which happen by chance’ (2.13) is pulled apart. Marcus states that God would need to know what events were to happen by chance, in order to pass this information onto diviners, therefore the event must be inevitable for the Gods to know it. Thus chance does not exist (2.18). 
· Marcus points out that chance does exist and therefore any divine intervention must be impossible. He follows this up by saying that if chance does not exist, all events must be part of ‘Fate’, and if all events are predetermined, then divination is pointless as one couldn’t do anything to avoid the outcome anyway. 
· Having foreknowledge of an event would bring no happiness anyway – he gives the examples of Priam and Caesar’s despair if they had known their depressing ends (2.22-24), and argues this renders divination pointless. 
Concession that natural events can be observed for prediction but that chance events do not follow a law of nature:
· Marcus accepts that certain natural occurrences can be predicted through observation, (the movement of stars in 2.17), However, chance events such as finding treasure do not follow a ‘law of nature’ and are therefore deemed impossible to divine (2.19-21). 
Natural events have no bearing on human affairs 
· Natural events do not have any bearing on human affairs, e.g. lightning strikes in places devoid of human life, and thus it seems ridiculous for the Gods to send messages to nobody (2.44-45). 
· He ridicules the belief that cocks crowing indicates any message as “Quod autem est tempus, quo ille non cantent, vel nocturnum vel diurnum?” (2.56). 
· He points out that such normal occurrences such as mice gnawing and condensation on statues is “scarcely noticed in times of peace” but are wrongly interpreted as portents in times of war (2.58-9). 
· In 2.85 when considering omens, he points out that looking out for omens everywhere would lead to sneezes becoming forbears of doom. 
Inconsistencies in divination 
· Variations between different nations in soothsaying, “alios enim alio more videmus exta interpretari” (2.28)
· Also in augury…(2.76) 
· and in the position of thundering (2.76)
· He points out too, the hypocrisy of multiple sacrifices giving different results, “Ubi igitur illar minae superiorum extorum?” (2.36).
Questioning the mechanics and practicalities of haruspices
· Marcus mocks ideas about the practical mechanics of divination asking why entrails would have any prophetic ability (2.29 and 2.34).  
· He argues that it is absurd to believe that the entrails of sacrifices can change to reflect the specific sacrifice (2.36) as is Quintus’ suggestion that an organ essential to survival could entirely disappear at the moment of sacrifice (2.37). 
Attack on Stoic logic
· The Stoic idea of ‘If there are gods, there is divination” is contested. Surely “Non est autem divination; non sunt ergo di” (2.41) is a more logical theory asks Marcus. 
· Further analysis of Stoic beliefs (that there are gods, they know the future, they care about humans and have provided divination as a means of understanding it) reveals none of this is certain. There may be gods but they may not care about humans, a point he reaffirms by quoting Ennius (2.104). 
If divination is real, why do the Gods make it so difficult to understand? 
· Marcus queries why if the Gods want to share some divine knowledge, they make it so difficult to understand: “Quid autem volunt di immortals primum ea significantes, quae sine interpretibus non possimus intellegere, deinde ea, quae cavere nequeamus?” (2.54). 
· Similarly, when discussing the Sibyline verses he queries the need for interpreters, and concludes they are fraudulent due to the obvious premeditated phrases (2.111)
Evidence of bribery is proof divination is made up
· 2.111 - apparent bribery of the Pythia.
Use of geometry and science to argue against astrology
· Logic is used to counter the Chaldean oracles and astrology (2.87-88). He points out that claims of accurately predicting a child’s destiny by the position of their natal stars is absurd since twins seldom live similar lives. 
· Geometry and science are used to further criticise natal charts by highlighting that people’s location at birth would lead to them being born under different stars. 
· He suggests other influences are far greater in moulding a person’s character – the climate they reside in and their parents for example. (2.96) 
· Argues most of the Chaldean oracles predictions have not come true – most notably those which told Pompey and Caesar that they would live long lives (2.99).
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