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CHAPTER THREE

Plutarch, Seneca, and
Cassius Dio on Ciceros
ethical competence

1. Introduction: From exemplarity to
ethical competence

1.1 EXEMPLARS AS ETHICAL LEADERS

In the previous chapter, we saw that the discourse of exemplarity is
all about ethical conduct: exempla are vehicles for expressing ethical
norms and values for the present. The figure of Cicero could be a suit-
able model of civic virtue for early imperial writers—though perhaps
in less distinct ways than his contemporary Cato. In the exempla dis-
cussed in chapter 2, leadership constituted a large part of exemplary
action. The early imperial writers not only present models of behav-
iour, they also reflect on the manner in which the deeds and words
of these models are publicly admired and followed (imitated). The
exempla about Cato especially show what a moral paragon can doin a
leading position; he could encourage other Roman citizens to consider
the meaning of ‘true’ republican values and lead them to adjust their
moral standards. In this chapter, I will further explore the relationship
between moral excellence and (exemplary) leadership, focusing par-
ticularly on the presence of these qualities in the imperial portrayal of
Cicero. What kind of moral criteria does a Roman statesman have to
meet in order to become a guide of conduct for his fellow citizens?
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To be able to answer this question, we will have to shift the focus of
our discussion from the perception or commemoration of exemplary
deeds to the responsibilities and ethical awareness of the exemplary
agent. We will concentrate on ‘operation one’ of Matthew Roller’s
model: the action itself, or rather the individual’s decision to under-
take the action.'

The type of moral leadership that Roman exemplars represent,
which teaches others about virtue and vice, is a popular subject in the
social sciences. It is from this field that we will borrow some termino-
logical tools for this chapter. Leadership, as it was thematized in chap-
ter 2, possesses a double meaning: on the one hand, it encompasses the
public function of figures like Cicero and Cato, who were senators and
magistrates of the Republic; on the other hand, leadership also con-
notes the moral-didactic relationship between an exemplar and his fol-
lowers, who are induced to imitate the exemplar’s behaviour. Modern
leadership studies provide a concept that combines the institutional
with the moral aspect: ethical leadership, which is thought to be one
of the most successful leadership styles. The following overview shows
how well the modern concept of the ethical leader maps onto the con-
struct of the Roman exemplar:?

— Ethical leaders are principled persons who have a clear sense of
right and wrong;

— they have a reputation for being ethically competent;

— their character is associated among other things with integrity,
honesty, and conscientiousness;

— they are known to care for their community;

— they have the moral courage to “uphold their moral values even in
the face of significant external pressures, adversity, or risks”>

Ethical leadership rests on the principle of role modeling: a good ethi-
cal leader ‘infects), as it were, his followers with the norms and values

! See chapter 2, §1.2.1.

> BROWN & TREVINO 2006: 602: “ethical leaders are exemplary models”. Compare the remark
by HERES & LASTHUIZEN 2013: 52, “ethical leadership is, to an important extent, in the eye of the
beholder” with LANGLANDS 2018: 37, “the issue of evaluation, and of how one judges what is worth-
while and what is appropriate, is fundamental to Roman exemplary ethics”

3 HERES & LASTHUIZEN 2013: §3.
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that are appropriate in a specific moral context.* The agreeable and
conscientious nature of ethical leaders together with their extraordi-
nary care for others in the community makes them highly successful.®
One of the most important criteria for ethical leadership is to “walk the
talk and talk the walk”, that is, to remain consistent in the decisions one
makes and the actions one undertakes; this also includes (publicly)
reflecting on the ethical implications of one’s behaviour.®

I choose to use the concept of ethical leadership as complementa-
ry to the framework of exemplarity, just as I have already applied it in
chapter 2. The criterium of ethical reflection especially connects the
discourses of exemplarity and ethical leadership. Rebecca Langlands
has argued convincingly that exemplary stories are tools for teaching
the essentials of Roman ethics; not only do exempla provide moral les-
sons, they also appeal to one’s cognitive and critical skills to the extent
that they stimulate reflection about the meaning of virtue and vice, and
cultivate the ability to discern which moral action is required under
which circumstances.” While Langlands’ research concentrates pri-
marily on the ethical dynamics evoked by exemplary stories, I would
like to highlight the act of moral discernment on the part of the indi-
vidual setting the exemplum. In Langlands’ theory it is implied that Ro-
man citizens who have successfully completed the trajectory of learn-
ing from exempla will be individuals who are competent enough to
become ethical models themselves, but the thesis of her book mainly
explores ethical competencies as the end result of the process of ex-
emplarity, not as the basis for exemplary conduct. Let us, then, have a
closer look at the relevance of such ethical competencies for becoming
a Roman exemplar and ethical leader.

* BROWN & TREVINO 2006: 600-602; HERES & LASTHUIZEN 2013: 59-60. I will stay away from
the term ‘role model’ in the analyses below and prefer to use the term ‘leader’ or ‘model’; this is
partly due to the confusion within classical scholarly discussions of exemplarity over the difference
between ‘exempla’ and ‘role models’: see chapter 2, §1.2.2.

* This is shown by modern empirical research, see HERES & LASTHUIZEN 2013: 64.

S Ibid. 55-57. Cf. MENZEL & COOPER 2013: 20 and BROWN & TREVINO 2006: §95-597.

7 With regard to the functions of exemplary stories, LANGLANDS 2018: 128 lists not only tra-
ditional ones like “creating aspiration” and “modeling excellent behaviour”, but also “promoting
self-reflection, enabling epistemological progress, testing precepts and assumptions, honing moral
judgment and exploring complex ethical ideas”.



168 CICERO, STATESMANSHIP, AND REPUBLICANISM

1.2 ETHICAL COMPETENCE

As mentioned above, one of the criteria for being an ethical leader is
having the stamp of ethical competence. Not easily captured in a few
words, within leadership theory ethical competence entails “the quest
for knowledge and action that defines right and wrong behaviour”?
Ethical competence relies on the individual’s mediating between their
cognitive skill to absorb moral rules and standards (of a certain ethical
context or, we might say, of a community) and their capacity to imple-
ment actively this ethical knowledge in private as well as professional
behaviour. Donald Menzel’s influential definition of ethical compe-
tence (fig. 1) is based on six sub-competencies, which reinforce and
interact with each other—hence the cyclical structure. Commitment

Promote ethical Commitment to
practices and # high standards
behaviours
) ETHICAL
Identify and act on COMPETENCIES Knowledge of

public service
ethics and values

K\ Ve

Ability to engage in
ethical reasoning

IN ACTION ethics codes/laws

Fig.1 — The dynamics of ethical competence
(From: Menzel 2013)

to high standards, knowledge of ethics codes and the ability to engage
in ethical reasoning are all internal assets; the final two competencies
concern external or public actions. Menzel’s definition demands an

8 MENZEL 2018: 1752.
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individual who is committed to high moral standards, who has knowl-
edge of the appropriate ethical code(s) within a community, and who
is able to reflect on this code. Most importantly, the ethical code is ap-
plied in the management of public situations, with the complementary
aim of promoting correct ethical practices among others. The ethically
competent person gains a leading role by having the ability to reflect
openly on the moral complexity of these situations; they thereby stim-
ulate similar behaviour in others, and increase the interest in address-
ing moral issues.’

1.3 A ROMAN MODEL OF ETHICAL COMPETENCE

When Menzel designed his inclusive model of ethical competence, he
was mainly thinking about how leadership functions in modern organ-
izations. It can, however, be applied to any community or organiza-
tional system where social cohesion is strong and where there is a clear
relation between a leading individual and a collective. Applied to the
political community of Rome (fig. 2),'® the ethical competencies of a
Roman statesman could be defined along the following lines. Starting
from the top right of the model, the first competency, a commitment
to high moral standards, resembles the Roman emphasis on virtus as
crucial to the understanding of goodness and social status. The second
competency, knowledge of the ethics codes or laws, consists of Roman
ethical education, which included the study of philosophy but which
also, for example, entailed a thorough knowledge of the mos maiorum."!

9 1t is true that the terms ‘ethical’ and ‘moral’ are usually employed interchangeably. James
McGregor BURNS 2014 draws a distinction between ethical virtues, ethical values, and moral values.
The first he defines as “Ten Commandments” rules, “old-fashioned” ideas about personal conduct;
the second as values relating to honesty, integrity and accountability; the third as values pertaining
to liberty, equality, justice, and community. Without subscribing fully to such a complex categoriza-
tion, I think that, in general, ethical relates rather to an abstract, philosophical way of thought that
strives to define good and bad within a given cultural context, while moral often refers to the social
effects and the public evaluation of specific conduct; ethical is therefore associated with cognitive
abilities, and moral less so. In what follows, I will make use of these terms in accordance with this
tentative distinction.

19 Since the scope of this chapter is defined by the actions of magistrates or state leaders, we are
necessarily looking at elite layers of society and male members of the aristocracy.

1 On the traditional Roman focus on morality and national history, with the mos maiorum as
‘code de vie noble’ and pedagogical framework at the same time, MARROU 1965: 342-351. At 346, he
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Promote ethical Commitment to
practices and —} high standards
behaviours Virtus
Offering exempla
Identify and act on ETHICAL
public service COMPETENCIES Knowledge of
ethics and values IN ACTION ethics codes/laws
Represent Roman values Ethical edL!cation /

in magistracies mos maiorum

N\ 4

Ability to engage in
ethical reasoning
Practice philosophy

Fig.2 — Menzel 2013 adapted: A possible model for
Roman ethical competence

Next, the Roman statesman would be expected to be able to use this
knowledge for reflecting on ethical problems in his daily life, i.e. he
should bring Roman ethics into practice. The fourth competency for
a Roman statesman would be to act according to the correct ethical
norms and values in his public activities. As a magistrate, he was expect-
ed to illustrate what is and is not appropriate Roman behaviour. His
final competency would be to promote Roman values actively in his
public speeches and administrative tasks, setting models of conduct
for his peers and the people and activating their sensibility for debating
questions of morality. It should be noted that in applying this model to
the literary texts below, I will not address all these ethical competen-
cies separately. In practice, as we will see, the texts do not allow us to
make a sharp distinction between the personal ability to bring ethical
knowledge into practice and the action of publicly reflecting on moral
values.

Despite its schematic nature, which obviously simplifies the reality
of (Roman) moral thinking, Menzel’'s model does help us in two ways.
It attempts to explain the mechanism by which appropriate norms and
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values are transmitted from exemplars to followers; and it focuses on
the manner in which ethically competent individuals themselves trans-
late their virtue and their knowledge of the ethical code into morally
approved behaviour. That is to say, the ethical competence model inte-
grates an aspect of cognitive and moral competence on the part of the
leader that theoretical models of exemplarity usually lack.

Now, as for Cicero, whose philosophical writings made a great con-
tribution to Roman political ethics and who personified the ideal of
the intellectually trained politician, one would imagine that he scored
highly on all ethical competencies, and for this reason could also be
considered a veritable ethical leader. But, as we have seen in chapter 2,
hisleadership skills are not all that visible in the early imperial tradition.
In the texts under examination in the present chapter, we will see that
the perception of Cicero’s leadership does not change much through-
out the imperial period. Moreover, and this is what the current chapter
will explore in detail, his ethical-philosophical qualities are not such a
straightforward part of his reputation either. Cicero’s status as philoso-
pher is a dubious feature of his reception in the historiographical texts
of the empire. For one thing, his political-philosophical writings are
almost entirely neglected. Plutarch, for example, makes note of Cic-
ero’s writing activities in the period that Caesar was dictator, but draws
no connections between Cicero’s philosophical theory and his public
career.'> However, in their narratives of Cicero’s life both Plutarch and
Cassius Dio suggest that he would have fared better had he stuck to his
philosophical studies.”® Cicero’s philosophy is always looming in the
background of the imperial narratives, right because it is the absence of
philosophy that led to the critique on Cicero’s conduct."*

Cicero fulfilled his own share in this process. He actively devel-
oped the image of defender of his country by means of a rhetoric that
spoke greatly to the people of the city of Rome. He also carefully de-
veloped an image of himself as vox publica, the voice of the people, in

observes: “I'essentiel est de former la conscience de I'enfant ou du jeune homme, de lui inculquer un
systéme rigide de valeurs morales, des réflexes sirs, un style de vie.”

12 Cf. Cic. 40-41, on Cicero’s literary pursuits during Caesar’s dictatorship.

13 Plut. Cic. 5.1-2, where the oracle of Delphi is said to have discouraged Cicero from embarking
upon a political career; Cass. Dio 38.18-29, the dialogue between Cicero and the mysterious phi-
losopher Philiscus, who admonishes Cicero to quit politics, and predicts his death.

14 A similar observation is made in SWAIN 1990.
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the speeches that he published during his life.'* Students of Cicero’s
oeuvre know that he used the same powerful voice to philosophize
about statesmanship and the status of Roman politics. Yet, in the pub-
lic speeches there was little space for theoretical musings. The histo-
riographers seem to have been aware that, to use John Dugan’s words,
“his training and deeply ingrained habits as an orator appear to have
rendered him a person constantly negotiating rhetorical problems and
acutely self-conscious of the sort of ethos he was presenting to his var-
ied audiences.”'® Imperial readers of Cicero’s oratory might have got-
ten the impression that his intellectual talents were employed mainly
on behalf of party politics and his own contentious honour; Cicero’s
eloquence would have been the kind that was pandering exclusively to
the public gaze.

In the sections below, we will examine Cicero’s ethical competen-
cies according to the model discussed above. We will look at the per-
ception of Cicero’s virtus, his respect for the Roman ethics code, his
practical implementation of ethical-philosophical precepts, and his
capacity for promoting moral behaviour in others. The final aim is to
gain more insight into the reasons why Cicero lacked the image of the
ethical leader, someone whose ethical excellence can be considered as
inspiring and edifying.

1.4 TEXTS

The authors and texts in this chapter have been selected on the basis
of their explicit analysis of Cicero’s moral or immoral behaviour, in
the hope that my discussion will offer a solid basis for evaluating more
implicit judgments about Cicero’s political reputation. Like the next
chapter, the present chapter has a strong focus on Greek literature.
This means that many valuable testimonia regarding Cicero’s ethical
leadership will not be considered here, such as Quintilian’s nuanced
judgment of Cicero as vir bonus, a good man who, however, was not
without fault; the recurring praise for Cicero as orator oratorum in Taci-

!5 See PIEPER, VAN DER VELDEN & JANSEN 2022.
16 DUGAN 2005: 334.
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tus’ Dialogus; or the portrait by Pliny the Elder in which Cicero is el-
evated as a good republican citizen.'”

I will devote special attention to Cassius Dio’s portrait of Cicero.
This portrait is usually regarded as being highly negative and influ-
enced by anti-Ciceronian invective.'® I aim to nuance this view by ad-
dressing the intellectual discussion that is at the bottom of Dio’s ap-
proach to Cicero’s character and his actions. In order to properly value
Dio’s account we require a certain sensibility for the cultural discourse
in which his work is embedded and especially for imperial concepts
of political leadership. Therefore, I will approach Dio’s work from a
broader perspective, by comparing and contrasting it with the theories
of statesmanship in the works of Plutarch and Seneca, two of the most
important philosophical writers of the imperial era. While Dio was
born almost a century after Seneca’s death and at least thirty years after
Plutarch’s, he knew Seneca’s writings,'® and he used Plutarch’s work for
his own history.*® Regardless of any direct connections between the
works of these writers, all of them were participants in the cultural de-
bates pertinent to intellectual life under the empire; they touch upon
the same themes and repeatedly reflect on the republican past as well
as on political life under imperial rule. The figure of Cicero is an impor-
tant part of this reflection on Rome’s past: Cicero’s life offers insight
into the ambitions, experiences, and disappointments of the senatorial
elite in Rome, to which Seneca and Dio belonged and to which Plu-
tarch was closely connected.

With regard to the necessity of virtue for a political leader, the need
for philosophical education, and the practical application of philo-
sophical tenets, Plutarch and Seneca show great similarities in thought.
Both argue from a common framework of exemplarity, in which great
men from the past function as models for behaviour.” The analyses

7 Compare Quint. Inst. 10.1.112 with 11.1.22-24; Tac. Dial. 22; Plin. HN 7.16-117.

8 MILLAR 1964: 4655 is the most often quoted example of this attitude. See also MILLAR 1961;
VAN STEKELENBURG 1971: 25; GOWING 1992 and 1998 (“[Dio] views him chiefly a a meddling, ir-
ritating man who thoughtlessly impeded Rome’s conversion to monarchy”, 1998: 383); LINTOTT
1997: 2514—2515; WELCH 2019 (“[Dio’s] judgment that Cicero was a weak politician and a failed
philosopher”, 105). More nuanced views in KEMEZIS 2014: 111n.46 and MONTECALVO 2014: 7-14.

19" Cass. Dio 61.10.2; see below.

20 MARTINELLI 2000 reviews 19 different instances of Dio using Plutarch as a source; cf. HOSE
1994: 420. Christopher PELLING is especially good at noting the similarities between Plutarch and
Dio; for an example regarding the account of the Catilinarian conspiracy, see PELLING 2002: 46.
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below, which present their Roman and Greek perspective in parallel,
will show that there are many similarities between their theories about
politicial participation in society. Such a juxtaposition will allow us to
think beyond a ‘Greek’ and ‘Latin’ tradition, and to consider the narra-
tive of Cicero’s political conduct as one that is shared across traditions,
and which is part of Roman standards of morality maintained by the
intellectual elite across the empire. Moreover, Plutarch’s work com-
plements Seneca’s civic philosophy in interesting ways. As Rebecca
Langlands has recently noted, the Greek philosopher gives expression
to the Roman practice of exemplarity in a way that none of the Latin
writers do.>” Despite or perhaps rightly because of the Greek prism
through which he regards Roman politics, Plutarch is an extremely
useful source for analyzing the perception of political behaviour in the
Roman world.

By comparing the ideas of Plutarch, Seneca and Cassius Dio, I hope
to show not only that their perceptions of Cicero’s political reputation
are quite well in accord with each other, but I also aim to illuminate
the similarities in outlook between these two Greek intellectuals and
Rome-raised Seneca with regard to what it means to be a good citizen
and a successful political leader.*® All maintain a strong focus on ex-
emplary behaviour, the importance of which is not necessarily located
in the deeds themselves but in the manner in which the (historical)
individuals cope with their failures and successes.

The plan of this chapter is twofold. §2 will be a case study of Cic-
ero’s inability to discern the moral boundaries of public conduct. This

2! Within Plutarchan scholarship, the question that has occupied scholars most is the matter
of what I call below ‘the ethics of imitation’ (cf. n. 91), i.e. the process of imitation and emulation
evoked by the description of the lives of great men from history: see in particular the work by Tim
DUEE e.g. 1999, 2008; WHITMARSH 2001, see esp. 55—56; PELLING 2002: 237-251; STADTER 2014:
231-245. Cf. LANGLANDS 2020 for a recent discussion of these earlier views. Plutarch’s fascination
with ‘great men in history’ inspired a vast corpus of literature about the Plutarchan ideal of states-
manship; good studies with further bibliography are SQUILLONTI 1989; VAN RAALTE 2004; DE
BLOIS 2008; DESIDERI 2011; FULKERSON 2012; STADTER 2014: 215-245. BENEKER 2016 discusses
the biographies of Cicero and Demosthenes with regard to political virtue.

22 L ANGLANDS 2020: 93. Also essential in this respect are PEREZ JIMENEZ 2002, who connects
the ‘topos of imitation” within Plutarch’s work with the discourse of exemplarity; and JACOBs 2020
discusses how the ‘heroes’ of Plutarch’s Lives are seen to respond to and imitate the ethical and po-
litical conduct, i.e. exempla, of heroes from the other Lives. BRENK 2008 is slightly reproductive but
still relevant. MAYER 2008 is the classic study of exempla in Seneca’s work.

23 For Cassius Dio and Plutarch’s connection to Rome, I refer to the Introduction.
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theme becomes most prominent in the imperial discussion of his licen-
tious style of speaking, or mappnoia. Parrhésia is known as the motor
of Athenian democracy, a critical faculty which all Athenian citizens
could publicly employ to protect their community against mismanage-
ment and harmful leadership. However, when Plutarch and Cassius
Dio describe Cicero’s parrhésia, it has no beneficial effect at all. As I
will argue below, not he but Cato will become the counterpart to typi-
cal Demosthenic parrhésia, “truth-to-power” frankness.**

Cicero’s lack of ethical competence and the larger question of his
failure to integrate philosophy into his political career will be ad-
dressed in § 3. The Greek historiographers’ projection of sophistic and
philosophical ideas on Cicero’s career turn him into an ambiguous, al-
most disappointing public figure who did not live up to his potential.
One of the passages in imperial literature that is most illustrative of
this attitude but often misunderstood, is Cassius Dio’s representation
of Cicero’s exile in book 38 of the Roman History. In order to grasp the
intellectual stakes in the imperial debate about Cicero’s failure to “phi-
losophize’, we will examine which ethical competencies are required
of imperial statesmen on the basis of Senecan and Plutarchan political
philosophy. In the works of both writers, Cicero’s political conduct is
used as an example of the improper translation of ethical awareness
into public action.

2. Cicero’s failure to speak frankly

One of the most explicit—and harshest—analyses of Cicero’s politi-
cal conduct is found in book 38 of Cassius Dio’s history. Book 38 is
dedicated to the years 59-58 BC. The beginning of book 38 centres
on Caesar’s rising power and the tumultuous situation in the senate,
which was the result of his unprecedented legal measures. The second
major plot of book 38 concerns Cicero’s personal vendetta with Caesar
and Clodius, which resulted in his exile.>* Cicero would have plotted

2% For the notion of truth-to-power Tappnoia, see SACKS 2018: §1-53, 56—57.
25 For a recent and extremely thorough analysis of this story plot, see BURDEN-STREVENS 2020:
53—60.
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against the lives of Caesar and Pompey, together with Lucullus.> He
also openly abuses Caesar in a speech given on behalf of his former co-
consul Antonius Hybrida, accusing him of complicity in the Catilinar-
ian affair; the abuse (AoiSopeiv) is mentioned separately by the histori-
ographer as an outrageous ‘feature’ of the speech.>” Caesar (‘normally
so sanguine’)*® forms a pact with Clodius to remove Cicero from the
political scene. The historiographer explains that it was a challenge to
destroy a man with so much power in the state due to the force of his
rhetoric (¢v Tfj moArteia 81 T 1@V Adywv Sewvdtnra Suvdpevov).>® Clo-
dius decided to appeal not only to the people but also to the equestri-
ans and the senate, around whom, so Dio claims, Cicero pulled the
strings not because of their appreciation of him but rather because of
their fear of him (&te kai S poPov paMov 7| 8t” edvoiav ioyvovta).>°

Cicero was feared because of his frank speech, for which Dio uses
the classical Athenian term parrhésia. We would expect that the ability
to speak freely is a positive quality in the context of republican politics,
but in Dio’s eyes it is not:

IopmAnOeis yap éx T@v Adywy EADTEL, Kai 00K €6 T0o0DTOY of Tt @PEAOV-
pevol 01’ avTod YketodvTo £g Soov oi PAamtopevol HAOTPLOBYVTO. TTPOG
Yép oL T¢ Todg TAEiovg TWV AvBpwTwY TpoxelpdTEPOVY ETi TOlG SvoyE-
PEOTEPOLG AYAVAKTEY 1] T@V AUEVOVWY XApLY TIoty EXELY, Kal TOTG pEV
ovvayopeboaci opLowy dmodedwkévar TOV podov vopilew, Todg 8 dvti-
dikAoavtag auvvesBat Tpdmov Tva Tpoatpeiobat, TkpoTaTovg £xOpodg
£avT@ émoiel Tepietval Te Kal TOV KpatioTwy del ToTe Emyelp@V Kai T
mappnoig TPOG TAVTAG OUOiWG AKPATYW Kal KATAKOPEL XPWUEVOG, dTE Kal
v §6&av t0d ShvacOat cvveivai te kai eimelv & pndeig & og, kai 7pd T0D
XpNoTog elvar Sokely, Onpwpevog. £k e 0OV ToOTOV, Kai SIOTL Péy1oTOV TE
avBpdmwy Nixel kai oddéva ¢€ toov Eavt fyey, &Ma £v Te Toig Adyolg
opoiwg kal &v T@ Piw wavTag te vmepeppdvel kai ioodiartog ovdevi HEiov

26 Cass. Dio 38.9.2; cf. App. B. Civ. 2.12.43, who claims the plotters were Cato, Bibulus and Cicero.
On Dio’s version of this “Conspiracy of Vettius”, see MONTECALVO 2014: 174-181. The conspiracy is
evidenced by Att. 2.24 and several speeches, where Cicero exculpates himself. It is not clear why Dio
would choose to implicate Cicero in the plot other than for the narratological reason of strengthen-
ing the image of Cicero as warmonger.

27 Cass. Dio 38.10.4—-11.2.

28 Ibid. 38.11.3.

2% Ibid. 38.12.4.

30 Ibid. The use of fear as a political weapon is a common Dionean topos, see KUHN-CHEN 2002:
174-176.

31 Cass. Dio 38.12.6-7.
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eivat, opTikog Te kai émayOig Ay, kai 4o TovTwV Kai VT’ AVTOV éxelvwy
olg fjpeoke, kai EpBoveito kai &uoeito.’

For he had hurt a great many people by his speeches, and those who
were helped by him were not drawn to his side in the same degree as
those he offended were alienated from him. For, besides the fact that
the majority of men are more inclined to be annoyed about nastiness
than to be thankful to someone for favours done, and that they believe
that they have paid their advocates the due amount, whereas their goal
is to avenge themselves in some way on their opponents, Cicero made
himself bitter enemies by always attacking the most powerful men and
by applying to all alike a frankness of speech that was intemperate and
excessive, since he was in pursuit of a reputation for being knowledge-
able and for saying what nobody else could, more than for appearing
to be a good citizen. For this reason, and because he was the greatest
boaster alive** and considered nobody to be on a par with himself, but
in his speeches just as in life looked down on everybody and did not
deem anybody to live on equal footing with him—for this reason he
was burdensome and annoying, and as a result he was even begrudged
and hated by the very people he favoured.

In Dio’s eyes, Cicero’s frankness is destructive. It is intemperate (éxpa-
10g) and excessive (katakopt|g), and due to his extravagant openness
Cicero consciously evoked ill-will (p86vog) among his fellow citizens.
Cicero’s litigious speech forms a theme in the invective tradition and in
Plutarch’s writings as well, but Dio is the only one to apply the Greek
notion of parrhésia to his behaviour.>®* While every student of Cicero
could think of a couple of reasons why the orator may be blamed for
excessive rhetoric, it is more difficult to understand why a Greek intel-
lectual such as Dio, having been educated to appreciate the bold speak-
ing of his Athenian ancestors, would find fault with political frankness
atall.

In fact, as I will demonstrate below, the fault lies not in the use of
parrhésia as such, but in Cicero’s failure to implement certain ethi-
cal values in his application of frankness—or, as Dio phrases it, in his
disinterest in being a ‘good’ citizen (xpnotés).>* In this chapter we

32 T follow the unrivalled translation by WHITE 1914.

33 See [Sall.] Inv. in Cic. 2.1 (immoderata eloquentia), 6.1; Plut. Cic. 25-27 (examples of Cicero’s
licentious speech), cf. 38.2-6. Cf. VAN DER BLOM 2019: 44, 47-48.

** WELCH 2019 gives a good overview of Dio’s concept of (civic) virtue.
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will examine the virtue of speaking frankly as a specific quality of the
good statesman. Originally the watchword of fifth-century Athenian
politics, in the philosophical schools of the Hellenistic period it be-
came an essential instrument for moral improvement in the counsel
of rulers as well as the private context of friendship.>* This ‘therapeu-
tic’ use of parrhésia continues to characterize the imperial discourse
on statesmanship. I will argue that Plutarch and Dio envisage frank
speech as inherent to the conduct of the good leader who has a guiding
role towards his superiors and the people. Even though, in Dio’s case,
parrhésia is seen as the main drive behind Roman republican oratory,
the interpretation of its role in political debate is based on the premise
that parrhésia should be deployed with the purpose of moral advance-
ment. Cicero’s ‘frank’ criticism does not conform to this ideal. His use
of parrheésia reflects, in fact, the counterside of the classical Athenian
concept, and opposes the image of the ethically competent statesman
who is supposed to offer constructive criticism based on truth.

2.1 PARRHESIA IN GREEK LITERATURE
Classical Athenian parrhésia

Etymologically, the Greek term parrhésia is a combination of nég (all)
and pijoig (speech). Its literal meaning is therefore “speaking every-
thing”*® Someone who speaks freely can be called a mappnotaotrg, a
term traceable to Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics (1124b) but otherwise
not frequently used in texts from the classical period.>” Parrhésia as a
concept is often translated as “freedom of speech”,*® but is also com-

35 SCARPAT 1964: 58—61; KONSTAN 1996; KONSTAN 1998: 3-5; SACKS 2018: esp. §1-53, 56—57.

36 SCARPAT 1964: 35; MOMIGLIANO 1973: 260; FIELDS 2020: 10.

37 Parrhésiastés is freely used in modern literature to refer to a person who has parrhésia, but this
does not reflect ancient practice. See FOUCAULT 2019, MONOSON 2000. Cf. SAXONHOUSE 2005:
92, ‘parrhesiast’ There are 40 instances of the term according to the TL G, the earliest of which date
to the Hellenistic period: Aristotle Eth. Nic. 1124b, and a fragment from Callisthenes, T2b Jacoby.
Further occurrences in Diog. Laertius Anarcharsis 1.101; Menedemus 2.127; Archesilaus 4.33 (all same
wording). [Plut.] X orat. on Lycurgus, 842d; Diod. Sic. 14.5.7; Luc. Dial. D. 3.12; Joseph. AJ 2.299;
Philo, In Flacc. 178. Cf. Phot. Bibl. Bekker 497b on Lycurgus; Suda t 588 sv. Twpayévng (on Tim-
agenes of Alexandria; cf. T 836 s.v. TovoxAdve), and A 77 sv. hahud (as #) Snunyopia; summary of Diog.
Laert. 4.33).

38 MOMIGLIANO 1973; RAAFLAUB 2012.



3. PLUTARCH, SENECA, AND CASSIUS DIO 179

monly referred to as “frankness”, “frank criticism”, or even “openness”
or “revealing speech”?® As these interpretations demonstrate, parrhésia

as a term refers to speech content as well as technique: on the one hand

it denotes a rhetorical strategy (saying everything), and on the other
it refers to a sincere (unembellished, straightforward) attitude towards

the topic at hand.*

The development of parrhesia is strongly connected with the his-
tory of the Athenian democracy. In the Athenian assembly, ionyopia
was used to indicate the formal citizen’s right to speak their mind in
the assembly, while mappnoia carried a heavy moral association, being
related to truth-telling.*' The term parrhésia first occurs in Euripides’
tragedies, and is frequently seen throughout the works of the Attic ora-
tors and Plato. Demosthenes regularly takes recourse to the concept
of frankness at the beginning and end of his speeches, partly as a form
of captatio benevolentiae, and partly to send a critical message to the
assembly.** The closing words of the fourth oration against Philip of
Macedon offer a helpful contextualization of frankness of speech:*?

Tadt’ €0Ti T6ANO7, peta mdong Tappnoiag, arA®g ebvoiq ta BéXtioT’ ei-
pnuéva, od kodakeia PAAPNG kal dmdtng AdY0g peaTds, APYVPLOV TR Aé-
YovTL mojowy, T& 8¢ Tpdypata Tig moAews Toig éxOpois éyyetprav. "H
00V TavaTéov TovTwy TV 0@V, i undév’ dMov aitatéov Tod mavTa
PavAwg Exety 1) g avTovg. ™

This is the truth, spoken with complete frankness and purely from
goodwill in the best words; not a speech full of harm and conceit due

% FIELDS 2020, FOUCAULT 2019, and KONSTAN 1996 show that the definition of parrhésia is
not just literal but ideological, in that it stands in direct contrast to flattery and deceit. ‘Revealing
speech’: SAXONHOUSE 2005: 87.

40 Cf. HULSEWIESCHE 2002: 106, “Parrhesie [ist] die inhaltlich freimiitige Rede, die bis zur fre-
chen Rede geht”.

*1' SCARPAT 1964: 4445, cf. 52; MONOSON 2000: 53. Moral also in the meaning of ideological,
definitive of Athenian citizenship. In Eur. Phoen. 387-391, freedom of speech is said to distinguish
the citizen from the exile or non-citizen.

*2 For mappnoia connected with &Aj0eta, see Dem. 6.31, 9.3, 10.76, 23.204, 37.55, 60.26. Cf. Dem. 3.3,
8.21 and 24, and Isocr. 20.72, 24.12, for parrhésia as a more general guarantee of the sincerity of the
orator’s words. Cf. also Eur. fr. 737; Plut. Mor. s9d, 715f. On the invocation of parrhésia at the begin-
ning of speeches, MONOSON 2000: 60—61.

43 Although the matter should not concern us here, this speech is often regarded as spurious by
modern scholars. The current passage might offer an excellent argument for negating the originality
of this speech; nowhere else in Demosthenes’ speeches is parrhésia framed in such clear terms. For
an overview of the discussion, see MACDOWELL 2003; cf. HAJDU 2002: 44—47, 447-4438.

4+ Dem. 10.76.



180 CICERO, STATESMANSHIP, AND REPUBLICANISM

to flattery, which will make the speaker rich and which puts state af-
fairs into the hands of the enemies. Either these habits must be halted,
or nobody else should be blamed for the bad situation than you your-
selves.

Like all Philippics, the oration carries an exhortatory, critical tone. It
aims at activating the Assembly to raise resources for the defence
against Philip as well as convincing them that it is not in their best inter-
est to listen to other politicians who trivialize Philip’s policy. Through-
out the speech, the speaker shows himself as being aware of the dan-
ger incurred through expressing such criticism.*® This final paragraph
illustrates how his frankness is part of a matrix of ethical concepts
related to social and public relationships: cognate qualities are truth
(éAnbea) and goodwill (eBvoia), opposites are flattery (kohaxeia) and
deceit (4mdrn) together with doing willful harm to others (f\afn).*
Also on the opposite spectrum of frankness is the interest in self-gain—
the antithesis of the frank speaker is the speaker who is only interested
in making money and who betrays his city. In the context of assembly
rhetoric, parrhésia is a term that signals the speaker’s integrity and his
sincere adherence to the truth, particularly a truth which will bene-
fit his community.*” Moreover, the above passage clarifies that in the
context of public oratory generally, frank speech is a valued quality in
a people’s representative, the orator who (in contrast to the flatterer)
sacrifices his own interests for the sake of the city and whose main goal
is to protect the state.

In her study of the ‘practice of parrhésia’ in the Athenian sources,
Arlene Saxonhouse very briefly mentions the above passage from the
Fourth Philippic to support her conclusion that “the truly parrhesias-
tic speaker eschews the art of rhetoric”*® Deceit, 4ndtn, was a danger

45 On the inherent risk in parrhésia, see esp. FOUCAULT 2019: 42—43.

6 A helpful contextualization of the nexus of acts and “modes of communication” associated
with parrhésia is found in FIELDS 2020: 2.

#7 MONOSON 2000: 60 usefully distinguishes four aims embedded in the claim of parrhésia:
1) to “identify the speaker’s motivation as a commitment to truth and to the exposure of truth”;
2) to “suggest that the speaker willingly incurred a risk by speaking”; 3) to “emphasize moral virtue
of speaker and audience”; 4) to “affirm the usefulness of rigorous, critical appraisal of proposals
before the Assembly”.

* SAXONHOUSE 2005: 92. This conclusion is based on ancient conceptualizations of frankness
and not on postmodern interpretations of speech (acts). In this regard, see FIELDS 2020 who con-
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looming large over political debates, where clever orators could easily
persuade the people by catering to their desires. Though this appears
to be a very Platonic type of argument, it is a more broadly shared no-
tion in Greek classical and post-classical literature that represents the
“ethics of parrhésia”:* the speaker should at all times keep in mind
for whose benefit they will employ frankness, and what should be the
boundaries of free speech.*® Several modern scholars have made a dis-
tinction between ‘negative’ and ‘positive’ parrhésia,>" but the sources
themselves seem rather to imply a quality whose good or bad use was
the responsibility of the speaker. When used badly, parrhésia is usually
accompanied by an adjective with pejorative meaning,** and turns into
an instrument of unrest that does not benefit but harms the state. In
these cases the use of parrhésia reflects the ethical incompetency on the
part of the speaker who has lost sight of what is in the public interest.**
In the waning democracy of the fourth century, classical writers fur-
ther developed the ethical interpretation of parrhésia. While Demos-
thenes came to function as the model for oratorical parrhésia, the Pla-

tends that any declaration of frankness is a rhetorical act with a particular (political) goal. Cf. SLu1-
TER & ROSEN 2004: 7.

* See the excellent discussion in MONOSON 2000, chs. 2 and 6, to which my own discussion is
heavily indebted.

%0 The inability to see what these boundaries are and the dangers associated with excessive
speech made parrhésia “the favourite target of democracy’s critics”, thus RAAFLAUB 2004: 224.

1 E.g. SCARPAT 1964: 37, on Eur. Or. 905; FOUCAULT 2019: 41. A good discussion of the “seman-
tics of parrhésia”, which includes many of the classical loci cited here, is SLUITER & ROSEN 2004:
4-8.

2 auabg: Bur. Or. 9os; katakoprig: Pl. Phaedr. 240e; cf. Isoc. Bus. 11.40 who associates it with
kaknyopia. Isocr. 7.20 (Areopagiticus) is an interesting case, since mappnoia carries no adjective, but
is clearly pejorative, standing in opposition to icovopia as a positive ideal. Here again, I would argue,
it is not ‘freedom of speech’ itself which is inherently bad, but its equation with equal rights in gov-
ernment; in Isocrates’ sceptical view of democracy, in the wrong hands frankness becomes a licence
for anarchy; cf. CHRISTODOULOU 2012. It is the misuse of frankness, such as Isocrates apparently
observed in political life, that offers problems, and turns frankness, which would be the mark of a
well-functioning democracy, into licence or impudence, which is actually what he argues in Isoc.
8.14 (On the Peace): “I know that it is contentious to oppose your opinions, and that although we
have a democracy, there is no parrhésia except that expressed here by the most senseless persons who
care nothing about you, and by the comic poets in the theatre” (¢yd 8’ 0l8a pév 31t Tpdoavtés éotwy
évavtiodoDat Talg dpetépatg dravoialg, kai 6Tt Snpokpatiag odong ovk Eott Tappnoia, TANV EvOade ptv
Tolg appoveaTdtols Kal pndtv dudv ppovtilovow, év 8 1@ Bedtpw Tolg KwpwSodiSackddow; italics
mine). Similarly, P1. Rep. s57b. Cf. Aeschin. 1.31, where it is said that a man of bad morals will never
be thought (by the audience) to say anything beneficial to the city. He can rightfully use parrhésia
just like anyone else, but it will be regarded as having no merit.

3 Cf. SAXONHOUSE 2005: 96, “Freedom of speech is enshrined not for the benefit or freedom of
the individual; it exists in the vision of these orators for the sake of the city”
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tonic dialogues articulated the template for a form of parrhésia related

to intellectual leadership. In book 8 of the Laws, Plato asserts that the

ideal state requires a leader who “honours frank speech above every-
thing else”, and who “will say whatever he deems best for the city and

for the citizens”>* Aristotle confirms in the Nicomachean Ethics that a

man of excellence (the peyaléyvyog) possesses parrhésia. In his words,
itis necessary that this man values truth above a good reputation and—
we may add, accordingly—speaks and acts openly (kai dpeleiv tig
&Anbeiag padhov A Tiig 868ng, kol Aéyew kal mpdtTety pavepds); because

he spurns common opinion the great-souled man is a parrhésiastés and

a truthful person (mappnotactis yap S 10 xatappovnTikdg elvar Kal
&\nbevtikdg).> Aristotle adds that this man organizes his life around

no one unless he is a friend; those who are dependent on others are

flatterers (k6Aakeg).*® Indeed, parrhésia is one of the qualities of a good

man, in both the private and the public sphere.*’

Parrhésia in Greek literature of the Roman world

The Roman constitution, even during republican times, did not rec-
ognize a universal citizen right to express one’s opinion (what would
have been Greek isegoria) and contribute to state policy (by means
of critical speech, parrhésia).*® Only recently has Scarpat’s influen-

54 Pl Leg. 835c.

55 Arist. Eth. Nic. 4.1124b26-30.

56 Ibid. 1124b31-1125a2.

7 In a private setting, frank criticism was regarded as a necessary feature in advising one’s
friends on their moral conduct. Cf. Gorg. 487a—488b, where Socrates contends that a good friend
needs to possess three qualities: knowledge (¢motfipn), goodwill (eBvoia), and frankness of speech
(mappnoia). Additionally, if he is to be an adequate judge of his friend’s moral behaviour, he should
be wise and free of shame. For such behaviour in the face of kings, see Isoc. 2.14.2-3 (To Nicocles).

58 The Latin writers lacked an exact parallel for the Greek concept, the political reality of Roman
libertas being difficult to reconcile with that of Greek mappnoia: see HELLEGOUARCH 1963: 542-559,
who compares the “conception égalitariste et démocratique” of the Greeks with the “conception
aristocratique et hiérarchisée” of the Romans; MOMIGLIANO 1973: 260-262; HULSCHEWIESCHE
2002: 115; RAAFLAUB 2012; FIELDS 2020: 14, with n. 80. In his letters, Cicero uses the word mappnoia
untranslated, see Att. 1.16.8 and 9.2a.2, with SCARPAT 1964: 57, 113. In its meaning of ‘unveiled speech’
the term lived on in the rhetorical handbooks as licentia, libera oratio, or simply mappnoia: Rhet. Her.
4.48-49; Quint. Inst. 9.2.27—29; Cic. Or. 3.205, and Or. 138; see LAUSBERG 2008, § 761. The notion of
libertas, originally more or less the equivalent of republicanism (WIRSZUBSKI 1950: 4—5), acquired
new meaning in the works of Tacitus, who associates the loss of it since the Republic with moral de-
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tial study of the semantic development of parrhésia in classical and in
Christian times been supplemented by an examination of the concept
in Greek imperial prose.>® In her monograph Frankness, Greek Culture
and the Roman Empire, Dana Fields argues convincingly that frankness
of speech “still had political relevance” in dealing with Roman rulers,*
in philosophical (ethical) discussions on freedom and self-mastery
and in the context of public rhetoric. Both on the local and the impe-
rial level, parrhésia was a highly evaluated aspect of political conduct.
Fields demonstrates that, contrary to the traditional idea first set out by
Scarpat and also by Foucault, the history of parrhésia is not exemplary
for the so-called “turn to the self” in the post-classical period.®* Po-
litical participation in the imperial age is often explained in reference
to the classic dichotomy of democracy versus monarchy, a reference
that is in many ways provoked by the discourse in the historiographi-
cal sources and which therefore is, to a certain extent, a reflection of
ancient political thought. Fields argues that through the discourse of
frankness—in which parrhésia is only one term within a large concep-
tual framework—Greeks in their roles of imperial adviser, philoso-
pher, or rheétor did attempt (and succeed) to play their part in political
decision-making on the level of “individual judgment and personal
interaction”®* Generally, it can be said that the imperial discourse on
parrhésia boils down to two interrelated issues. One is the antithesis
between flattery and frankness vis-a-vis the (Roman) ruler; the other
is the matter of truth-telling that leads to moral improvement in con-
tradistinction to rhetorical deceit and self-promotion that is harmful
for the city or community.

generation and the dearth of intellectualism, cf. Hist. 1.1. In political terms, when the authority of the
subject of free speech is not acknowledged sufficiently, libertas turns into licentia (HELLEGOUARC'H
1963: 558); the term licentia thus resembles the type of parrhésia coming from depraved men that
critical Athenian intellectuals, like Isocrates and Plato above, lament.

9 SCARPAT 1964: 62—69 does briefly discuss snippets from Plutarch and Lucian. See also HUL-
SEWIESCHE 2002: 103-117, who offers a (very) rough overview of the continuation of the concepts
isegoria and parrhésia from classical into imperial times.

60 FIELDS 2020: 4.

1 As FIELDS shows, this idea is reinforced by the traditional view that imperial Greeks (in Rome
and in the provinces) were devoid of political influence. This is surely inherent to the image of
the Second Sophistic as a particularly cultural and literary movement in influential studies such as
ANDERSON 1993, SWAIN 1996, WHITMARSH 200L1. Yet see also SWAIN 1996: 70—77 on the political
identity of the imperial Greeks and the notion of “civic classicism”, and the contributions in SwAIN
2000, esp. by DESIDERI, SALMERI, and MA.

2 FIELDS 2020: 8.
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For the texts under discussion in this chapter it is important to real-
ize that views of frank speech in the empire perpetuate the conceptual
frames as well as the terminology introduced in the classical Athenian
sources. Take, for example, the opening of Dio of Prusa’s On Kingship 3,
where Dio emphasizes his knowledge of Trajan’s virtuous character:

“But I, noble emperor, I have enjoyed your presence, and I am perhaps
as well acquainted with your character as anybody to know that you
find delight in truth and frankness (4\n0siq xai Tappnoiq) rather than
in flattery and deceit (Qwneia kai dmary)”> We immediately recognize
the classical, ‘Demosthenic’ dichotomy of truth and parrhésia versus
flattery and deceit. While the actual theme of the introduction of On
Kingship 3 is an anecdote about Socrates, the articulation of the val-
ues of frankness and truth is firmly rooted in Demosthenic vocabulary;
indeed, Socrates and Demosthenes were both famous paradigms of
parrhésia in post-classical times.** On the oratorical level, this ‘frank’
introduction proclaimed before the emperor is a self-promotional act
on Dio’s part: here I am, he says, a Greek who discourses in the Attic
tongue of my ancestors. In addition, Tim Whitmarsh has shown that
the classical, rhetorical theme of flattery vs. frankness plays a crucial
role in the formation of Dio’s moral identity as professional orator.®®
On the level of power relations, the introduction constitutes a bow to
Trajan’s benign and tolerant leadership, which allowed his inferiors to
speak their minds openly,®® as well as a wink to the emperor’s intellec-
tual capacities, since it presumes he would appreciate this classicistic

% Dio Chrys. Or. 3.2-3: Y& 8¢, @ yevvaie adTOKpATOp, TAPAYEYOVA oL, Kol TVYOV 0D8EVOG ATTOV
gumelpdg eipn Tig ofig phoews, dTL TVYYAvEls Xaipwy dAnBeiq kol Tappnoig pdov f Owmeiq kol dodry).
On a historical note, Plutarch, in Advice 815d, calls parrhésia the “sacred (i.e. biggest, emergency)
anchor” of state that allows statesmen to protect their city; he gives as examples the Pergamenes
under Nero, the Rhodians (“lately”) under Domitian, and the Thessalians under Augustus. SWAIN
(2000: 13-50; cf. SWAIN 1996: 187-241) offers a lucid and comprehensive overview of early modern
and modern scholarship on Dio of Prusa, excepting the seminal study of Dio in WHITMARSH 2001.

64 See FIELDS 2020: 12-17; cf. SCARPAT 1964: 68. On Demosthenes as a model specifically for
Dio of Prusa, FIELDS 2020: 106-114. Apart from Plutarch’s explicit presentation of Demosthenes as
a symbol of parrhésia in Dem. 12.3-4, 14.3, where the phrase (Aéyew) petd nappnoiag echoes Dem-
osthenes’ own formulation, see e.g. the echo of Demosthenes in the speeches of Cassius Dio: 41.28.1
(Mékw peta mappnoiag; Caesar to his soldiers) or 52.3.3 (Aéfw petd mappnoiag, Agrippa to Octavian).

6 WHITMARSH 2001: 194-197. Cf. KONSTAN 1997 on the theme of frankness vs. flattery in On
Kingship 3.

% Cf. JONES 1978: 115-123; KONSTAN 1997: 133135 on the philosophical message of the introduc-
tion. For a slightly different view, see SWAIN 1996: 200. HARRIS 1980: 889-893 discusses the politi-
cal implications of Dio’s celebration of the Hellenic heritage under Roman rule; cf. HAHN 1906.
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opening.”” In our discussion of Plutarch, Cassius Dio and other im-
perial authors, we should take into account that Athenian conceptual
language strongly affects the Greek authors’ representation of Roman
republican frankness. This means that certain ethical strands of the
discussion on frankness, especially in the context of rhetorical perfor-
mance, are continued in imperial times: the idea that parrhésia is an
outward mark of moral virtue greatly affected Greek imperial concep-
tions of free speech. Imperial conceptions of frankness are strongly in-
fluenced by the Platonic-Aristotelian mix of ideas, whether or not in
combination with the ‘Demosthenic’ strategies exemplified by Dio of
Prusa’s On Kingship.

Reinhold Hiilsewiesche, in his overview of ‘Redefreiheit’ in the
ancient world, argues that in the Roman world parrhésia remained a
meaningful concept only in the rhetorical tradition as (figurative) po-
litical freedom of speech.%® However, we should be careful to rule out in
primis the political associations of parrhésia in the literature of the em-
pire.®® Dana Fields’ monograph revives the historical, civic function of
parrhésia, but also consistently argues that any claim of parrhésia indi-
cates a rhetorical strategy on the part of the speaker.”® Due to this focus
on political participation rather than political virtue, she is less inter-
ested in frankness as an ethical quality.”" In the present chapter,  would
like to accentuate the ideological instead of the rhetorical dimension of

7 Cf. WHITMARSH 2001, who focuses on the establishment of a pedagogical relationship be-
tween emperor and philosopher in Dio’s speeches, “Trajan’s ethical superiority, rather, lies in his
exposure to philosophical paideia” (208), that is, Greek culture and education. On the exemplarity
of ancient Greek models in Dio’s speeches, cf. SALMERI 2000: 84-8s; on this (ideological) feature
of imperial Greek oratory in general, BOWIE 1974; SWAIN 1996: 91-96; WEBB 2006.

8 As representative of this rhetorical tradition, he remarkably refers to Cassius Dio: HULSEWIE-
SCHE 2002: 114, 116.

% WHITMARSH 2001: 141-147, who rules out that in Musonius Rufus’ (first century AD) treatise
on exile the term can still represent the “democratic conception’, too. In fact, WHITMARSH is the
one to show that ethics is politics in the rhetorical strategies of the sophists; by acting as ‘educators’
of the Roman rulers and transmitting Greek paideia onto their Roman peers, the Greeks are actually
able to establish a powerful political identity.

70 Cf. FIELDS 2020: 191, “this rhetorical game”.

7! However, FIELDs does not ignore the ethical aspects; e.g. p. 5 (“the implications of the term
are both ethical and political”), 14 (Marcus Aurelius uses parrhésia as “a short-hand for philosophic
virtue, like so many authors in this study”); 31 (parrhésia playing a role in the creation of ethical
identities); 111 (Dio of Prusa as a philosophical frank speaker); 122-125 (the moral character of the
démos). In general, she approaches frankness as a (civic) “value shared between speaker and audi-
ence” (194), thus embedding the ethical aspects of parrhésia in her definition of it. However, while
she explains brilliantly how frankness relates to discussions of identity and power, and emphasizes
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frank speech. As arises from the texts of Plato and Aristotle, parrhésia
was one of the markers of ethical goodness in a statesman. It is related
to political virtue, to political truth if you will, in the sense that a man’s
moral quality was measured based on the extent to which truthfulness
inspired his frankness. In other words, frankness is perceived as much
a feature of behaviour as it is of speech; a good statesman is capable of
self-control and moderation, and his frankness of speech is one of the
outward signals of these ethical abilities. In Plutarch’s writings, frank-
ness becomes a prerequisite for the good statesman, one constituent
part of his political reputation. He thus normalizes Plato’s ideal of
the philosopher-king as the model of parrhésia, and expands on Ar-
istotle’s vision of the excellent man by arguing how parrhésia can be
used beneficially with regard to his fellow citizens. Cassius Dio, then,
adopted a similar attitude in making parrhésia one of the criteria for
good statesmanship in his Roman History. Before we focus on the
quality of parrheésia as part of the Plutarchan and Dionean image of
Cicero, we should consider the ethical discussion about frankness in
Plutarch’s Moralia. These texts give us some direction as to understand-
ing the meaning of parrhesia for the intellectual elite, and specifically
the Greek-educated elite, in the imperial period.

2.2 PLUTARCH’'S THERAPEUTIC PARRHESIA

While Plato and Aristotle had primed the concept of frankness to con-
note personal and civic excellence, Plutarch further contextualises
frankness in the civic setting of the Roman world, particularly Greek
provincial government. In the treatises How to Distinguish a Flatter-
er from a Friend and Advice on Civic Life he emphasizes the peculiar
strength of ‘therapeutic parrhésia) a type of frankness which is mor-
ally beneficial. Whereas Socrates handles frankness as an important
criterion for true friendship, Plutarch introduces parrhésia as a healing
quality not just in private relationships but also in social networks.”?

its importance for imperial Greek self-positioning, she does not define in what ways parrhésia was
constitutive of imperial conceptions of the good (states)man.

72 Cf. HULSEWIESCHE 2002: 112, restricting this use of ‘philosophical’ parrhésia to private criti-
cism. Contra SHEPPARD 1984-1986, who argues that Plutarch’s ideal of frankness is “not to be used
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In Plutarch’s writings, parrhésia is an element of social interaction on
the collective level. In the following sections we will explore in par-
ticular the meaning of frankness for the civic leader. Such a reading
should also provide more depth to the common views of Plutarchean
parrhésia as a strictly moral or philosophical value.”

The treatise How to Distinguish a Flatterer from a Friend contains a
section on parrhésia which can almost be read as a separate treatise.”*
Although its framework is not necessarily political, Plutarch’s idea of
the contexts in which frankness is to be used and avoided are all social-
ly oriented; he deals with situations pertaining to the private sphere
as well as to public performance—even the subject of approaching
Roman rulers is addressed. The treatise dates to the period between
90 and 116 AD (perhaps specifically to 96/97), and is addressed to the
Athenian king Antiochus Philopappus.” In it, Plutarch provides us
with an elaborate overview of the benefits and pitfalls of parrheésia. We
have already seen that in the classical discussion the notions of flat-
tery and freedom of speech often occur in tandem. Plutarch’s work is
inspired, in particular, by Plato’s ideas about true friendship (love). In
Gorgias, the need for true parrhésia from our friends in order to put
limits on @t\avtia, (blind) love for oneself, is thematized in contrast to
deceptive (untruthful) adulation.”®

in a public situation” as following from Flatterer 70e-f. The argument there, however, is that one
should never correct a friend en public (as part of a wider argument about kairos, finding the right
moment)—not that frankness belongs strictly to the private sphere.

73 GALLO & PETTINE 1988: 21-22; cf. SCARPAT 1964: 68, who, although he categorizes Plutar-
chean parrhésia under “valore morale”, notes “con la trasposizione del concetto di parrhesia nella
sfera morale, non ando perduto il carattere di pubblicitd implicito in qualunque discorso politico.
Col concetto di parrhesia & unita sempre per i Greci la rappresentazione di una pubblica condotta
di vita”

7* For previous literary analyses of this work, see ZIEGLER 1964: 164—166; VALGIGLIO 1992: 3971;
WHITMARSH 2006; GALLO & PETTINE 1988: 7—26; SIRINELLI 1989: 65—79. WHITMARSH 2006 and
FIELDS 2008 provide good cultural-historical contextualization.

7SFor the question of the dating, see JONES 1966, who opts for the wider time frame, and WH1T-
MARSH 2006, who suggests the specific date of 96/97 AD, which he relates to a physical encounter
between Plutarch and Philopappus. This means that the treatise was either written slightly before
or simultaneously with the Parallel Lives, which would have been started after 96 AD (the year of
Domitian’s death) and finished before Plutarch’s death in 120, and Advice on Civic Life, which JoNEs
estimates was written perhaps between 96-98 AD but in any case finished before 114 AD (JONES
1971: 35, 135-137). On Advice on Civic Life, see also CARRIERE 1984: 10-13, who opts for three pos-
sible dates between 100-101, 103-104 or 107-109 AD. On Antiochus Philopappus, JONES 1971: 59;
WHITMARSH 2006: 93-94.

76 Compare Gorg. 286d with Flatterer soa-b. There are also interesting similarities with Plato’s
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Parrhésia, according to Plutarch, needs to be developed like an art
(p\otexveiv) in so far as it is the greatest and the most powerful medi-
cine within the bond of friendship —that is, on the condition that one
practice the type that is true and based on friendship.””

H pév yap aAndng kal ki) wapproia Toig dpapTavopévolg EmeveTar,
oWTHpLov EXovoa Kai KNOepoviKOV TO Avmodv, domep TO PEA TA HAKWHEVA
Saxvovoa kai kabaipovoa, TdMa §” @eéhpog odoa kal YAvkeia.”®

For true and loving frankness attends to mistakes, providing rescue

and care to what hurts, like honey stinging and purifying open wounds,
but being otherwise helpful and sweet.

In an extensive medical analogy, Plutarch explains that friends are the
protectors of each other’s soul, and that frankness is one of the rem-
edies for curing the faults of the other. However, although parrhesia
sometimes needs to “bite” to remove the evil, it should always be used
moderately and without excess. Moreover, it should be well-timed and
appropriate.”” One solution Plutarch offers is mixing frankness with
praise rather than vituperation, something a noble friend, a father, ora
teacher would do to set the character of their relatives or pupils straight
(mpdg emavopbwary fBovg).®* There are thus a couple of errors easily
made with regard to parrhésia, which Plutarch discusses in quite some
detail and with vivid examples taken from both the Greek and Roman
historical tradition. The first mistake we should avoid making is to of-
fer our criticism without taking away what is crude, 10 dxpatov,*' and
failing to remain moderate (&apetpia). Frank speech is not the same as
blame or vituperation, pépyig or Yy6yos. For those who use parrhésia
are respected and admired, and those who distribute blame attract ac-

Phaedrus, though thematically the relation with this Platonic treatise is much looser: compare Flat-
terer 51d on outward appearances, where Plutarch quotes from Pl. Phdr. 239d, and Phdr. 240e with
68d, on parrhésia resulting from ebriety; at Phdr. 240b there is mention of the flatterer (as a stereo-
type). Cf. FOUCAULT 2019: 185-191. Plato’s life offers an exemplum twice, in Flatterer 67c-e, and 70e.
On the Platonic theme of Plutarch’s treatise, RUSSELL 1973: 94—96.

77 Flatterer 74d.

78 Ibid. sod.

79 Ibid. 74d: 8¢l xai mept Ty mapprnoiav GAOTEXVED, 80w PEYLOTOY E0TL kal kpdTloToV &V PiNia
Papuakov, evaToxiag Te kapod pdhoTa kai kpdoews uETpov éxovaong deit Seopévnv. Cf. 73d.

80 Ibid. 73d, where again the analogy of the doctor is used. See also §3.1.5 below.

81 Ibid. 66b. For the argument as I paraphrase it, see 66a-e. The term dxpatog (ofvog) in its techni-
cal sense refers to undiluted wine, which of course also had a negative effect in that it was too strong
to enjoy.
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cusation themselves, and they are despised instead of listened to.** As
a related mistake,® a catalyst for this negative reaction is the apparent
influence of self-love or self-promotion in freely giving one’s opinion.
The charge of iAavtia should in any way be avoided.

A second mistake to be avoided is to become arrogant or scurrilous:

Agbtepov Toivov domep éxkabaipovteg DPpwv dmacav kai yélwta kal

ok@ppa kal fwpporoxiay Svopata Tovnpda Tig Tappnoiag dpapdpey.®*
Now, a second point, let’s remove from our frank speech vulgar sauci-
ness, cleansing it, as it were, from every form of arrogance and ridicule

and scurrility and buffoonery.

People who apply ridicule and clownish language (10 mTaSi@8eg) will
in the end only destroy themselves; they are dancing on the brink of a
volcano, as Plutarch explains it.** This behaviour is merely a display of
ill-temperedness (éxpacia) and hatred (¢x0pa) mixed with bad man-
ners (kaxonfewa) and arrogance (dBpig). Frank speaking should repre-
sent sincerity (omov8#]) and good character (f60g), and it should ob-
serve the right timing (kaipdg).%

A third situation one should watch out for is employing frankness in
public and trying to glorify oneself simultaneously:

Ob yap QAkov dANG COPLOTIKOY AANOTPiOLG EVEVSOKIUETY TPAApATT,
kaMwm{dpevov Tpdg ToLG TAPOVTAG, WOTEP Of XEIPOVPYODVTES £V TOTG
Oedtporg iatpoi mpodg épyodapiav. dvev 8¢ tijg DPpews, v ovdepd Oepa-
neiq mpooeivan Sikatdy 0Tt Kal TO THG Kakiag okenTéOV PLAOVEIKOV Kail
abdOadec.t”

8 Ibid. 66e: 80ev aiSodvtar Todg mappnotalopévovs kai Bavudlovot, Toig 82 peppopévolg dvreyka-
Aobot kal katagpovodotv. The undefined and unexpressed “they” in this reasoning is, I think, telling
of Plutarch’s informal style. Cf. 70d, where Plutarch writes: “for hurt is caused by him who abuses,
while a service is done by him who admonishes (yiveta yap odtw 10 pév dvmnpodv tod AotSopodvrog,
0 8¢ dpéAipov 10D vovBetodvtog)”.

8 This is how Plutarch presents it in 66e: the action of péppecdat (or é§oveSilew), reproaching
someone, appears to be the result from being personally offended, which is where ¢Aavtia comes
into the picture.

84 Flatterer 67e.

8 Ibid. 68a.

8 Ibid. 68c. These things become impossible once one is drunk, in relation to which Plutarch
warns about the effects of alcohol, an allusion to Plato’s description of drunken frankness in Phdr.
240e. Cf. Plut. Apoph. 207f, and Quaest. conv. 712a on the reading of (Old) comedy (whose paraba-
seis would be characterized by omov8% and mappnoia) at symposia.

87 Flatterer 71a.
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For it is not a mark of friendship but of sophistry to gain glory in an-
other’s faults, showing off in front of the audience, like doctors who
operate in a theatre with the aim of attracting new patients. Apart from
arrogance, which ought never to influence any therapy, one needs to
realize this is contentious and high-minded, parts of vice.

In other words, frank speaking should never have rhetorical success as
its final goal, but should aim at private and salutary support:

A 3¢t 0pOdpa puAdTTETDAL Kal TODTO PeETA TOY dMWY TOVG PP TapeTL-
deikvooBar pnde Snuaywyely aA’ dovnopdpws kal Bepamevtik@g xpij-
oBou ] Tappnoia fovlopévovg.®®

That is why this should be taken seriously, in addition to the previous
things, by those who want to employ freedom of speech not to make
a display or to win popularity but in a beneficial and serviceable way.

There is one group that is allowed to make somewhat of a display: old
men, who can truly pride themselves on a good reputation (86¢) and
on their status (&€iwpa), might offer criticism while referring to their
own successes.®® Those who do not have this status, on the other hand,
end up making themselves annoying (¢nax01s) and burdensome (pa-
pbg). As Plutarch had emphasized at the start of his reflections on
frankness in friendship, honest criticism needs to come from feelings
of goodwill (e8voia),”® and should not intend to take someone down
or gain profit out of it.

The reference to older men who have proved themselves and the
emphasis on parrhésia as a means of moral instruction are part of a
bigger argument relating to the ethics of imitation.”" In the context of
mixing praise with criticism, Plutarch notes particularly that the ele-
ment of praise might incite the addressee to choose the higher path of
virtue:

88 Ibid. 71d.

8 Ibid. 71a. Cf. On Self-praise 546f and 5472, where it is confirmed that old men tend to exalt
themselves; however, they should be indulged whenever they have obtained true virtue and glory.
On this treatise, see INGENKAMP 1971: 62—69.

9% Flatterer 74c.

! On the nature of Plutarch’s writings as providing ethical instruction for his readers seminal
studies are DUFF 1999: esp. 52—71; PELLING 2002: 237-251; STADTER 2014: 231-245. LANGLANDS
2020 is the first explicitly to connect Plutarch’s moral programme, in which the description of virtue
incites the reader to imitate and emulate this virtue (Plut. Per. 2.2-3, Dem. 1.6 with DUFF 1999:
34-49), with the Roman discourse of exemplarity.
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Ov yap pdvov avinot tod Yoyov o Tpaxd Kal kehevoTikov, &M Kal (fjlov
uToLel TPpOG EAVTOV Aiovpévey T& aloypd Tf TOV KAA@V DTOUVHTEL Kai
napdderypa molovpéve T@V PeNTdVWY Eavtdv.>

For not only does he soften the harsh and the hortatory element of
the criticism, but he evokes the desire in a man for emulating himself,
since he is made to feel ashamed of bad deeds when remembered of

his good conduct, and makes himself into an example of even better
deeds.”

In another passage Plutarch describes the effect of men employing
good parrheésia as driving their friends towards virtue, and leading
them away from vice (Tapoppudaot Tpdg T& kald kal TOV aloxp@v dre-
Aavvovor).*

Plutarch’s discussion of frankness is framed as a discussion on ethi-
cal virtue. His emphasis lies on the role of frankness in (interpersonal
as well as public) relationships and on the remedying effects of criti-
cism. Moderation, sincerity, and an abstention from self-promotion
are required qualities for justly and correctly applying frankness. Plu-
tarch’s argument around these behavioural aspects turn parrhésia into
a matter not (simply) of natural ability but of training and competence;
in fact, the hortative tone of this treatise suggests that it aims at the

92 Flatterer 72d.

3 For this difficult passage I used the translation of BABBITT 1927. Cf. On Self-praise s39e-f and
544d-e, where the exact same thought is voiced, and self-praise is defended on the grounds that it
can sometimes be used to incite others to virtuous deeds.

94 Flatterer 74b. The language of movement towards the good and away from evil is reminiscent
of Diodorus Siculus’ reflections on freedom of speech for the historiographer in the prooemium to
book 15. Here, Diodorus stresses that historiographers, who he refers to as “we”, through their habit-
ual frank criticism (tfj cvvAeL Tij ioTopiag mappnoia), award the proper praise (tov Sikatov émdéyew
#nawvov) to men for good deeds, and judge bad men (todg pavhovs), when they make mistakes, as
worthy of just punishment (&§10dv Sikaiag émtiproews). For, he says, “we believe that through this
kind of approach those who are naturally inclined to virtue are urged towards attaining immortality
in reputation as a result of excellent deeds, but those who have the opposite disposition are turned
away from their impulse for wickedness through fitting words of reproach” (8t Tod TowodToL TP6-
7ov vopifopev Todg ptv €0 mEPUKOTAG TPOG ApeTNV TY it TH S6ENG dBavatiopd npotpéyesdat Taig
kad\ioTatg éyxetpeiv mpakeot, Todg 8¢ THY évavtiav Exovtag Sidbeowy Taig appotrovoalg Bhacenpiag
amotpéyew Tiig émi T kakiav dppf.) Plutarch as well as Diodorus—writing from different per-
spectives but with a shared interest in educating citizens about the nature of virtue—give us quite
a clear idea of how praise and frank (or constructive) criticism operate on the exemplary level; by
both, parrhésia is regarded as being an indispensable element of the discourse of moral imitation.
Diodorus’ words evoke the theme of Livy’s prooemium 11, although the theme of frank criticism
is absent there; see chapter 2, §1.2.2. On parrhésia as “an intricate aspect of moral assessment” in
Diodorus’ Library, see SACKS 1990: 33-35; cf. SACKS 2018: 51-62 for a wider contextualization of
parrhésia in Hellenistic literature.
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moral improvement of the reader. Moreover, frank speech becomes
part of exemplary conduct, both as a means of instructing others and
as one of the criteria according to which an individual can be judged
in terms of public and private virtue. The frankness of an individual is
thus subordinated to his social role as a friend and citizen.

2.3 CATO AGAIN (WHY CICERO COULD NOT
MEASURE UP AGAINST DEMOSTHENES)

We will now turn to the treatise Advice on Civic Life, where Plutarch
revisits the concept of therapeutic parrhésia, this time as the quality
of a good politician, and actually comments on the behaviour of his-
torical figures, including Cicero. To be fair, this discussion will rather
highlight the absence of parrhésia in the account of Cicero’s political ac-
tion. While Plutarch explicitly names frankness as one of the qualities
of a good statesman, it is omitted from the characterization of Cicero.
However, as we will see, the terminology used in analyses of Cicero’s
style of speaking overlaps with that figuring in How to Distinguish a
Flatterer from a Friend; both treatises deal extensively with the topic of
political speech. The context of Plutarch’s analyses of Cicero’s speech,
moreover, and the foils he employs to throw Cicero’s speech into relief,
are explicitly associated with the notion of parrhésia.

Advice on Civic Life is addressed to Menemachus of Sardis, about
whom we do not have much information other than that he was a fel-
low Greek aristocrat interested in how to maintain an influential posi-
tion under imperial rule.”® The treatise contains all kinds of practical
comments on the duty of politicians in Greek or otherwise provincial
communities.”® Every aspect of a political career is handled, including

the style of speaking (Aéyog) which a politician should adopt.”” In gen-

95 CARRIERE 1984: 29-33.

% Due to its practical nature as a collection of practical tips and tricks, I prefer the translation
advice over precepts for mapayyéApata; ‘political), in my opinion, does not do justice to the focus on
local city government and social relationships in Plutarch’s treatise, which is why I have opted for

‘civic. Compare the translations in PELLING 2002, whose ‘Advice on public life’ comes closest to and
has inspired my interpretation; STADTER 2014: 5, RENOIRTE 1951 (“conseils”). On the meaning of
“precepts” and Plutarch’s position in the philosophical tradition, see CARRIERE 1984: 4-5.
97 Advice 802e-805e.
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eral, the discourse of the politician, councillor, and ruler alike should be

“full of genuine character, true spirit, the ancestral freedom of speech,
foresight, and loving involvement” (}fovg dmldoTov kal gpovijparog
aAnOwvod kal Tapproiag Tatpikiig Kai Tpovoiag kai cuvécews kNSopévng
6 A6y0g Eotw peotdg).”® Plutarch adds that this discourse should show
pleasure in virtue and also exhort (be &ywyds) to virtue through an
edifying use of words and ideas: again, frankness of speech is an ele-
ment of imitable behaviour that is morally constructive.”” Moreover,
it should be seen as a hereditary feature of the Greeks; whether we
interpret matpikog as meaning ‘ancestral’ or ‘fatherly’, either way it rep-
resents an emphasis on community rather than individualism.

Right after defining the proper style of civic speaking, Plutarch
gives us examples of bad style.'® This pertains to the use of jokes and
ridicule as part of one’s public speech, which is pardonable only under
certain circumstances. It is here that Plutarch combines political his-
tory with philosophical thought, which the ideas in the treatise How to
Distinguish a Flatterer from a Friend touch upon and are illustrated by
Roman history. The exemplar adduced for a bad style of speaking, and

misuse of freedom of speech is none other than Cicero:

O pnv dM\a kai ox@ppa kai yedolov €0ty 8te yiyvetat ToAttikod Adyov
uépog, i i) wpog BPpw | Bwpoloyiav dN& xpnoiuws EmmARTTOVTOG A
Stacvpovtog Aéyorro. MaAota 8 eddokipel T TotadTa TEPL TAG Apei-
Velg kal Tag AmavTAoELS: TO Yap €K TapACKEDT)G Kal KATapXovTa YeAw-
TomolodvTog 0Tt kai S0&a kakonBeiag TpodoeoTwy, g Tpooiiy Toig Kuiké-
pwvog okwppact kai toig Kdtwvog tod mpeoPutépov kai Ev§ibéov tod
Apiototédovg ovvifovg: odToL Yap EokwmTov dpxdpevor ToMdxig. !

Itisin fact true that jesting and ridicule are part of a statesman’s speech
sometimes, if they are not spoken with the aim to insult someone or
play the buffoon, but as a useful form of rebuke or reproach. Such
things are most reputable in the case of responses and retorts; for
when it’s premeditated and unprovoked, that is the behaviour of a

98 Advice 802f. NorTH FOWLER 1936 translates nappnoiag natpikiig as ‘a father’s frankness’, but
if we interpret matpikog as related to history rather than family, it might well be a reference to the
Athenian democratic roots of the term. On the passage, see, very briefly, FIELDs 2020: 107, who goes
on to test (with success) its precepts on the speeches of Dio of Prusa.

99 Advice 803a.

190 CosENZA 2000 contextualizes this and similar passages within Plutarch’s theory of political
virtue.
101 Adyice 803c.
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clown, and it attracts a reputation for bad manners, as this attached it-
self to the jokes of Cicero and Cato the Elder and Euxitheus the friend
of Aristotle; for they often began making jokes.

While the point of departure is different (here, the topic at hand
is ridicule in political speech), the conceptual framewjork of this pas-
sage resembles Plutarch’s approach to parrhésia in How to Distinguish
a Flatterer from a Friend. The idea of useful criticism stands opposed
to feelings of self-importance or a lack of restraint. The terminology
used to define good and bad speech in the two treatises is similar; just
as Plutarch had advised the removal of all scurrility and buffoonery
from frank speech (67¢), he advises the (aspiring) politician here to
refrain from ridicule and silliness, even though jokes are a part of ora-
torical discourse. Again, the principle of moderation should guide the
speaker. Plutarch refers to Cicero’s jokes as an illustration of the kind of
BwpoAoyia and unprovoked yeAwtomotia one would want to avoid in po-
litical speech. The counterexample in this part of Advice on Civic Life is
Demosthenes, particularly his Philippics, which illustrate a solemn and
high-minded style of speaking. Following the passage quoted above,
Plutarch includes several retorts from Demosthenes to political oppo-
nentsin order to illustrate how ridicule should be employed correctly.'*>

The mention of Demosthenes’ Philippics invites the question: what
of Cicero’s Roman imitation of these speeches, in which he openly and
without scruples inveighed against Antony?'® Plutarch’s moral trea-
tises do not mention the Philippics. The biographies do, although even
there, they receive little attention.'® In the Cicero, the only reference
to the speeches is implicit, informing us that Cicero “drove Antony
out, raised a faction against him, and sent the two consuls Hirtius and
Pansa to war against him, and then he convinced the senate to vote
(¢newoe YmeicacBar Tov ovyKAntov) lictors and a praetor’s insignia for
Caesar on the ground that he was defending the country”'% In the life

192 The good example of the Philippics, together with the speeches in Thucydides (Sthenelaus
in book 1; Pericles and Archidamus in book 2), was already introduced right before this passage on
jesting (803b), creating a sustained antithesis between Demosthenes and Cicero.

103 The (Greek) imperial reception of the Philippics is discussed further in chapter 4.

194 Note Cic. 41.4, where Plutarch mentions in passing that he derived information from “Anto-
ny’s replies to the Philippics” (¢v taig mpdg Todg Ommikods &viypagais).

105 Cic. 45.3: TOV utv Avtaviov é§ékpovoe kai kateotaciace Kol ToAeproovtag adt@d Todg Sho Hmd-

tovg, "Iptiov kai Iavoav, é&émepye, Kaioapt 88 pafSovyxovs kai otpathyikdv kéopov, dg 81 mpomole-
uodvTL Tig TaTpidog, Emetoe YnpicacOar Ty avyKAnTOV.
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of Antony Plutarch uses similar, implicit, language to describe Cicero’s
performance in the senate, this time specifying that he persuaded the
senate to declare Antony a public enemy (¢reioe TV Bovhv Ekeivov ...
moléptov ymeicacOar) —a reminder of the central theme of the Philip-
pics. The reader is left to himself to fill in the precise way by which Cic-
ero fuelled the opposition against Antony, namely by his oratory. Not
only does this diminish the literary legacy of Cicero’s actions in the
years 44—43 BC, it also negates the status of model speeches for Cic-
ero’s Philippics. In Advice on Civic Life, then, the orator who does stand
model for Plutarch’s ethically stimulating speech is Demosthenes.'%

The image of Cicero as a joker and a clownish figure is not limited
to the Moralia, but is a systematic element of Plutarch’s portrayal of
the orator, as is again demonstrated by the biography.'®” Apparently
fascinated by Cicero’s cleverness of speech, his dewotrg, Plutarch de-
votes a long stretch of text to examples from the collection of Cicero’s
jokes (Cic. 25-27). He introduces the passage with the remark that
Cicero made many men famous by speaking or writing about them;
sometimes, however, whenever Cicero expressed criticism towards
someone else, he could be mean and petty, as in the case of Pelops of
Byzantium, whom he refused to help in gaining honours (tipat) from
his people.'®® “This now”, Plutarch says, “was a mark of his desire to
emulate others, just as he often neglected propriety due to being car-
ried away by the cleverness of his speech”(tadtd te 81 @rAéTIpa, Kol TO
ToMAKLG émalpopevoy Tod Adyov Tf) SetvotnTt 10 mpémov mpoieaOa, Cic.
25.1). The failure to keep measure is a running theme in the biography.
At its beginning, Plutarch stresses the bad reputation Cicero received
as a result of his excessive rhetorical tricks:

H 8¢ mwepi o oxdppata kol Ty woudiay Tad Ty edTpameAia Stcavikov pev
£00KeL kai YAaQupov, xpwpevog 8 adT] katakdpws ToMovg éAvTeL kai
kaxonBeiag E\appave §6Eav.'*”

196 Tnstead of focusing on Cicero’s eloquence in the episode after Caesar’s death, Plutarch draws
his readers’ attention to Cicero’s political power (§0vapug) in the state, and his motivations for using
this power: his hatred (picog) for Antony and his lust for honour (i ¢voig frtwy odoa Tfg); see
Cic. 15.1.

107 Reading the Moralia and Lives in tandem is especially fruitful, since they form a “unity” in
which the theory of the former is tested and proven in the latter, as is noted by DUFF 1999: 5. For
similar approaches, see most essentially VALGIGLIO 1992: esp. 3979—3992; the plethora of studies
collected in NIKOLAIDIS 2008; XENOPHONTOS 2016.

108 Cic.24.7.
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And his ready wit in using jokes and such playfulness seems to be

pleasant and part of the courtroom, but by using it in excess he hurt

many and acquired the reputation of malignity.
While making jokes is part of the rhetorical deal, as Plutarch admits
here and in Advice on Civic Life,"'° Cicero’s lack of moderation, togeth-
er with an apparent lack of understanding of the moral implications
of his behaviour, turns his eloquence into an antagonizing force. In-
stead of framing Cicero’s frank and critical ways of speaking about the
conduct of others as parrhésia, Plutarch emphasizes Cicero’s tendency
to transgress the boundaries of morality; the term kaxor@eia quite
literally signals a bad moral disposition. In this particular passage, we
might have expected mappnoia to fill the place of evtpamelia, since the
term katakdpwg and its cognates are regularly combined with the for-
mer term to indicate the bad effects of frankness."'! In fact, ebtpameia,
when employed pejoratively, is a direct synonym for Bwpoloyia,'**
which, as we have seen in Advice on Civic Life 803 ¢, was the antithesis of
frankness according to Plutarch’s theory. Tellingly, the term mappnoia
is never used by Plutarch to define Cicero’s style of speaking, neither
in Advice on Civic Life nor in the Cicero. The omission in the Cicero
is significant since the term does occur, quite in harmony with the
picture presented in Advice on Civic Life, in the parallel biography of
Demosthenes. Indeed, Plutarch presents Demosthenes as a model of
parrhésia among the Greeks, building his good reputation precisely
upon this specific quality: “but having taken as the noble subject of his
career (moAiteia) the defence (Sikarohoyia) of the Greeks against Philip
and having fought worthily on her behalf, he soon gained a reputation
(86¢a) and was elevated above the rest (wepifAnmrog pOn) because of
his speeches and his frankness of speech (mappnoia), so that he was ad-
mired in Greece and was revered by the great king [i.e. Philip]."''® As

109 Cic. 5.4.

10 Cf. Cic. 27.1.

11 Cf. Plut. Apoph. 207f, Quaest. conv. 712a, cf. On Self-praise 541e (tov k6pov @V émaivwy); Cass.
Dio 38.12.6 and 46.29.1 (about Cicero), 54.3.5. See also n. 86.

12 ST sv. ebtpamelia 2.

13 Dem. 12.3: AaBv 88 Tfig morteiag kaly dméBeowy T Tpdg Didimmoy dmép T@v ENvay Sucato-
Aoyla, kel Tpog TavTNY dywvilduevos diwg, Taxd S6§av Eoxe kal wepiflemtog V70 T@V AOYWY 1pOn Kal
Mg mappnotag, dote Davpaleodar puev &v 1) EMASL, Oepanedecbar §” 010 tod peydhov Pacidéwg. Cf.
14.3 on his parrhésia with the démos. LINTOTT 2013 ad loc. also sees a connection with Plutarch’s
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Andrew Lintott notes, for Plutarch, Demosthenes’ parrhésia is a token
of his genuine, “morally correct” attitude.''*

A short comparison of the picture of Cicero in the biography and
Advice on Civic Life with the tenets of How to Distinguish a Flatterer
from a Friend teaches us that he behaves oppositely to Plutarch’s ideal
statesman. In the latter treatise, Plutarch had described the situation in
which the person relishing his freedom of speech at the cost of another
(out of love for himself) became ¢rayx6ig and Bapig (71a). The term
émayOg also figures in the biography in the description of the after-
math of the Catilinarian conspiracy, where Cicero is shown to exalt
and glorify himself to the frustration of his fellow citizens.''* Held up
against the ‘rules’ of frank speech outlined in How to Distinguish a Flat-
terer from a Friend, Cicero’s self-promoting speech is an aberration, and
does not merit the label parrhésia. Nor, finally, does his provocative
jocularity match the Plutarchan image of the exemplary citizen who
remedies private or public problems with his frankness, the ‘therapist’
leader who conciliates and offers moral guidance rather than divides.
Cicero’s unrestrained speech is presented as an ethical flaw, the in-
competence to recognize the (moral) conditions under which (frank)
speech may be used appropriately.

The analysis might end here were it not for the fact that Cicero has
an important foil who further elucidates the ethical preliminaries for
frankness.''® We have seen in previous chapters that a particular fellow
senator of Cicero’s always seems to surpass him in speech at crucial
moments: Cato the Younger.''” In Advice on Civic Life Cato is a fitting
model for frank speech. According to Plutarch, there are few things
more important for a politician than to strive for friendly relations with
other statesmen and to create harmony in the state. Cato’s behaviour
serves as a good example of what this would look like in practice.

discussion of parrhésia in Advice 8o2f “as one of the requirements for a political orator in his [i.e.
Plutarch’s] time”

14 LINTOTT 2013: 7.

115 Cic. 14: xai tov Aéyov 8100V 3vta Kol Xédpty #xovra mheiotny émaybij kal popTikdy Emoinae Toig
axpowpévolg, omep Tvog det kNpdg adTtd Tig andiag Tadtng mpocovong. Note that poptikdg here is a
synonym of fapvg. See also Cic. 28.1.

116 Cf. MALLAN 2016: 261.

117 Plutarch (818d) also attributes a glorious role to Cato during (?) the Catilinarian conspiracy,
where he convinced the senate to distribute grain among the people, and thereby “ended the upris-
ing’, katémavoe T énavaotaoty; see CARRIERE 1984: 198.
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Kai Kétwv dievexBeig mpdg ov Iopmrov év oig €Pialeto v oMy petd
Kaioapog, émel katéotnoay ig moAepov, ékélevoe Iopmniw mapadodvat
THY yepoviay, ETEm®y STLTOY adT@V £0°TL KAl TOLEWV T& Peydla Kakd Kal
mavew. ‘O yap peprypévos énaive Yoyog ovk éxwy BBpwv dAa Tappnoiav,
008¢ Bupov dANG SNypoV EuTOLDY Kai peTdvolay, edUeVI)G paivetal Kal
BepamevTids: ai 82 Aotdopiat Toig mohrTikois f{kiota Tpémovow. '

For example, Cato, who differed in opinion with Pompey on the
means by which he was claiming rule over the city together with Cae-
sar, ordered the transfer of the command to Pompey when they were
at war, saying that it was of the same men to commit terrible things
and stop them. Mixing blame with praise, not possessing arrogance
but frankness, and not applying anger but a sharp wit and intelligence,
he comes across as well-disposed and willing to serve. Words of abuse
do not fit politicians at all.

The Catonian exemplum is mentioned in one breath with examples
(not quoted here) from the Attic orators, Aeschines, Demosthenes and
Hypereides, and men like Solon and Pericles. Plutarch finishes with
the exemplum of Demosthenes’ Philippics, which are ‘purified’ from all
kinds of abuse, including ridicule.'* This remark clearly refers back to
his earlier denunciation of ridicule in speeches, where Cicero was ad-
duced as a negative model in contrast to Demosthenes. Cato and Dem-
osthenes, then, are a like-minded duo in their use of appropriate civic
discourse.'*°

In the Lives, Cato’s parrhésia is mainly a mark of resistance against
Caesar and Pompey, true to the original ‘Demosthenic’ meaning of the
term. However, there are also tales of Cato’s ability to benefit others by
means of his frank criticism in interpersonal relationships. In the biog-
raphy of Pompey, Plutarch remarks that Pompey admired Cato for his
frank speech and for the strength with which he alone publicly fought
for justice."*! Moreover, this quality makes him want to be his friend;
this wish recalls the ideal of Platonic frankness within friendship. A dif-

18 Advice 810c.

119 Ibid. 810d: oi §& Gilimikol kaBapedovat kal okWppaTog kai Bwporoyiag amdons.

120 SCARPAT 1964: 68 dubs Cato the ‘modello romano di parrhésia’

121 Pomp. 44.2: Oavpdoag 82 Ty mappnoiav abtod kal OV T6VOV § uvog EXpiiTo pavepds dmEp TV
Swaiwv, éne@bpnoey audg v¢ nwg kthocacat tov dvSpa. In Cato Min. 33, Cato is admired for speak-
ing freely even when Caesar throws him into prison in 59 BC. Cato’s refusal to give in to Pompey
or Caesar is similarly celebrated in Val. Max. 6.2.5, where his righteous conduct as praetor, which
antagonizes Pompey, is characterized as libertas and fiducia.
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ferent example of Cato’s frank way of speaking is his conversation with

the Egyptian king Ptolemy in the Cato the Younger.'** Just as Croesus

spoke in honesty with Cyrus in Herodotus” Histories, so Cato speaks

with Ptolemy, lecturing him about happiness, ebdaipovia, and advising

him against complying with the wishes of corrupt Roman governors in

Egypt. Ptolemy is struck by the truthfulness (4\0eta) and the intelli-
gence (00veoig) of the man, regaining his senses again as someone does

after a fit of madness or delirium (olov éx paviag Tvog fj mapakonig 07
1@V Aoywv Euppwy kabiotduevog). The interaction between Ptolemy
and Cato resembles the traditional pattern of the philosopher-adviser
conversing frankly with his ruler, which became a prominent aspect of
the discourse of parrhésia in the imperial period (see above, §2.1).'**
Most importantly for our argument, however, is that Cato’s frankness

stimulates Ptolemy to reflect on virtue and vice, and on what is best for
his state; accordingly, the king changes his behaviour. Therefore, Cato

not only lives up to the Demosthenic model by brilliantly and sincerely
correcting Pompey’s conduct, but he also fulfils Plutarch’s (Platonic)

ideal of the friendly parrhesiast who gives direction to others for im-
proving their character and their lives.

2.4 CICERO AS A NEGATIVE EXEMPLAR OF
PARRHESIA IN CASSIUS DIO

In this final section, we will return to Cassius Dio’s account of republi-
can parrheésia and its role in the portrayal of Cicero. Our reading of the
Moralia has provided us with a toolkit with which to explain the func-
tion of frankness within a sociopolitical setting. As we will see, Dio
adopted the familiar conceptual interpretation of parrhésia as a feature
of political deliberation that should improve, not sabotage political
relationships, and which more broadly speaking is the expression of
ethical concerns about the civic status quo. Furthermore, within the
narrative of the Roman History, as Mallan observes, more than an inter-
personal speech act, parrhésia is contextualized historically as a feature

122 Cato Min. 35.2—5.
123 Cf. GEIGER 1971 ad 35.5.
124 MALLAN 2016: 260—261; KUEN-CHEN 2002: 197-198.
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of the old republican political system which loses its foundation in the
first century Bc.'**

Before we are able to understand what is wrong with Cicero’s ‘exces-
sive’ frankness, however, it is worthwhile looking at Dio’s portrait of
Cato: the image of Cato as the Roman exemplar of frankness of speech,
as we have encountered in Plutarch’s writings, is continued by Dio.
Cato is a representative of the conservative Republic in which outspo-
kenness was still a highly appreciated civic value. He is the filibuster-
ing maverick who blocks and refuses to endorse Caesar’s laws,'** but
Dio interprets this behaviour as a positive mark of his conservatism,
i.e. his aversion to any kind of innovation.'?® If there is any way to ac-
cess Dio’s notion of parrhésia in its original form as political defence
or protective mechanism, it is through Cato. An iconic passage in this
regard is the private conversation between Cato and his son at Utica,
which celebrates the value of free speech for the Republic. Realizing
that it is impossible to defeat Caesar, Cato orders his crew at Utica to
leave and his son to join Caesar’s side. When his son asks him why he
would not do the same, Cato famously responds: “I, having been raised
in freedom (¢v #AcvBepiq) and with freedom of speech (¢v mappnoia),
cannot in old age change and learn how to live in slavery instead”. His
son, on the other hand, being born and raised in a dynastic political
system, should respect (Bgpamebewv) the fate (tov Saipova) that was
given to him, which is to say he should endure Caesar’s rule."*” This
ideological expression of the importance of free or frank speech for the
republican institution that is attributed to Cato here, also features a few
books earlier by an actual example from Cato’s political practice, which
is especially relevant in comparison with Dio’s portrayal of Cicero, as
we will see shortly. In book 39, Dio relates that under the First Trium-

125 See Cass. Dio 383 (famous episode of Cato thrown into prison) and 38.7 (refusal to take
public oath) on Cato’s opposition to Caesar’s agrarian laws; 38.17 on Cato’s role in Cicero’s feud with
Clodius.

126 Tbid. 38.3.1 (fiv 8¢ dMwg pev émeris kal 008evi veoxu® dpeokdpevos). In book 37, Cato is intro-
duced as a man of true inborn virtue, praise that Cicero never receives from the Greek historiogra-
pher: 37.57.3, éuQutog dpetH).

127 Ibid. 43.10.5: #yd pdv #v e EevBepia xal &v mapproia tpagelg od Svvapar Ty Soveiav &k
uetaPodijs £mi yHpws petapabeiv: ool 8 év TolavTy kataotdoet kal YevynOévT kal TpagévTt Tov Saipo-
va tov Aaxovta oe Oepamevery mpootiket. Cato’s words here evoke the traditional connection between
Cato and libertas in Latin texts: see chapter 2. On the passage, MALLAN 2016: 262-26; cf. GOAR

1987: 73-76.
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virate in 55 BC, Cato violently opposed the plan to prolong Caesar’s
command in Gaul for another three (sic) years in the senate by speak-
ing (8nunyoproat) randomly (katavédwoe Tov kapdv, which we might
also translate as ‘he filibustered’) about the condition of the state and
by refusing to stick to the allotted two hours—an act landed him in
prison.'*® In Dio’s words, the day was wasted (katetpipn) since none of
the tribunes got to speak. Dio next explains Roman procedure by add-
ing that in contiones (cvvoSot ToD Srjpov) private citizens were allowed
to speak before the magistrates, because it was important that citizens
could share their thoughts without being influenced by the opinion of
a superior; speaking first, they could speak out with complete frank-
ness (¢mi mdong mappnotag T Sokodvta adTd Aéyew).'* The freedom
of mind and body Cato which says he has grown up in, is illustrated
in this passage by his resistance to Caesar. It is this civic parrhésia ben-
efitting the state that Dio describes five books later as being lost un-
der Caesar’s dictatorship.'*® Parrhésia, then, is a practice that sharply
brings into focus the change from republic to monarchy.'*! If parrhésia
has a positive effect on political decision-making in the Republic, then
Cato represents its true value.">* Though his oratorical strategies are
not always fruitful, at least not in Dio’s account, it is clear from the per-
sonal words before his death that he applies them because of a genuine
concern for the constitution.

After our reading of Plutarch it should come as no surprise that the
symbolic figure for misuse of parrhésia in Dio’s History is Cicero; in
fact, he is the symbolic figure for ‘frankness’ overall. There are no less
than 8 passages in which Cicero either identifies himself or is identified
(by internal characters, or by the narrator) with freedom of speech.'*

128 Tbid. 39.34.3—4.

129 bid. 39.35.2: &v yép 7ot Talg ovVESolg Taig Tod Spov, &v alg e kal EBovAebovo, mhoag Tolg
iSwotatg Tpd TV TG Apxdg ExOVTwY O AdYog £8i80T0, TOD UNndéva avT@v, wg £otke, Tf) TOD KpEiTTOVOG
Yvouy mpokatadapPavopevov dmootéMeodai Tt @V ppovoin, &M\’ éni maong mapphoiag o SokodvTa
adt® Aéyewv. On the passage, which is the only one referring to this specific rule, MORSTEIN-MARX
2004: 163.

130 At Cass. Dio 44.10.2. When two tribunes, Gaius Marullus and Lucius Flavus issue a pam-
phlet that they were prevented from speaking their mind freely and safely on behalf of the state
(oBre E\evbépav 0BT’ dopaliy T dnEp ToD Kowod mappnoiay éxdvtwv), Caesar becomes very angry
(meplopynis) and accuses them in front of the senate.

131 Cf. KuHN-CHEN 2002: 197.

132 MALLAN 2016 skips over the positive connotations, focusing on the “futility” (263) of Cato’s
parrhésia.
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This stands in stark contrast with other characters in the Roman His-
tory. Cato is characterized twice as being a frank speaker, and on one
of these instances only implicitly. Other individuals, either in republi-

can or imperial times, are connected with the practice of parrhésia just

0nce.134

We have already seen at the beginning of this chapter that Dio as-
sociates Cicero’s particular freedom of speech with several ethical flaws,
among which the most important is a lack of self-control.'** A com-
parison of Dio’s presentation of frankness with Plutarch’s ‘therapeutic’
parrhésia confirms that it is primarily Cicero’s lack of ethical compe-
tence that bothers the imperial historiographers, i.e. his failure to rec-
ognize the social conventions underlying the use of frankness. Let us
have another look at Cassius Dio’s analysis of Cicero’s conduct, which
was quoted in Greek at the beginning of this chapter:

Cicero made himself the most bitter enemies by always attacking the
most powerful men and by applying to all alike a freedom of speech
that was intemperate and excessive. For he was in pursuit of a reputa-

133 These passages are: Cass. Dio 38.12.6 (the narrator refers to Cicero’s excessive frankness in the
aftermath of the Catilinarian conspiracy); 38.15.3 (Pompey asks Cicero to stay in Rome during the
Clodian affair, and defend himself and the senate with his parrhésia); 38.29.1 (Philiscus sees Cicero’s
frankness as a political risk); 39.10.2 (Cicero checks himself after his return from exile, especially
with regard to Caesar, knowing that his frankness had caused his expulsion); 45.22.5 (in the speech
against Calenus, Cicero reflects on the existence of parrhésia under Caesar), and 45.46.3 (same
speech, Cicero identifies himself as a frank speaker, even at the risk of death); 46.26.1 (Calenus’
speech, he mocks Cicero’s unrestrained speech); 46.29.1 (the narrator refers to Cicero’s excessive
frankness in the debate with Calenus).

134 The historiographer’s attribution of parrhésia to different political leaders throughout the
Republic and empire is a topic that would benefit from closer study. See Cass. Dio s fr. 18.3 (Co-
riolanus’ parrhésia towards the people); 12 fr. 461 (Hanno was 8ewdg Tfj mappnoia, and spoke
dnapaxaddnTwg); 30-35.100 Gaius Titus, pejoratively (tfj Te mappnoiq petd dvaoyvvtiag katakopel
XP@WEVOS); 54.3.5 L. Licinius Varro Murena (the son of L. Licinius Murena, cos. 62 BC, and conspira-
tor against Augustus), pejoratively (dxpdtw kol katakopel Tfj Tappnoia Tpdg nAvTag dpoiwg éxpiiTo);
57.2.5 Asinius Gallus, the son of Asinius Pollio, in a positive vein (ﬂappr]o[q del wote maATP@a Kal
OnEp TO oBUPEPOY adTH XpWeVOS); 66.12.1 Helvidius Priscus, son-in-law and follower of the Stoic
Thrasea Paetus under Nero, pejoratively (tfjv 1e Tod @pacéov mappnoiay 0d odv Kapd PLpodpevos);
68.20.2 Parthamasiris, Armenian king under Trajan; 69.4.3 Apollodorus the Architect (under Had-
rian); 74[75].9.1, 4 the senator Cassius Clemens, whose parrhésia is admired by Septimius Severus.
See also the famous debate between Agrippa and Maecenas in book 52, where both men’s parrhésia
is emphasized and admired by Augustus: 52.41.1 (cf. 52.3.3). Augustus’ special appreciation of frank
speech is further noted at 53.21.4, 55.4.3, 55.7.4, $6.40.3, 56.40.1. MALLAN 2016: 269—272 discusses
several of these passages.

135 Cf. MALLAN 2016: 260, “[Dio] seems aware of an ethical boundary between frankness and
unrestrained offensiveness.”
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tion for being knowledgeable and for saying what nobody else could,

more than for appearing to be a good citizen.'3®
According to this passage, there are three social values Cicero fails to
observe. Firstly, if we think back to the definitions of frankness pre-
sented by Plato, Demosthenes and Plutarch, we recall that morally
just frankness depends on integrity or virtue, on the genuine concern
for the addressee, and on modesty or altruistic motives as opposed to
self-promotional strategies. Cicero acts exactly oppositely to all these
criteria. His frankness does not come in a modest format (éxpatog xai
kataxopt|), nor does he differentiate between his addressees (mpdg
TdvTag dpoiws [ ...] xpwpevos), something which Plutarch advises in his
Moralia. Secondly, instead of acting out of sincere concern for the state
or his fellow citizens, as Demosthenes had done and Cato the Younger
does in his own time, Cicero is preoccupied with his own reputation—
not the reputation of being a morally good citizen, an avi|p ypnoté,
but the reputation of being a wise and brazen man. Thus, personal am-
bition surpasses civic effort, a serious deviation from the ethical ideal
that statesmen should above all contribute to the welfare of their com-
munity. The final social rule Cicero ignores is related to the fact that
he merely ‘attacks the most powerful men’ (t@v kpariotwy ényep@v).
Now, at first sight, based on Plutarch’s discussion of parrhésia, the
problem appears to lie in émyeipeiv, Cicero’s aggressive attitude, with
which he creates hatred instead of harmony. This is by all means as far
from Plutarch’s therapeutic parrhésia as can be. However, if the prob-
lem lies in T@v kpatiotwy, an aspect of the situation which significantly
affects the consequences of Cicero’s attacks, Dio’s message might have
a slightly different meaning, which is tailored to the imperial reader.
In truth-to-power relations parrhésia is a tricky business, but, as we
have seen in Plutarch’s example of Cato frankly addressing Pompey, it
is very possible for the lower-placed official to express criticism about
his superiors. In the imperial period, frankness could be employed by
ambassadors or magistrates towards Roman rulers (even the emperor),
as we have seen in §2.1 of this chapter. Yet Cato knew, just as any im-
perial reader did, that frankness was a strategy that should be applied
moderately or else at least according to certain (hierarchical) rules of

136 Cass. Dio 38.12.7, above, p- 176-177.
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conduct; the exemplum of his interaction with Pompey in Plutarch’s
Adpvice on Civic Life 810, as well as the admiration of Pompey for Cato
in the Pompey, illustrate that kind of sensitivity. Cicero, in contrast,
transgresses these rules by not acknowledging the status of the men
he spoke to, by not applying measure, and by failing to differentiate
between his addressees (1] Tappnoia Tpdg mévTag dpoiwg dxpdty Kal
katakopel xpwpevos). He is the imperial reader’s worst nightmare.'?”
This brings us to the question of how we should interpret the nega-
tive portrayal of Cicero’s excessive frankness in Dio’s History. In my
opinion, Dio’s pointed remarks about Cicero’s conduct are not so much
the product of an attempt at blackening the orator’s reputation as they
are the expression of his views on Roman civic morality. In explaining
the utility of parrhésia in book 39, as we have seen above, Dio supposes
that free speech in the Republic was a protective mechanism on the
part of the citizens against the personal will and power of influential
magistrates. While Cato, then, illustrates a classicistic type of ‘true’
parrhésia associated with the traditional republican constitution (and
resonating with the ancient Athenian interpretation of free speech),
Cicero represents a type of ‘topsy-turvy’ parrhésia, a freedom of speech
that works in reverse, or counterproductively. In line with the argu-
ment of Plutarch’s moral treatises, Dio insinuates in his books on the
late Republic that Cicero and other republican politicians disregarded
what mattered most in the context of city politics, that s, to strive for
the common good over personal status.'*® In particular, the books
handling the final years of Cicero and the Republic express a strong
ideological vision on (good) government, while at the same time illus-
trating how the political elite fails to meet these moral standards. One
peculiar passage in book 46, describing the fight against Antony, offers
a specially strong condemnation of the behaviour of the senators. “The
senators (oi Bovhevtat) themselves”, Dio says, “were responsible for
these disasters [i.e. the battles, the proscriptions]. For they should have

137 FIELDS 2020: 191 sums up nicely the relevance of this careful use of parrhésia for imperial
citizens: “As the social and political environment of the post-classical Greek world becomes more
hierarchical and stratified, the term parrhésia develops from its egalitarian origins amid the radical
democracy of classical Athens to become increasingly identified with criticism directed from below
at those more powerful.”

138 Such communal spirit is “fiir Dio ... eine zentrale Tugend”, according to KUHN-CHEN 2002:
163-165.
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appointed one man as their leader who served the state’s best interest
(Bva Tva TOV T& dpeiva ppovodvta pootioacbat), and attached them-
selves to him through everything. But they did not do so, supporting
some men and magnifying them at the cost of others, but subsequently
trying to take them back down, and as a result they had no friend, but
made all of them enemies.”’*® By this kind of factional strife, in which
alliances change abruptly and without consideration for the commu-
nal welfare, both the senators and the people, who become involved
in this power struggle, destroy the state, in Dio’s opinion.'*® In his ac-
count of the battle of Philippi, the historiographer explicitly connects
the loss of freedom (é\evBepia) and freedom of speech (nappnota)—
the hallmarks of the Republic—with the rise of political factions; one
faction leading the Roman people to single rule, the other safeguarding
their autonomy (oi p&v & Suvaoteiay adTodg fiyov, o 8¢ & adtovopiav
£€podvto). As a result of this war, the people would never again reach a
situation in which they had proper or full freedom of speech (86ev 008’
avéxvyev ETL pdg axplPf mappnoiav 6 Sipog).'*' As Dio makes very
clear, in the party politics of the late Republic, there is no place for true
parrhésia, axpipiig Tappnoia; that belonged to the Republic as it once
was, the Republic of Cato’s ideals.

Staged against the background of this historical argument about the
internal destruction of the republican constitution, Cicero is Dio’s go-
to politician for exemplifying the problems which the Republic was
facing, especially the problem of free speech. Throughout the books
on the late Republic, Cicero is associated with antagonism. The pas-
sage discussed above (38.12.6-7) is not the only moment when Cicero’s
rhetorical excesses are judged negatively. Cicero’s contemporaries and
the historiographer himself all denounce his frank manner of speaking,
apart from one instance which might just as well be ironical: in 58 Bc,

139 Cass. Dio 46.34.1: Altiol 8 T@v Kaxk@v To6Twv abtol £avtols of Povdevtal éyévovto. Séov yip
avTodg éva TIvd TOV T& dpeivw ppovodvTa Tpoothoacdat kai éxkeivy Sid Tavtog cvvdpacdat, TodTo pév
ovk émoinoav, vmohaBovreg 8¢ 81 Tvag kal &l Todg ETépovg EmavéfjoavTeg émerta kai éketvovg GvTL-
kaBeelv émexeipnoay, kék TovTOL Gidov ptv 0vdéva, £xBpods 8¢ mavtag Eoxov.

140 Ibid. 46.34.4. HOSE 1994: 422—424 reads 46.34-35 not only as crucial for the argument of the
books on the history of the late Republic but for the general message of the Roman History; accord-
ing to HOSE, this authorial evaluation addresses Dio’s “senatorial readership”, and is an expression
of the “politisch-didaktische Funktion” of his work (424).

141 Cass. Dio 47.39.2.
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Pompey encourages Cicero to stay in Rome and protect himself as well
as the senate against Clodius by means of his parrhésia, disguising to
Cicero—who believed himself to be one of Pompey’s amici—the fact
that he was at the same time encouraging Clodius to get Cicero out of
the way.'** There is a significant build-up in the picture of Cicero as a
frank speaker which makes the reader aware of the moral conditions
under which freedom of speech can be exercised in a political setting,
and the genuine repercussions for the speaker who ignores these.

The reverse political effect of Ciceronian frankness is thematized
in the account of Cicero’s exile—which, in fact, according to Dio’s ac-
count was the direct result of his antagonistic attitude towards Caesar
and Clodius.'* Cicero is advised by the fictional philosopher Philiscus
not to return to Rome, considering his boldness and the many enemies
he has made:

DoPodpar 8¢, ¢ te Ta Tpdypata droPAénwy kal TV of)v Tappnoiav évvo-
@V, TAY Te Sovapy kai 10 TARO0G TOV AVTIOTACIWT@Y 0oV Bewp@v, prmo-
€ TLkal ad0ig o@adfic. ... Kaitot g pév od Setvov, mog 8 ovk aioypov
amotunBijvai € Tvog THV ke@aliv kal £¢ THV dyopav TeBivar, kv obtw
TOXY, Kal dvSpa Tva avT) kal yvvaika évoPpioar; kai pe pr og padAd oot
olwvi{opevoy piorons, &M’ wg Soonpiav Tva Tpodeucvivra puAatal.
undé oe amatdtw T000°, 11 Kol Pidovg TViG T@Y Suvat@v Eyels... '
But I fear, looking at the state of affairs in Rome and knowing of your
outspokenness, and considering the power and the multitude of your
opponents, that you might come to fall again. ... Seriously, wouldn't it
be horrible, wouldn’t it be full of shame to have one’s head cut off and
be put on display in the forum, when this should so happen, and for a
man or a woman to be disgraced there? And please don’t hate me for
portending awful things to you, but heed me like some god-given sign
predicting your future. Don’t let yourself be fooled by the belief that
you have friends among powerful men...

142" Cass. Dio 38.15.3: [Pompey] yvopnv 82 ¢8iSov katapeival kal £avt@d Te dpa kai ) Povdfj petd
nappnoiag fondijoar. For Dio’s account of this ‘master plan’ devised by Caesar and Pompey to de-
stroy Cicero’s career, see 38.14.7-16.1. Pompey’s contrived rhetoric here, his pretension of honesty in
praising Cicero’s parrhésia while secretly supporting Clodius, would in its own way be an illustra-
tion of the self-serving speech of late republican politicians.

143 Tbid. 39.10.2. See §3.3 for more details about Dio’s account of Cicero’s exile.

144 Tbid. 38.29.1-3.
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Philiscus proceeds by describing how men who want power will sac-
rifice even their dearest friends, commenting perhaps on Pompey’s
machinations in the affair with Clodius right before the exile, and
quite certainly referring to Octavian’s later betrayal of Cicero. Cicero’s
frankness of speech is here directly connected with the destruction of
his political career. According to Philiscus, Cicero’s frankness does not
combine well with the megalomania of the most influential Roman
leaders. Asserting that for this reason Cicero will fail politically, he asks
Cicero to imagine his own death and the subsequent desecration of his
body.'* It is important to note that Philiscus does not judge Cicero’s
parrhésia anywhere as being bad; his argument is that it is problematic
in the light of dynastic rule. It is the same argument Cassius Dio the
historiographer makes earlier in book 38, in the passage we have al-
ready discussed.

With this knowledge, then, we arrive in books 45—46 at Cicero’s sec-
ond &poteia (after his fight against Catiline in 63 BC) in the period
after Caesar’s death: his struggle against Antony, and the delivery of
the Philippics. Fufius Calenus, one of Antony’s historical supporters,
acts in the narrative as a stand-in for Antony during the period of the
Philippic debates (43 BC).'*S Calenus makes Cicero’s frankness part of
a sustained argument about the unreliability of the orator and his rhe-
torical trickery. Such an equation of frankness with deception stands in
stark contrast to the classical Athenian opposition between parrhésia
as truth-telling, on the one hand, and deceitful words spoken in pur-
suit of personal gain, on the other."*” However, Calenus applies the
term not seriously but ironically, in response to an argument Cicero
made at the end of his speech, where the orator had stated that he en-
joyed such a splendid career precisely because of his parrhésia: “in no
way have I ever feared death as the result of my boldness—this is why
I have been so very successful’'*® At other moments in the speech, too,

145 Ibid. 38.29.1-3. Narratologically, Philiscus’ words anticipate the account of Cicero’s murder
and the mutilation of his body in book 47.8.

146 Antony was not in Rome when Cicero performed Philippics 3-14: MANUWALD 2009: 20-31.
See chapter 4, § 3 for more details about the figure of Calenus and Dio’s Philippic debate.

147 Conspicuous passages in this respect are Cass. Dio 46.4.1 (Cicero is a trickster), 46.6.4 (Cic-
ero fawns upon, caivwv kal YeA@v, everyone), 46.22.2 (Cicero flatters, Oepanetel, his enemies while
simultaneously plotting against them).

148 Ibid. 45.46.3: obte yap &Nwg TOV Odvatdv mote TOV &k T mappnoiag EpoBrOny. kal Suik TodTo Kal
katwpBwoa wAeioTov... Cf. 45.22.5. See BERTRAND 2008: 81 on 45.31.3, where Dio’s Cicero refers to
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Dio’s Cicero identified himself with the practice of parrhésia; what is
more, he twice referred to it as a basic principle of political delibera-
tion that is lost under ‘tyrannical rule) and as part of the Republican
constitution he is defending.'*’

Calenus does not support Cicero’s interpretation of his frankness as
saving the state. He ridicules his opponent’s frankness by reducing it
to a dog’s noise: “for you were surely not lacking in frankness; indeed,
plenty and to no purpose you barked (tAdxteg)”'*° The association
with garrulity and disruption is topical and familiar from the Athenian
sources.””! By means of this imagery, Calenus breaks down Cicero’s
careful construction of himself as a parrhesiast, painting a picture of
a man who speaks freely and frankly but to no beneficial purpose. To
some extent, this portrayal of Cicero’s licentious speech reminds us
of Plutarch’s analysis in the Moralia and the Cicero (see above, §2.3),
where Cicero is similarly denied the practice of parrhésia as a genu-
ine service to the state. Moreover, we are reminded of Philiscus’ words

the rostra as 10 Brjpa 0 é\evbepiov, the podium of liberty; in Bertrand’s opinion, this is a reference
to parrhésia as the prime feature of the republican constitution. If so, this must be a projection of
Dio’s Greek concept of free speech onto the Roman forum. Whereas the podium in the Assem-
bly was theoretically open to any member of the ecclesia, speaking from the Roman rostra was an
act reserved for those holding a magistracy. Although BERTRAND is right to notice the rostra was
marked by symbols of the people’s libertas (esp. the Marsyas statue), this libertas connoted some-
thing very different from classical Greek parrhésia: WIRSZUBSKI 1950: 13. Cf. PINA POLO 2012: 53,
who states: “The Rostra gained a special place in the collective memory of the Romans as a symbol
of the continuity and efficiency of a political system which backed the power of the elite. From this
Rostra this elite monopolized the capacity to speak before the people”. On the status and (aristo-
cratic) appearance of the rostra in the republican period, FREYBERGER 2009: 29-30, 3236, 50—55;
COARELLI 2014: §1-54.

149" Cass. Dio 45.18.2, 45.22.1; in both cases the envisaged ‘tyrant’ forbidding freedom of speech
is Antony. Since the idea that free speech is inherent to a free state is a familiar topic from Cicero’s
own writings, it is remarkable that only this invective speech against Antony conceptualizes the
importance of frankness, and not the speech on amnesty in book 44.23-33, which is a rather exten-
sive celebration of Roman civic ideals. For the ideal in Cicero’s works, see Orat. 1.30; Brut. 6. For
the speech on amnesty in Dio book 44, see most recently LA BUA 2020: 92-95 and MONTECALVO
2014: 305-337.

150" Cass. Dio 46.26.1: 00 yép mov kol mappnoiag évSerg Aoba- moXhd yodv kal pdrny dAdkTels. At
46.16.4 Calenus taunts Cicero by mimicking his words “I alone fight for liberty” (8y® pévog dmip tfig
E\evBepiag dywviopat) and “T alone speak frankly on behalf of the Republic” (¢y& pévog vmép Tijg §n-
poxpartiag mappnotdlopat). See chapter 4, §3.2.4. On the use of Snpoxpartia for the Roman Republic,
FECHNER 1986: 38—-39; FREYBURGER-GALLAND 1997: 118—120; BELLISSIME 2016.

151 Above, §2.1. See Cass. Dio 46.1.3, 7.3, 28.1 and 28.4, where Calenus emphasizes Cicero’s Opac-
g; and 46.16.1, &XX 008V &v eimeiv Exou- £l Yap elxev, 0082y &v TovToL TPdTEPOY EEENGANOEY (“Dut he
would have nothing to say; for if he had, he would’ve blurted it out immediately”). With regard to
the latter example, cf. Suda\ 77 s.v. Aahid, which is associated with parrhésia.
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in book 38, where the philosopher warned Cicero that his frankness
would eventually cause his death. Calenus’ speech is obviously vilify-
ing in tone and purpose, but just like Philiscus, he argues that Cicero’s
frankness does more harm than good in the current political situation.
Both Calenus and Philiscus are made to demonstrate that, contrary to
Cicero’s beliefs, his frank criticism only stands in the way of true suc-
cess, since it turns his fellow senators against him.

I used the phrase ‘made to demonstrate’ because the words of these
internal figures largely confirm the historiographer’s own comments
about Cicero’s parrhésia. Throughout, the Roman History sustains the
image of Cicero’s polemicizing parrhésia. Apart from the passage in
book 38 quoted above, the historiographer raises the theme on two
other occasions. The first concerns Cicero’s De consiliis suis, a book-
let containing critical information on Caesar and Crassus’ complicity
in the Catilinarian affair.'** The writing of this book could have been
labelled an instance of justified parrhésia, a truth-to-power act against
the dynastic leaders of the Republic. Yet, Dio chose to present it differ-
ently. The reader is told that the book was kept hidden in light of the
recent banishment, which was the fruit of Cicero’s “intemperate frank-
ness” (1] dxpatog mappnoia).'*? This is a very deliberate attempt to stage
Cicero’s freedom of speech as something ruinous instead of an act that
is courageous and sincere.'** Whereas Dio could have acknowledged

152 Cass. Dio 39.10.2—3. On De consiliis suis, RAWSON 1982.

153 Cass. Dio 39.10.2: &1e kal T@V Tfi dxpétov Tappnoiag EMKapTIOY VewoTi memelpapévog, Pifdiov
pévToL TL dmdppTOV CUVEBNKE.

134 Interestingly, Dio does not recognize Cicero’s act of writing De consiliis suis to be the kind of
alternative historical account that is truthful and nuances the versions of potential despotic leaders
for which he praises the republican political system (as opposed to the imperial regime) in book
53.19.2—3: “for in the past every event was reported in the senate and in the assembly, even if some-
thing would happen on a distance from Rome, hence everyone learnt of it and many wrote about
it. For this reason, too, the truth of the events, even if some writers told them while influenced to
a large extent by fear and favour, or friendship or enmity, was found in one way or the other in dif-
ferent writers who wrote about the same things, or from the public records. Since that time events
started to be more secret and hidden from the public eye...” (mpdtepov pév yép & e iy Povdiy Kal
£ OV Sfjpov wavta, kai el TOppw 7oL oVUPain, oePépeTor Kal Sii TovTO TAVTEG TE adTa épdvOavov kal
oML CVVEYPAPOV, K&K TOVTOV Kal 1) dANOeta adT@V, ei kai T pdAioTa Kal poPew Tevée kal xaprtt Prhig Te
kol €xOpa Loty £pprO, Tapd yodv Toig d&Motg Toig Td adTd Ypdyaot Tolg Te DropvApact Toig Snyoaiotg
TpdTOV TIVi edpiokeTo. ¢k 8¢ 81) ToD xpovov éxeivov T uév mheiw kpdQa kai St dmopprTwy Yiyvesdat
fipfato...). Dio uses the same word, andppnrog, to describe the literature produced since Augustus’
rule and Cicero’s De consiliis suis (BipAiov ... Tt dndppnrov), thus already signalling the change in
freedom and introduction of censure under dynastic rule in the late Republic. Cf. MILLAR 1964:
37-38. On the historical meaning of the passage, MANUWALD 1979: 93-94, KUHN-CHEN 2002: 198.
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Cicero’s historiographical frankness, he denounces him for his oratori-
cal parrhesia, perhaps because it was again directed against men who

were more powerful than him. The second occasion concerns Dio’s

evaluation of the debate between Cicero and Calenus in book 46.29.1.
In this instance, the historiographer presents himself as the arbiter by
proclaiming no victory for either Calenus or Cicero; he notes that Cic-
ero, “who in fact himself applied to all alike a freedom of speech that

was intemperate and excessive, did not expect to receive similar frank-
ness from others in return” (adtdg pev yap kol dxpdty kai Katakopel
i) Tappnoiq del Tpog TAVTAG dpoiwg EYpiTo, Tapd 8¢ 81 T@V dAMwY 0K
fiov v dpoiav avtlapPavew).'>® The debate about Antony ends up

being a wasted day (@oe v fjpépav éketvny kai S TodTo 0VY fiKLoTA
pdtnv katatpiBiivar). Dio uses the same terminology (katatpifew) in

his account (39.34.3—4) of Cato’s filibustering episode in 55 BC, when

the time for counsel was wasted as a result of his obstinacy. In contrast

to Cato, however, who tried to protect the institution by his action,
Cicero has lost sight of the public welfare: “and then, having ceased to

consider the affairs of the state, he turned to slandering Calenus” (kai

T6TE 0DV d@elg TO T Snpodota Saokomel é¢ NotSopiag adt katéotn).'S
Completely controlled by his emotions, Cicero used his bold speaking

not to the benefit but to the detriment of the state.">’

Moreover, note that the first part of the sentence quoted from 46.29.1
is almost identical to Dio’s earlier remark in 38.12.6 (kai Tf] Tappnoia
TPOG TAVTAG OpOiwg AKPATY Kal KaATAKOPEL Xp(by.evog), where for the
first time the historiographer defined the aims and consequences of
Cicero’s frank criticism. The repetition of this phrase in the account of
his final years, with the intervention of Philiscus’ prophecy of death as
long as Cicero continued his practice of parrhésia, signals Cicero’s up-
coming death in the next months, which every reader knew had been a

155 Cass. Dio 46.29.1.

156 Ibid. 46.29.1. Cf. KUHN-CHEN 2002: 164 1. 130 on the topos of disregarding the common good
in Dio’s republican narrative. We can add Cicero to the examples KUHN-CHEN gives of republican
figures singled out for their disregard of the common good (inter alios Tiberius Gracchus, Pompey,
Caesar).

157" As MALLAN 2016: 268269 explains, this is more than a “superfluous dig at Cicero”; the com-
parison with the Cato episode actually strengthens MALLAN’s argument that Dio saw the behaviour
of Cicero (and Calenus) as symptomatic for the degeneration of the Republic.

158 As tradition has it; cf. Vell. Pat. 2.66; Plut. Cic. 46.2, 49.1 (the people did not see Cicero’s face
on the rostra but rather the image of the soul of Antony, i Avtwviov Yvyfis eikéva). Sen. Suas. 6
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direct result of his controversy with Antony."*® Within Dio’s work, this
death happens quite soon after this episode in book 47.">*

It is Cicero who teaches the reader that rhetoric has its boundaries;
that a statesman should be very careful in observing the rules of con-
duct in his contact with more powerful individuals; and that morality
surpasses frankness of expression in value, especially in political de-
bate, since otherwise frankness will lose its original function and be-
come a personal weapon. It is also Cicero who teaches the reader the
particularly gloomy lesson that fearless speech expressed in the pres-
ence of those who are more powerful could be lethal. In Dio’s narrative,
Cicero has exchanged ethical equilibrium for political ambitions. His
figure thus poses questions about the proper conduct in the exercise
of power, and illustrates that self-promotional strategies of the kind
he employs transgress the moral expectations the Roman community
holds of a statesman, since they lead to strife instead of concord.

2.5 BROADENING THE SCOPE: WHERE
IS THE PHILOSOPHER?

There is a tragic aspect to the use of frank speech by Dio’s Cicero, which
he, as Cato did, considered an inherent right in the republican politi-
cal system. Like Cato, he expresses frank criticism in opposition to dy-
nastic rulers, in his case Antony, but he is not able to do this in such
a manner that he gains admiration or creates followers. On the con-
trary, he creates enemies, as not only the historiographer but also in-
ternal characters (Philiscus, Calenus) emphasize. Even though Cato’s
frankness tends to obstruct political deliberation, Dio leaves no doubt
that Cato associates freedom of speech with the protection of the tra-
ditional republican constitution. Cicero, on the other hand, is more
concerned with his own reputation than with upholding the Repub-
lic. This image confirms the portrayal of Cicero in Plutarch’s writings,

and 7 are based on the premise that Antony was responsible for Cicero’s death; for our purposes, see
esp. the historiographical testimonials about Cicero’s death 6.17 (Livy), 6.19 (Cremutius Cordus),
6.20-21 (Bruttedius Niger; Cicero killed at Antony’s orders), 6.23 (Aufidius Bassus); 6.26 (Cornelius
Severus; Cicero’s death is Antony’s crime).

159" Cass. Dio 47.8.
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where Cicero is said to act mainly out of ambition when employing
criticism in his speeches or writings. While Cato, embodying Dem-
osthenic free speech to defend the state and Platonic frankness in his
civic relationships, fits the classical image of the citizen parrhésiastés,
Cicero, on the contrary, uses frankness as a weapon to achieve what he
wants personally, and not only undoes the healing eftect of parrhésia
but also symbolizes its opposite, namely harmful speech. At the cost
of the Republic, his imperial self cannot demonstrate any sign of con-
structive criticism.

As this summary comparison of Cicero and Cato demonstrates
once more, the recurring motive of frankness is embedded in a wider
discourse on good statesmanship: literally so in Plutarch, who handles
parrhésia as one of the qualities of the good civic leader; more implic-
itly in Dio, who has especially turned Cicero’s parrhésia into a destruc-
tive force and part of the rivalry in republican politics, which severely
undercuts the foundation of the state. In Dio’s Roman History, then,
freedom or frankness of speech has become a peg on which to hook
the history of Cicero’s fall—and, within the historiographer’s personal
perception of the actual decision-making process in republican poli-
tics, the doomed fate of the Republic.'*°

The reading of Plutarch has shown that the impossibility of captur-
ing Cicero’s frank speech with the term parrhésia is explained by impe-
rial standards concerning political morality. Dio has opted for a more
explicit treatment; the notion of parrhésia symbolizes Cicero’s rhetori-
cal manoeuvres throughout the Roman History but always with an em-
phasis on its negative effects. Dio applies the classical concept only to
show it has lost its true or original meaning in the context of Cicero’s
public performance. Indeed, these imperial ideas on frankness, as we
have seen, are rooted in Platonic and Aristotelian theory on civic lead-
ership and civic excellence; parrhésia is a virtue traditionally associated
with well-developed intellect, being the expression of a critical mind.
Held up against this philosophical light, Cicero’s behaviour is seriously
flawed. While Plutarch sees it as the duty of a speaker who knows how
to negotiate frankness dependent on the circumstances to instruct his

160 This is implied at MALLAN 2016: 269. Both MALLAN and KUHN-CHEN 2002: 197-198 note
the importance of parrhésia as a motif of discontinuity in Dio’s account of the transition of Republic
to monarchy, but they do not present it (like I do) as one of the causes of Cicero’s fall.
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fellows on moral matters, Cicero makes people angry and sets them up
against himself. What is even more serious is that he does not seem to
be aware of it. As the imperial historiographers portray him in the pas-
sages discussed above, he shows no sign of any higher ethical values in-
forming his behaviour (like justice or moderation), nor does he appear
to reflect on the role (its legal limitations, its effects) of frank criticism
within the context of republican decision-making (which is why the
debate with Calenus turns into a brawl).

But what, then, about Cicero’s extensive philosophical education?
What about the dozens of philosophical (rhetorical as well as political)
writings he produced, in which he systematically discusses the civic vir-
tues, the ideal constitution, and the qualities of the perfect statesman-
orator? Stephanie Kurczyck, in a monograph dealing with Cicero’s rep-
resentation of his own past, shows quite clearly that especially in his
philosophical writings, Cicero was acutely aware of the ethical conduct
expected of a Roman statesman. In these works, Cicero also “instru-
mentalizes philosophical thought for the interpretation of his own past”
by way of justifying his political choices, as Kurczyck argues.'®* More-
over, in her words, “Die eigenen Taten und die unabhingige Haltung
gegeniiber ihrer Resonanz werden als Auflerung eines standfesten und
an héheren Werten orientierten Charakters gewertet.”*%* Cicero paid
great attention to constructing the persona of a philosophical writer
who consistently practiced what he preached in real life. Moreover, he
put forward the image of the philosophically educated orator, the pub-
lic speaker whose superb moral knowledge made him a leading figure
of the community and an educator of the people.'®*

Although Cicero’s parrhésia, especially in comparison with the pic-
ture presented of the ideal politician-parrhésiastés in the Moralia, lacks

161 KURCZYCK 2006: 333.

162 Thid. 328.

163 GILDENHARD 2007 gives an illuminating overview of this element of Cicero’s philosophical
programme. Essential passages thematizing the complementary relationship of politics and philoso-
phy are Orat. 12-13; Off. 1.3 (to his son Marcus); Tusc. 1.7-8 (with GILDENHARD 2007: 148-156), “I
have always judged this to be the perfect form of philosophy, which can speak copiously and el-
egantly about the most important questions; to this practice I have devoted my time with such
intensity, that I even dared to hold disputations in the manner of the Greeks” (Hanc enim perfectam
philosophiam semper iudicavi, quae de maximis quaestionibus copiose posset ornateque dicere; in quam
exercitationem ita nos studiose operam dedimus, ut iam etiam scholas Graecorum more habere audemus,
17); Acad. 1.11.
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any sign of reflection on proper morals, Plutarch does echo the image
constructed by Cicero himself at other moments in his biography of
the orator. He attributes to him a spectacular sense of justice in combi-
nation with rhetorical excellence:
Méhota yap obrog 6 aviyp énédeiée Pwpaiolg boov #8ovijg Aéyos @ ka-
AQ pooTiOnat, kal 7L 0 Sikatov ARTTNTOV 0Ty &v 6pO&G AéynTa, kai
Oel TOV éppeA@g TOATEVOPEVOY del TY) PV EpYw TO KANOV dVTL TOD KoAa-
kebovTog aipeioBat, 7@ 82 A6yw 10 Wmodv dpatpety Tod cvpeépovrog. ot
For this man showed the Romans in exceptional fashion how much
pleasure speech can add to what is right, and that justice is invincible
if it is clothed in the right words; and that it is essential that the har-
monious politician in his acts always prefers what is good over what is
flattering, and in his speech removes all harm from what is useful.

Here, Cicero is associated with several aspects of political virtue: 10 ka-
A6V, 10 Sixatov (Sikarootvn), the observance of public benefit (10 ovp-
@epov). Moreover, he is said to be someone whose statesmanship is
¢éupelig, harmonious (literally, ‘in tune’). This man demonstrates the
type of civic excellence and leadership Plutarch and his philosophic
predecessors Plato and Aristotle propagate;'®® and with respect to
Cicero’s self-image, the picture Plutarch paints in this passage is much
more in tune with the Ciceronian ideal of the statesman-orator, or, for
that matter, with Cicero’s autorepresentation in the philosophical writ-
ings.’%® How do we reconcile this ‘model’ Cicero with the unabashed
Cicero who forgets to serve the common good?

The puzzle of Cicero’s imperial ethos is not solved by examining the
role of frankness alone in the accounts of his career. While his excessive
parrhésia explains specific (negative) evaluations of Cicero’s behaviour,
it does not explain the deeper moral assumptions underlying the ac-
count of his deeds, and it causes apparent contradictions in the repre-
sentation of his status as preeminent Roman citizen. In the second half
of this chapter we will examine more comprehensively to what extent
Cicero matches imperial ideals about political leadership. More spe-
cifically, how do imperial conceptions of statesmanship affect the por-

164 Cic. 13.1.

165 That Plutarch has the Platonic ideal in mind when describing Cicero as the good statesman,
appears later in the work, in Comp. Dem. et Cic. 3.4; see below, §3.2.1.

166 This is an observation more broadly shared, as PIEPER [forthc.] shows.
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trayal of Cicero’s political conduct? The answer to this would enable us
to embed and position further the discussions of Cicero’s virtuousness
in an intellectual discourse extending beyond individual testimonials.
It will moreover clarify the complex relationship between the image of
Cicero as a beacon of intellectualism and, at the same time, a negative
model of disproportionate civic conduct.

3. The Roman statesman as ethical leader

3.1 PHILOSOPHY AND POLITICS IN THE
ROMAN EMPIRE: TWO RESPONSES

3.1 Writing politics

In this third part of the chapter, we will use the model of ethical com-
petence as a tool to guide us through the different aspects of political
morality and ethical leadership as they are described by Seneca and
Plutarch. I will compare their views on the different ethical compe-
tencies described in § 3.1: high moral standards, ethical education, the
practical application of ethical awareness in private or professional
life, and the ability to teach others about ethical questions. In § 3.2, the
conceptualization of these competencies will be tested on their pres-
entation of Cicero’s statesmanship. In § 3.3, we will once more return
to Cassius Dio’s ambiguous portrayal of Cicero in book 38, using the
findings of the previous sections in order to demonstrate the extent to
which Dio’s account of Cicero’s exile, too, is informed by the imperial
ideal of ethically competent statesmanship.

There are good grounds for reading Plutarch and Seneca side by
side, as I do here. As Roman citizens with ties to the highest echelons
of imperial society, writing philosophy was not an enterprise separate
from their public life. Both of them explored the parameters of Roman
morality and the concept of the ‘good Roman (wo)man’; in their daily
activities they served Roman rule. Naturally, my comparison takes into
account the differences, too. While Plutarch emphasizes the especial
necessity for men who are advanced in their political career to instruct



216 CICERO, STATESMANSHIP, AND REPUBLICANISM

and inspire aspiring politicians, Seneca shows himself to be more con-
cerned with the pedagogical relationship between the emperor and
his adviser(s). As the personal tutor and counsellor of Nero he lived
the ideal expressed in On Clemency, “that the most important things
in securing good government are not the form of constitution and the
provision of legal restraints, but the right education to ensure good
character in the ruler and the right advice to encourage him in the best
use of his power”'%” Moreover, the two writers differed greatly in their
method of embedding philosophy in Roman public and private life, as
Lieve Van Hoof explains in what is to date the most extensive compari-
son (to my knowledge) between the philosophical writing of Plutarch
and Seneca:'%®

Indeed, while both Plutarch and Seneca regularly evoke loaded po-
larities such as politics and philosophy, activity and leisure, city and
countryside, care of the body and care of the soul, concern with others
and concern with the self, or external and internal orientation, Plu-
tarch's preference, in contrast to Seneca’s, does not lie a priori with the
traditional ‘philosophical pole’. Plutarch’s advice in fact varies depen-
ding on the context, perspective, or discourse.'*’

As Van Hoof explains, while Seneca’s treatises and letters provide an
overview of Stoic philosophical theory, Plutarch’s Moralia ofter a mix of
ideas and lessons which Van Hoof calls ‘practical ethics’;'”® Plutarch’s
ethical writings teach the Roman elite to manage their ambitions and
expectations in society with the help of practical, ethical-philosophi-
cal instructions.'”! He would not have been interested in presenting a
consistent ethical theory, like Seneca offered in his letters to Lucilius
and his treatises. Nor would he draw a strict distinction between a phil-
osophical and a political life, which is common in Roman Epicureism
and, to a lesser extent, Stoicism.'”* The consistent emphasis on civic

167 GRIFFIN 2000: §39. On the public aspects of Seneca’s writing, see also SCHOFIELD 2015.

VAN HooOF 2007; VAN HOOF 2010: 19-65 on the methodological differences.
VAN HOOF 2010: 30.
VaN Hoor argues against the slightly derogatory term ‘popular philosophy’; on the popular
nature of Plutarch’s work, cf. e.g. AALDERS & DE BLOIS 1992, passim, but see esp. 3396-3404; DE
LAcY & EINARSON 1959, North Fowler 1936: 156-157. The controversy around Plutarch’s ‘popular’
philosophy is explained well by VAN HOOF 2010: 1-7, VAN DER STOCKT 2011, and PELLING 2011.
171 yaN HOOF 2010: 27, 56.
172 Ibid., 34, 37-39.
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169
170
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life within Plutarch’s philosophy is a well-known feature of his work.”?

Although I subscribe to Van Hoof’s interpretation of Plutarch’s
treatises as a type of practical ethics and I acknowledge the differences
between the Senecan and Plutarchan project, my discussion of these
writers will focus rather on the points of contact, which are also men-
tioned by Van Hoof in the observations quoted above. Regardless of
their particular (philosophical) scope, Seneca as well as Plutarch wrote
in order to instruct and support their fellow citizens and friends.'”*
They address the question of the (mental as well as physical) freedom
of Roman imperial citizens, and offer precepts to live a good and use-
ful life. Most importantly, they agree on what it takes to be an ethically
competent individual who is of good service to his family, his friends,
his community: namely, to acquire moral knowledge, i.e. the knowl-
edge to distinguish good from wrong, in order to instruct your daily
and your professional actions; and to inspire others to do the same.

I will first examine the ideal of the philosophically educated states-
man in the works of Seneca and Plutarch. As we will see, for the first
three ethical competencies discussed below (ethical education, virtue,
and the practical application of philosophy), the ideas of Seneca and
Plutarch are quite comparable and complement each other in sever-
al ways. With regard to the competency of ethical instruction, I have
found Plutarch’s socially oriented concept of the statesman as an ethi-
cal guide of conduct more helpful than the concept of private advisor-
ship as itis set out in Seneca’s Letters to Lucilius and the moral treatises;
itis especially in this area that Plutarch offers useful descriptions of the
process of (civic) exemplarity which are lacking in Seneca’s writings.

The works of Seneca and Plutarch are a treasure house of ideas about
ethical leadership, but I have especially looked for explicitly theoretical
passages that help us to understand their portrayal of Cicero, which
I discuss in §3.2. There, I shall illustrate which intellectual and ethi-
cal competencies Cicero is shown to possess or lack, and explain why

173 See also AALDERS & DE BLOIS 1992: 3384-3385, paraphrasing Old Man 791¢: “Politische Ak-
tivitit ist in Plutarchs Augen eine wesentliche und sogar die hochste Form menschlicher Betiti-
gung, sie ist ein gottlicher Auftrag, und Plutarch betrachtet die politische Areté als die vollkom-
menste Form der Areté.” Cf. Advice 821f.

174 Cf. BRAUND 2009: 51-57 for some educational aspects of Seneca’s treatises. SETAIOLI 2013
explains in more detail how Seneca’s writings were a form of ‘therapy’, educating the addressees on
how to improve their soul and character.
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there is attached such a strong value judgment to his ‘lesser’ behaviour
in the political arena. Contrary to Cicero’s own perfectus orator, the im-
perial Cicero is a leader who loses his ethical competence (the ability
for ethical reflection in social contexts) after the peak of his career, as a
result of which he falls from grace.

3.1.2 Ethical education as a criterion for statesmanship

Ethical education—knowledge of the Roman ethics code—is the ethi-
cal competency which we will examine first. It is a most essential part
of the imperial ideal of statesmanship, as Seneca and Plutarch demon-
strate.”®

Seneca often expresses criticism on the active life in politics, since
it brings with it vices which disturb one’s mental balance.'”® One can
be virtuous in the private sphere as much as in public life; the Stoic
intellectual should not necessarily direct himself to the public need
but rather to the pursuit of individual virtue.'”” However, Griffin notes
that the topic of the private versus the public life is examined in ex-
traordinary detail by Seneca, in different treatises and letters, where he
moreover does not always openly prefer otium over the vita activa.'”®
The letters speak of the special position of the sapiens in civic life, an
ideal which is brought into effect in Seneca’s own assumption of the
persona of the good adviser in the political treatise addressed to Nero,
On Clemency.

More to the point, in letters 94 and 95 to Lucilius, Seneca discusses
the relation between general philosophical tenets and practical rules
of conduct in a public career. He argues that 1) praecepta can be useful
since virtue divides itself into a rational (contemplatio, disciplina) and
practical (exercitatio, actio) element;'”® and 2) praecepta need to be the

175 For the different ethical competencies, see above, §§ 1.2 and 1.3.

176 E.g. Ep. 94.69-73; Tranq. 7.4—6. See GRIFFIN 1976: 315-366 for Seneca’s fluctuating views on
the philosopher’s participation in politics, ranging from total abstention to the obligation of fulfill-
ing honourable offices.

177 BRAUND 2009: 8.

178 GRIFFIN 1976: 315 and GRIFFIN 2000: §45. Entirely devoted to this question are On Tranquil-
lity of Mind and On Otium, addressed to the influential citizen Annaeus Serenus. On Annaeus, VON
RHODEN 1893.
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result of ethical principles or norms, decreta.'®° Practical rules, ‘conso-
lations’ and ‘exhortations’ need to be supplemented by and grounded
in philosophical knowledge.'®' Seneca’s frame of thought here is the
increasing degeneration of Roman moral values and lifestyle, which
he believes can be cured by a combination of praecepta and decreta.
There is a remarkable place for exemplaria virtutis such as Cato, Scipio,
or Laelius, who, if we describe them in detail for our fellow men, teach
the differences between vice and virtue:

Proderit non tantum quales esse soleant boni viri dicere formamque eorum
et lineamenta deducere, sed quales fuerint narrare et exponere, Catonis il-
lud ultimum ac fortissimum vulnus, Laeli sapientiam et cum suo Scipione
concordiam, alterius Catonis domi forisque egregia facta... '®*

It will be useful not only to say what kind the good men commonly are,
or describe their form and their outline, but to narrate and expound
how they behaved; of Cato that final and most honourable wound,
the wisdom of Laelius and the friendship with his Scipio, of the other
Cato his distinguished action at home and abroad...

While the study of philosophical principles is an important means of
becoming a better man, Seneca’s pedagogical method also includes the
narration of the lives of great Roman statesmen, such as the Catos and
Laelius. All these examples demonstrate the integration of ethical qual-
ities in political action. More than being practical examples of specific
virtues or vices, these exempla, when told with enough attention to the
character of these men (quales fuerint narrare et exponere), can teach
about a certain philosophical attitude in life and in death.

Much more strongly than Seneca, Plutarch believes that for the Ro-
man intellectual, philosophy and politics are (should be) two sides of
the same coin. Intellectual training and moral awareness could be a
direct reason for the appeal of great leaders like Dion and Brutus, as
Plutarch states in his introduction to their lives:

Qv 6 pev avte ITAdtwvi TAnotdoag, 6 8¢ toig Adyols évrpageig Toig ITAA-
TWVOG, WOTEP €K ULAG DPUNTaY AUPOTEPOL TAAAITTPAS ETTL TODG PeYioTOVG

179 Ep. 94.45-47, featuring Marcus Agrippa as a positive example.

180 On the theory of precepts and rules in these two letters and Seneca’s place within Stoic ethics,
see [oPPOLO 2000.

181 Ep. 95.34.

182 Ep. 95.72. According to the principle, laid out by Posidonius, of ethologia: Ep. 95.65-66.
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dy@vag. kai 1O pév Spota ToMd kai aSeA@a Tpaavtag paptvpfioal T
Ka@nyepdvt Tig dpetiic OTL Ol PpovioeL Kal Stkatoavvy SOvapy €
70 adTo kal TOYXNY ovveNBely, tva kM og dua kol péyebog ai woArTikai
npd&eig AaBwory, 0 Bavpactév éotw.'*?

These two [Dion and Brutus], the one having enjoyed the company
of Plato, the other having been raised on the texts of Plato, they were
both driven toward the greatest battles as if coming from the same
wrestling school. And it is not so remarkable that they, having engaged
upon many similar and related matters, bore witness to their leader
in virtue, showing that political power and fate need to be united in
sagacity and justice for political deeds to gain beauty and greatness.'*

Practical wisdom (¢pévnoig) and a proper sense of justice (Sucatootvr)),
two of Plato’s four cardinal virtues, result in political success. To put
it differently, political influence (or: power) consists in ethical profi-
ciency.'®® For the discourse of philosophy, as Plutarch remarks in the
treatise Why Philosophers Should Converse Especially with Men in Power,
“wishes to make everything that she touches upon effective, and efh-
cient and alive, and she imbues men with the motivation to act, and
with judgments aimed at the public benefit, and with honourable pur-
poses, with sagacity and greatness of mind combined with mildness
and caution”!®® In passages like these, the term @\ocogia is tanta-
mount to civic values. It is this that motivates and validates any politi-
cian’s conduct.

Sophia Xenophontos has argued convincingly that Plutarch, in fact,
envisages politics as a “site of moral education” having three succes-
sive stages which together form a cycle: apprenticeship, leadership of
the people, and teaching aspiring politicians.'®” Plutarch’s ethical and
political treatises present a unified image of the statesman as ethical
instructor.'®® Towards the end of the treatise Whether an Old Man

183 Plut. Dion 1.2.

184 On the topic of Dion and Brutus’ ‘philosophical’ rulership, see the essay by DiLLON 2008.

185 VAN RAALTE 2004 deals in more detail with the philosophical profile of Plutarchan politi-
cians. She argues that in Plutarch’s work, philosophy alone is not enough to make a successful states-
man; he also requires exceptional rhetorical skills.

186 776c-d: 60\ évepyd BodAeton woLel Gv &v dmran kol otk Kol Epjruxa Kol KvNTUKAG OppLs
évtifnot [REISKE: émtifnot] kai kpioeig dywyods éml T8 @@éNa kal Tpoatpéoelg PLAokdAovg kal ppo-
vipa kai péyeBog petd mpadtnrog kai do@adeiag. On this and similar ideas, ROsSKAM 2002.

187 XENOPHONTOS 2016: 126—150.

188 See DUFF 1999, esp. 49-51; PEREZ JIMENEZ 2002; XENOPHONTOS 2016.
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Should Engage in Politics, Plutarch remarks that engaging in politics re-
sembles practicing philosophy—it is seniors who are especially aware
of the capacity for ethical reflection a politician should have. The ul-
timate model is Socrates, who “was the first to show that life at every
moment and in every aspect, in all experiences and activities alike, ac-
cepts philosophy”'®® Indeed, Plutarch’s ideal of the philosophically
educated statesman, being the “incarnation of an exemplary ethos’,'°
who has a strong duty towards his people, has its roots in the Platonic
philosopher-king. Yet while the idea of ethical imitation and perfection
is Platonic at the core, Plutarch focuses on the reality of Roman life,
striving for moral education on the basis of practical advice and con-
crete examples from Greek and Roman history. As Russell has noted,
Plutarch and Seneca are not so different in their belief that practical
precepts, grounded in exempla virtutis, enable moral improvement, of
themselves,'** and—I would add—also of others.!**

3.1.3 The necessity of virtus /areté for a political leader

Another essential ethical competency for the state leader is his com-
mitment to high moral standards; this is at first sight an individual

quality, but in the Roman mind the individual always carries a respon-
sibility toward the collective. While Seneca and Plutarch have different
ideas about ethical leadership—the former more familiar with the role

of private adviser, while the latter thinks service to the community is

the highest form—they agree that personal virtue is the key to any suc-
cessful civic involvement.

Letter 120 to Lucilius is devoted to the question of how the notion

of the good and honourable (boni honestique notitia) comes to men."?
Seneca poses that we can only learn about the good by observing and

189 0ld Man 796e.

190 SQUILLONI 1989: 227, on Plutarch’s ideal leader.

191 RUSSELL 1973: 88. Cf. BRAUND 2009: 7-8.

192 Cf. GRIFFIN 2000: 555-558 on On Otium.

According to LANGLANDS 2018: 102-104, in Ep. 120 Seneca rather shows the limits of the pro-
cess of learning through exempla; my analysis of this letter takes a more positive approach, since I
think it tells us much about the influence of the exemplar as a leader of others.

193
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comparing deeds done by others;'** these deeds provide an ‘image of
virtue, imago virtutis.'>> With these words Seneca nicely captures the
essence of the Roman exempla tradition. The argument quickly leads
into a discussion of perfecta virtus.'*® According to Seneca, perfect vir-
tue entails being consistent with oneself (par sibi) always and in every
action; the virtuous individual is not “good as the result of fitting coun-
sel (consilio), but led by habit (more) in such measure that he cannot
only do the right thing (recte facere), but cannot do anything if not
right”'*” True virtus, Seneca continues, can be summarized as follows:

Hanc in partes divisimus: oportebat cupiditates refrenari, metus comprimi,
facienda provideri, reddenda distribui: comprehendimus temperantiam,
fortitudinem, prudentiam, iustitiam et suum cuique dedimus officium. Ex
quo ergo virtutem intelleximus?'®®

This we have divided into parts: desires needed to be restrained, fears
suppressed, necessities to be foreseen, and what is due needs to be
done. We included in it moderation, bravery, wisdom, justice and we
gave to each of these its own function. In whom do we then recognize
virtue?

The wise man shows the qualities of a fixed and steady mind. He is
larger than life; in fact, he is a master of life by being perfectly balanced:

Ostendit illam nobis ordo eius et decor et constantia et omnium inter se ac-
tionum concordia et magnitudo super omnia efferens esse. Hinc intellecta
est illa beata vita secundo defluens cursu, arbitrii sui tota.">

His regularity proves his virtue to us, and his sense of propriety, his
constancy, and the fact that all his deeds are in accordance with each
other, as well as his greatness that places him above everything. From
there this happy life is fathomed, flowing in its natural course, which
is completely in his own power.

1% Ep.120.4.

195 Ep.1208.

196 See WILDBERGER 2014 for Seneca’s concept of wisdom and (political) virtue, with discus-
sion of Ep. 120 at 317 and 321; she also notes how the Roman discourse of exemplarity influences
Seneca’s concept of virtue.

197 Ep. 120.10: praeterea idem erat semper et in omni actu par sibi, iam non consilio bonus, sed more
eo perductus ut non tantum recte facere posset, sed nisi recte facere non posset.

198 Ibid. 120.11. ] am aware that I have personalized Seneca’s passive construction, which is part of

his formal survey of the elements of virtue.
199" Ibid.
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Accordingly, a vir perfectae virtutis is someone who accepts that he “is
a citizen and soldier of the world who believes he endures labours as if
he were commanded”*® This remark is typical of Seneca’s Stoic per-
spective on politics: while his view of personal excellence is still rooted
in civic action, true virtue for him exists in adopting a philosophically
detached attitude to one’s public tasks and one’s place on earth.

There are two facets to Seneca’s image of Roman virtue that deserve
extra attention. The first is that it unites the mastery of emotions, the
cognitive ability for reflection or anticipation on what is needed (pro-
videri), and a decisiveness to act upon those needs (distribui). As dis-
cussed in the introduction, ethical competence relies on the cognitive
skill for recognizing and identifying ethical problems, and translating
this knowledge into particular, relevant actions. The term intellegere
is used twice in the above passage (virtutem intelleximus; intellecta est
beata vita), and again in 120.13 (below, intellectum).?** Seneca places
emphasis on the rational insight that is created by the behaviour of a
moral exemplar. This cognitive transfer between model and followers
must be part of the reason why Seneca attaches so much value to con-
sistency of action on the part of the exemplar.

How does this rational insight come about? This is the second note-
worthy aspect of this passage, Seneca’s description of the public’s eager
response to the exemplar of virtue:

Fecit multis intellectum sui et non aliter quam in tenebris lumen effulsit ad-
vertitque in se omnium animos, cum esset placidus et lenis, humanis divi-
nisque rebus pariter aequus.>*>

He enabled many to understand him, and he shone no differently than
a light in the dark, and he directed the minds of everyone to himself
through being placid and mild, equal of character in human and di-
vine matters alike.

Brad Inwood paraphrases: “the source of our insight [in what is good]
is a moral paragon”>® I would add that the paragon does more than

200 Ep. 120.12, civem esse se universi et militem credens labores velut imperatos subiit.

201 Cf. Ep. 120.4.

202 Ep. 120.13. The same metaphor occurs in Plut. Mor. 806a, who adds that the great men illu-
minate their pupils like the sun shines on the planets around her, making them grow and making
them shine too (cvvekpuwtilew).

203 INWOOD 2007: 328.
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provide moral knowledge to the people; he makes them part of his
‘club), as it were. The wise man turns the onlookers to him (advertit in
se) like a light in the dark, language which suggests a leader-follower
relationship. Virtue attracts, is Seneca’s philosophy; it is infectious.***
The passage in Ep. 120 is a remarkable addition to his image of virtue
as a light elsewhere in his work. In Ben. 4.22, Seneca describes how
virtue draws men to her by enveloping their minds in her beauty, and
capturing them through their admiration of her light and splendour.>*®
In Ep. 120, then, Seneca takes the extra step of attributing extraordinary
virtue to an individual who acts as moral exemplar. In this case, not
virtue itself, but an individual with virtue can draw all minds to him;
importantly, the light has now become a metaphor (non aliter quam
lumen) for the intellectual influence this man exercises on his fellows.

Plutarch describes this process of attraction-by-virtue in more de-
tail. At the beginning of his Advice on Civic Life, he athrms that pub-
lic leaders should be free from fault in their behaviour (#6n), counsel
(Bovhedpata), actions (mpdteig), and lives (Biot);2°° they should further-
more act in an unchangeable (&tpentog) and steadfast (Svopetdderog)
fashion.?”” Why? Because they have the responsibility to transmit this
virtue to the community.>*® In the treatise How to Praise Oneself Inof-
fensively, Plutarch offers a very concrete method of doing so. He insists
that through the medium of praise speeches the politician can provide
stimuli for greater and more splendid actions (m\etévav kai kaliévay
npdfewv dpopuds) than he had himself described. The politician will
not praise himself in order to showcase his own virtue but instru-
mentalizes his virtue, as it were, to make his fellow citizens zealous to
achieve even more virtuous deeds themselves.?°® Furthermore, in this
type of praise grounded in virtue, the civic leader can show the differ-

204 An analogous passage is Plut. Numa 20.8, where Numa is defined as Plato’s philosopher king,
who inspires his people to live their lives in happiness and concord, with justice and temperance, by
his distinctive exemplarity and shining life (v e08HAw mapadeiypatt kai Napmpd ¢ Piw).

205 The language of admiration is a sign that also here, we are in the realm of exemplary dis-
course: LANGLANDS 2018: 88-92.

206 Advice 8o1a.

207 Advice 799b.

208 Cf. AALDERS & DE BLOIS 1992: 3392; cf. To an Uneducated Ruler 780b.

209 On Self-praise s39e-f. See also 821d, where the power of the people’s goodwill combined with
the absolute virtue of the leader are said to be a steady wind pushing a man into politics: kai SAws,
dtay dAPewa kai dpeti) pooyévnTan [Tfj edvoia], popdv éott Tvedpa kol BéPatoy émi TH ToArTeiay.
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ence between good and bad counsel, and divert his fellows from taking
the wrong course (paMov 8¢ dmootpéVal TOV dkpoatnyv & T& KpelTTw
iy Stagopav évekvopevov).”'® Again, the presence of absolute virtue
in combination with the ability to address directly what is right and
wrong defines leaderlike behaviour. We will return to this matter in the
next two sections.

3.1.4 Philosophy in practice: dealing with fame

How does the statesman implement the ethical code in his daily be-
haviour, and how does he show that he is capable of ethical reflection?
For Plutarch and Seneca, a strong sign of moral incompetency in the
political citizen is inconsistency of action and an excess of ambition.*!!
There is a fine line between vice and virtue, as Seneca often remarks in
his letters, and vice is always lurking just around the corner. Both Sen-
eca and Plutarch devote considerable space to the question of which
vices to avoid in personal and public life.

According to Seneca, as we have seen, the life of a person who has
perfect virtus is completely arbitrii sui, lived according to his own judg-
ment. Although the wise man is aware of his social function, he remains
constant in mind and action, and he stands above everything and eve-
ryone else (quite literally so, since Stoic theory poses that the sapiens
has part of the divine). He is completely free.”'> What is more, a person
without a character firmly rooted in virtue is prey to a vacillation of the
mind (fluctuatio), and a continuous (mental) movement between his
simulation of virtues and his love for vices (inter simulationem virtutum
amoremque vitiorum adsidua iactatio).*'® In Ep. 94, Seneca gives exam-
ples of men who were defeated by the desires, cupiditates, which un-
hinged their minds. In political men, these desires express themselves
as crazy and vain ambition. Thus, Alexander was led by furor; Pompey

210 Op Self-praise s45d-e.

211 On the value of constancy (consistent behaviour) in Plutarch, see FULKERSON 2012; for Sen-
eca, see STAR 2012: 23—61.

212 Cf. e.g. Ep. 104.33-34 , 94.56 (nature produces us free men), 95.71 (with the example of Cato
the Younger); Constant. 5.4 (true virtue is free and immovable), 19.2 (liberty of mind is standing
above injustice done to you).

213 Trang. 2.8, Dial. 10.5.1 (Cicero).
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possessed by an insanus amor of false greatness; Caesar led on by gloria
and ambitio; and Marius’ ambitio destroyed him.*'*

Plutarch similarly battles ambition and lust for wealth in his de-
scription of good leaders.”’* He explains to Menemachus right away
in Advice on Civic Life that there are people who enter politics from a
desire for ‘empty’ glory (0nd 8680 kevijg) or love of competition (¢t-
Aoverkiag Ttvdg), or who use it as some sort of pastime (tfj moAtteiq Sia-
YwYfj Xp@pevor).>'® The man who goes into politics for these reasons
will be overpowered (ékmArjrTnrar) and led astray (dvaotpéetan). A
strong political vision is crucial to combat such empty desires.”’” In a
way reminiscent of Seneca’s ideas in Ep. 94, Plutarch also asserts that
the policy or purpose (mpoaipnotg) of a man of state should be secure
(s dopaleiag éxopévn), and steer clear of the turbulent and mad ef-
fects of ‘empty fame’*'®

Plutarch offers a very practical reason for avoiding excessive love
of competition and fame: a civic leader in the provinces must always
keep in mind that he is being ruled, too. According to Plutarch, just
as Pericles repeated to himself when he assumed the general’s cloak
that he ruled free men, Greeks, and Athenian citizens, so an official in
the province should repeat to himself that “being under rule yourself,
you rule a city assigned to proconsuls, to governors of the Emperor”?"?
It is in the interest of one’s community to be humble and encourage
concord and cooperation. Therefore, it is emphasized repeatedly that a
leader should prevent feelings of 06vog;**° he should also discourage

214 Ep. 94.62. In Seneca’s words, they appeared to lead others (agere alios visi sunt), but in fact
they were being led (agebantur) [by their ambition] (94.61). NEWMAN 2008 studies Seneca’s per-
ception of honour and fame (gloria) especially in the letters to Lucilius.

215 Cf. esp. Advice 819f; 813c.

216 Adyice 798c-d.

217 Advice 798e. For Plutarch, yvayn, a strong opinion, and Aoytopdg, a reasoning behind one’s
actions, are crucial qualities for a good politician.

218 Advice 815¢.

219 Advice 813e. If Plutarch is serious with this Pericles example, and I think he is, this is a very
remarkable way of reusing classical models; it shows us the flexibility of Greek intellectuals in rein-
terpreting the concept of Athenian freedom, their desire to establish continuity with the past regard-
less of political circumstances, and above all a strong wish for peace over the freedom of individual
poleis. Cf. 816f-817c where the theme is explored further; Plutarch suggests that teaching politics
(mohrtiks) waudeia) in his time included lessons about being ruled.

220 Avoidance of p86vog in: Advice 804d, 8074, 811¢, 816, 820a (on pure virtue), 824b. Compare
the treatise On Self-praise, which contains many similar ideas and is in itself a manifesto for goodwill
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the formation of factions within a community. Slander, dtaoAr, and
other forms of calumny are things to avoid at any cost.**!

3.1.5 Teaching others about complex ethical situations

The final ethical competency is being able to teach others about the
ethics code by openly identifying and discussing issues of morality; by
doing this, an ethical leader will act as a model of virtue that inspires
others to adopt the proper moral behaviour in similar situations. We
have seen that Seneca envisages the perfectly virtuous man as a shining
light and model of instruction for his fellow citizens. Yet Seneca leaves
open the question precisely why these citizens would be the wise lead-
er’s responsibility.

Plutarch, in his Advice on Civic Life, leaves no doubt about the neces-
sity of instructing one’s fellow citizens. To start with, his description of
the good statesman (6 xpnotég) around the end of the treatise stresses
his nature as a man of the people (kowdg @v). He cares for the peo-
ple around him; he laughs (cvvyaipewv) and he cries (cvvakyeiv) with
them. He is equal (ioog) to the people, and looks the same (6paddg), as
if he lives on the same footing (6podnpeiv kai cvvavOpwmeiv). Finally,
he is their counsellor (cOpBovdog), their advocate (cvvijyopog) and a
benign mediator (StaMaxtr|g) in the event of a conflict. The frequen-
cy of words with the prefixes opo- and ovv- in this passage is notable,
and signals the collective aims of the good statesman.?** To quote the
words of Alan Wardman: “Thus the function of the ‘politicus’ is seen
to depend on his own gentleness of character. His aim is to create a
unified state, in which the citizens feel that the state as a whole is more
important to them than their individual friends or enemies.”*** A spe-
cial role is reserved for older men. In the treatise Whether an Old Man

in the community. See FIELDS 2008 for the social implications of envy in the “agonistic elite culture”
of Plutarch’s time.

21 Advice 803a-c, 810a, 825e-f. Cf. Seneca’s conclusion in Constant. 19 on the sapiens’ refusal to
be involved in conflict (rixa, conluctatio) and his immunity against calumny (iniuria, contumelia).
In 817¢, Plutarch gives this Stoic thought a very practical turn, explaining how a civic leader should
disregard the calumny of his Roman superiors.

222 1 paraphrase Advice 823a-c. Cf. 824b, where similar language is used.

223 WARDMAN 1974: 62—63.
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Should Engage in Politics, Plutarch argues that senior citizens should
engage in politics for no other reason than the education (raiSeia)
and the instruction (8i8ackalia) of the young (oi véou); the elder gives
guidance to the young man, whose soul is moulded and modelled by
his words and deeds.>** The idea of ‘modelling’ the soul of others lies
at the core of Plutarch’s understanding of exemplary education, and it
is an interesting addition to the process of learning-by-exempla as it is
usually described in Latin literature.**®

The leader’s role as mediator (SiaMaxktrg/-Np) is worked out quite
elaborately in Advice on Civic Life. For Plutarch, a good statesman is a
type of doctor-cum-mediator, solving conflicts between other citizens
wherever they arise.??® It is imperative that the statesman himself does
not choose sides and has no enemies (except when these are the type
of Aristion, Nabis or Catiline, who were a sickness to the city):

Todg 8 dMwg dnddovtag domep Appovikov EmiteivovTta Kai YaA@vTa
TPAwS €ig TO ppedEg dyew, pr) Toig ApapTavovat obY dOp YT kal Tpog BPpLv
¢meuopevov, &’ wg ‘Ounpog NOkwTepov: « & Moy, 7 T épaunv oe
mepl ppévag Eppevat / dMwv> kai “olofa kai &M ov polov aueivova Tod-
8¢ vofjoar.>*’

But those who show dissent in another manner one ought to call to
order like a musician tightens and gently loosens the strings, and one
should not come at these trespassers in anger or with arrogance, but,
like Homer does, in a morally instructive way: “Truly, my friend, I did
think you surpassed other men in your wisdom”, and “You know how
to devise a better speech than this”.

The term 10ikwtepog summarizes the task of the statesman in difficult
situations: to give moral guidance, not reproof.

Plutarch has a special interest in this problem-solving ability of the
civic leader. The greatest and ultimate goal of the ‘art of statecraft), as
Plutarch terms it, is preventing stasis, civil strife.”*® The politician has

224 0ld Man 790e-f: &N\" &l 81 pund&v dNho 1@ yépovtt mauSelag Eveka TV véwv kal SiSaokaliag
TOMTEVTEOV 0TIV ... émevBVVeL TOV VEOV, £pyolg dpa kal Adyolg TAATTOUEVOY Ep WG Kal KaTaoynua-
Topevov.

225 Current theories of exemplarity do not recognize such active interaction between model and
imitator; see chapter 2, §1.2.1.

226 On the image of the doctor-politician, also e.g. Advice 825d; Agis Cleom.-Gracchi Comp. 4.2
is a very good example from the Lives. Cf. SWAIN 1996: 177 with note 129; WARDMAN 1974: §7-63.

227 Advice 8o9ge.

228 A civic leader should instead focus on five core qualities in a city, rhetorically formulated in al-
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the noble task of creating concord and harmonious relations among
the people.””® In a rather long passage, which is worth quoting to un-
derstand the mechanism of ethical instruction he describes, Plutarch
explains exactly how the statesman can successfully play the mediator
between two opposing parties:

To paMov oidpevov adikeiobou pépog EEophodvra TpdTEPOV Kal cuva-
dikeioBat SokobvTa kal cvvayavaktely, i’ obtwg émyelpodvta Tpai-
vew kai Si8dokey 8L @V PralecBat kai vikdy épildviwy oi Tapéveg ovk
émekeiq kol 70t udvov aMa kal PpovApatt kal peyEdet Yuxiig Stagé-
POVTL, KAl KPOY DPLEPEVOL VIKDTLY £V TOTG KaAioTOLG Kal peyioTog: £mel-
Ta kai kaf’ éva kai kowf Siddokovta kai ppalovra v T@v ENMnvik@y
mpaypatwy dodévelav, fig &v amodadoat duevov €0t Toig €0 PpovoDal,
ued’ fovxiag kai opovoiag kataPi@var, pndev €v péoyw Tig TOXNG GOAoV
bmohelotmviag. 230

[He should] first conciliate the party who believes to have been of-
fended most, and appear to share their feeling of injustice and their
anger, then try in this way to soothe them and teach them that those
who can let go are better than those who fight because they want to
have the power and win, not only in fairness and character but also
in mind and greatness of soul, and that they who can yield in some-
thing small will be victorious in the best and greatest matters. Next,
he should instruct them individually and collectively, and tell them
about the weak condition of the Greek state, in which it is better for
well-thinking men to benefit from this one thing, leading our lives in
peace and in concord, since fate has left no prize open for competition.

The Greek civic leader, in Plutarch’s eyes, is able to do more than pro-
vide an example of virtuousness to his community. Not only is he ex-
pected to actaccording to high moral standards, he also needs to engage
publicly as well as privately in discussions about ethical norms and val-
ues. Apart from knowing what is right and acting justly, he should give
instructions on how to handle morally problematic situations.**' This

literative asyndeton: eipijvng Ekevbepiag evetnplag edavSpiag dpovoiag (824¢), “peace, freedom, pros-
perity, good men, concord”. On the role of concord in Plutarch’s writings, see PAvis-D’ESCURAC
1981, SQUILLONT 1989: 235 1.36, SWAIN 1996: 177-182. For the historical reality of 6p6vota as political
virtue in the Greek cities of the Roman Empire: SHEPPARD 1984-1986.

229 Cf. Advice 80oa, where the word pvBuilew, again a musical metaphor, is used to describe the
politician’s task of uniting the people.

230 Advice 824d—e.

231 Cf. Dion. Hal. Thuc. 44 on the duty of the politician to soothe (mpatverv) not inflame (¢pedi-
Cew) an angry crowd.
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man seems to approach the (unattainable) Platonic ideal of the philos-
opher-king,*** but if we look at the practical examples Plutarch offers,
including from his own career,**® his attitude is rather down-to-earth
and applicable to everyday city life.** Always remember, Plutarch says,
“I'm not in office for me, I'm in it for my country”>**> Moreover, at the
end of the passage quoted above, the Greek city leader is encouraged
to preach concord and harmony because of the inferior position of
the Greek state. That remark greatly clarifies (though it also poses new
questions) why Plutarch saw such a great responsibility for civic lead-
ers like Menemachus and himself: provincial government under the
Empire could be a tricky business, and the Greek statesman needed
specific ethical competencies to deal with conflicting interests on the
local as well as imperial level.

3.2 CICERO, ETHICAL LEADER IN
SENECA AND PLUTARCH

It is time to apply Plutarch’s as well as Seneca’s ideal of ethical compe-
tence onto their portrayal of Cicero, and examine where and how he
fails to be an ethical leader. One incentive for discussing the portrayal
of Cicero in the context of ethical competence is that complex charac-
terizations of Cicero, including both praise and blame, frequently lead
modern classicists to engage in elaborate debates about the imperial
authors’ final judgment, which can be positive or negative as long as it
is not inconsistent or unsystematic.2*® This is not helpful. In this sec-
tion I will zoom in on Cicero’s image in Seneca and Plutarch, discuss-

232 On the influence of Plato’s Republic on Plutarch’s political treatises mixed with practical
views from the Peripatetic school see AALDERS & DE BLOIS 1992.

233 Advice 811¢, 816d.

234 Cf. PALM 1959: 30-44 and VAN HOOF 2010 on Plutarch’s practical, realistic approach.

235 Advice 811c: 00k EuavT® Yé et TadT’ oikovopelv dN Tf) maTpiSL.

236 See also the Introduction. For Seneca as a case in point of this tendency, compare Gambet
1970: 172, “Seneca’s evidence for Cicero is characterized at almost every turn by the same consist-
ency which marked its author’s life” with KEELINE 2018: 196, “In Seneca the Younger Cicero is con-
spicuous by his absence”. Both scholars signal that Cicero only occasionally features in Seneca’s
work, and feel the need to conclude that this indicates a dismissive attitude towards Cicero. My
analysis is built rather on the conviction that Seneca could appreciate the complexities of Cicero’s
character; what is more, I will show that his diverse treatment of Cicero’s life and career is correlated
with his views about statesmanship and citizenship.
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ing well-known and less-known passages, with the aim of presenting
a more comprehensive judgment of his moral qualities, which can be
both disappointing and positive models at the same time. I will ex-
plain that Cicero’s philosophical virtue is not negated, which is why he
may still function as a model of excellence, but that there is a problem
with the translation of cognitive qualities into actual behaviour. The
philosophical theory discussed in § 2 will enable us to trace the differ-
ent steps in Cicero’s ethical development, and to recognize where and
how his ethical exemplarity is frustrated. My analysis will also deepen
our insight into the question of why Cicero was such an easy target of
moral criticism and accusations of hypocrisy.

3.2.1 Cicero’s high moral standards and ethical training

Plutarch’s Cicero is born with the qualities to become a wise leader,
and his education brought him all the moral knowledge the good
citizen has need of. Little Cicero presents the essence of the Platonic
intellectual: “as Plato thought fitting for nature prone to learning and
philosophy, he became such that he loved every form of knowledge
and spurned no type of literature or education”?*” It is indeed a highly
philosophical and Greek training that Cicero would enjoy as an adoles-
cent. When still in Rome, Cicero already associated himself with Greek
scholars (¢pt\dAoyor), this in addition to the traditional Roman practice
of the tirocinium fori (which he took under Mucius Scaevola).>*® Plu-
tarch dwells on Cicero’s experiences in Greece, and the varied group
of philosophers and orators he met. According to the biographer, his
contact with the Academics and Stoics in Athens even made Cicero
consider spending the rest of his life in philosophical contemplation
there.”*” This would not happen, for though his nature was prone to
learning, it was also ambitious (@\dTipog).>*® Here, still at the very be-

237 Cic. 2.3: yevopevog §°, domep 6 IThdtwv dfiol Ty plopabdij kai pécopov gvoty, olog domd-
LeoOou v pdOnpa kai pndev Adyov undt naudeiag drpdlery €idog.

238 On the tirocinium fori, MARROU 1965: 345-346; GOLDBECK 2012.

239 Cic. 4.2.

240 Cic. s.2. In Cic. 40, Plutarch devotes some space to Cicero’s actual philosophical pursuits at
the time of Caesar’s dictatorship, but his prime interest lies with Cicero’s coinage of Latin termi-
nology for the subject of natural philosophy.
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ginning of the biography, in the formative stadium of his life, Cicero is
already presented as struggling with two contrasting lives, the philo-
sophical and the political.

Throughout the biography, Plutarch plays with the Platonic dispo-
sition or potential that Cicero represents and the clash between his
knowledge-loving nature and the political reality. The biographer at-
tributes the highest sense of justice (0 Sixaiov) to the orator as well
as extraordinary sagacity (c0veoig mepirty)) in handling political con-
flict.>*! Plutarch’s statement (Cic. 13.1; see above, § 2.5) that Cicero per-
sonifies the marriage of justice and eloquence illuminates his major
contribution to Rome’s history and captures the reason for including
Cicero among the viri illustres of the Lives. In addition, Cicero was a
good patriot with a big heart for the Republic, a theme that recurs out-
side the Cicero as well.*** At one point in his life, Cicero even repre-
sents the Platonic ideal of the philosopher-leader (Plutarch pragmati-
cally bends the concept of king into that of the political leader). In the
comparison of Demosthenes and Cicero, the biographer notes, quot-
ing Plato, Rep. 473d:*%

"Ev avtf) 8¢ T Popn Aoyw piv dmodeyBeig dnatog, éEovoiav 8¢ Aapav
adTokpaTopog kai Siktdtopog éml Tovg Tept Kathivay, épaptipnoey dua
1@ [TAdTwvt pavtevopéve madlay EEew kak@y Tag ToAeLs, dTav ig TadTd
Svvapic te peydAn kai povNaig €k Tvog TOXNG XPNOTHS ATavTH oY) PeTd
Sikatootvng.>**

241 Cic. 131 and 18.4 (on the Catilinarian conspiracy), respectively.

242 Cic. 22.3 (voice of the people), 49.3 (Augustus to his grandson); Cato Min. 32.4 (although,
here, as often, Cicero is also seen being led by egocentric reasons); Ant. 19.1; Pomp. 49 (Cicero loved
by the senate); On Exile 60sf.

243 Socrates’ words run thus (the parts quoted by Plutarch are printed in bold): “Unless, I said,
either the philosophers will govern in the cities or these said kings and rulers will pursue philoso-
phy lawfully and appropriately, and this, political power and philosophy, will agree in one person,
and when the many souls who go after one without the other are excluded from necessity, there
is no end to evil, my dear Glaukon, in the cities, nor, I think, for the human race; and until this
moment that state we outlined presently will not grow to her potential or see the light of the sun’
(CEaw p, Aiv § &y, 7} of pAécopot Baciiedowoty &v Taig TéAeow 7 of PactMg Te vV Aeydpevol kai Sv-
vaoTat pLAoco@rowot YvNoiwg Te kail ikav@g, kai To07o gig TadTOV cvpméiorn, Sovapis Te ToATIKN Kai
@hooo@ia, T@v 8¢ VOV mopevopévwy Xwpis ¢’ Ekdtepov ai moMal pvoels £§ dvaykng dmokhelod@oty,
ovk €07t Kak@v wadla, @ eide Mhavkwy, Taig TOAeot, Sokd & 008t T@ avBpwmivw Yével, 008t abty
#) moAitela pf} moTe TPOTEPOY PUF) TE £lg TO Suvatdv kal p@g HAov 18y, HY VOV Aéyw StEMnvBayev.)
Plutarch refers to the same passage at Numa 20.6—7. The idea of political leaders testifying to Plato’s
philosophical tenets also occurs in Dion 1.3; see above, § 3.1.2.

244 Comp. Dem. et Cic. 3.4.

»
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In Rome itself, having been appointed consul in name, but with the
power of a sole ruler and dictator in the period of the Catilinarian con-
spiracy, he proved true, along the lines of Plato’s prophecy, that there
would be an end to the evil in the city states when in the same person
a great power and wisdom should unite with justice, as the result of
some happy fortune.

The preposition dpa does more than suggest that Cicero simply con-
firmed Plato’s words in book s of the Republic.*** Instead of having its
usual temporal value, dpa here expresses the value of linking two things
or people together within the same space; in other words, it places
Cicero and Plato on the same team. The remark connects Cicero and
Plato on the level of philosophical leadership, and is possibly a refer-
ence to the indebtedness of Cicero philosophus to Plato’s work. The
image is not without irony: the Roman orator carried out in practice
what the Greek philosopher only prophesied in his literary dialogues.
Again, as often in Plutarch’s biography, the difference between the ac-
tive life, which Cicero eventually chose, and the contemplative pursuit
of literature is thematized. While the above passage is an enthusiastic
celebration of Cicero’s ethical leadership as consul, there are no similar
praises in the account of events after 63, even though Cicero enjoyed a
similar authority in the years 44-43 BcC. Plutarch’s positive evaluation
of Cicero’s political conduct is situated exclusively in the period before
and during the Catilinarian conspiracy.

In Seneca’s treatises, it is also the consul Cicero who receives praise
for his patriotism.>* In the Consolation to Marcia, Seneca adduces
Cicero as the example of someone who would have benefited from an
early death, specifically during his consulship, which constituted the
height of his career:

M. Cicero si illo tempore quo Catilinae sicas devitavit, quibus pariter cum
patria petitus est, concidisset, liberata re publica servator eius, si denique
filiae suae funus secutus esset, etiam tunc felix mori potuit. Non vidisset
strictos in civilia capita mucrones nec divisa percussoribus occisorum bona,

245 As is implied by PERRIN’s Loeb translation (1919: 217): “[CJicero bore witness to the truth
of Plato’s prophecy”

246 On Seneca’s reception of Cicero, see the essential studies by KEELINE 2018: 196-222; GOW-
ING 2013; FEDELI 2006; SETAIOLI 2003; GAMBET 1970 (cf. GAMBET 1963: 157-183); GRIMAL 1984.
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ut etiam de suo perirent, non hastam consularia spolia vendentem nec cae-
des locatas publice nec latrocinia, bella, rapinas, tantum Catilinarum.>*’

M. Cicero, if he would have fallen in the period in which he shunned
Catiline’s dagger strikes, with which he was attacked in the same man-
ner as the country, the Republic liberated and he its saviour—if in-
deed he would have followed his daughter in death, he could still have
died a happy man. He wouldn’t have seen the swords swung at the
heads of citizens nor the goods of the murdered being divided among
the slayers, in order that they would have died at their own cost; he
would not have seen the consular spoils put up for auction, or the mur-
ders that were officially contracted, nor the thievery, wars, plundering,
so many Catilines!

This passage is usually discussed as evidence that in his portrayal of
Cicero, Seneca was strongly influenced by (his own education in) the
rhetorical schools of Rome. It is true that this passage rehearses stand-
ard Ciceronian fopoi (the ‘saviour of the country’, the good consul Cic-
ero against the villainous Catiline). However, whereas modern schol-
ars focus on the one-dimensionality of this ‘exemplary’ Cicero, I rather
want to focus on the contextualization of his figure.*** The exemplum
of Cicero’s consular aristeia is part of a series of three: it is sandwiched
between exempla from the lives of Pompey and Cato. In this pas-
sage, Cicero is characterized by Seneca as the saviour of the Republic.
Though the quality of Cicero’s own ethical standards are not the sub-
ject of this exemplum, it is implied by the context. Elsewhere Seneca
more explicitly defines Pompey, Cicero and Cato as boni, good men.”*
In the Consolation to Marcia, the philosopher refers to the lives of these
boni cives in order to claim that there is no such thing as a premature
death, for when a man has reached a high-point in life he also often ex-
periences bad things after that; dying at the climax of one’s life is best.

247 Dial. 6.20.5.

%% The declamatory or ‘exemplary’ influences in Seneca’s portrait of Cicero are addressed by
KEELINE 2018: 197-203, who closely follows GAMBET 1970 in his interpretation. GRIMAL 1984 al-
lows for more depth, in arguing that Seneca, due to his identification with Cicero as a man of letters
and political exile (cf. FEDELI 2006: 220), was genuinely interested in Cicero’s personality and life;
cf. SETAIOLI 2003: 56-61.

249 Trang. 16.1. There, Seneca discusses horrible deaths of good men (bonorum exitus mali). The
examples given are Socrates, Pompey, and Cicero, who were ungraciously killed by their former
clients, and Cato who fell on his own sword to save the Republic.
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All three republican politicians are commemorated in connection to
their service to the state. Cicero saved the republic (liberata re publica
servator eius); Pompey was the pride and pillar of the Roman empire
(decus istud firmamentumque imperii); Cato lived not just for personal
freedom but for the freedom of the Roman people (vir libertati non
suae tantum sed publicae natus).>*° Within this cluster of exempla about
republican heroism, Cicero’s deeds are amplified as a symbol of virtue
and Roman excellence.

3.2.2 Cicero’s ability to apply philosophical (¢& rhetorical)
knowledge to problematic situations

Another essential ethical competency, as we have seen above, is being
able to apply one’s philosophical knowledge and moral training to ethi-
cally complex or conflicting situations. Cicero does this formidably,
according to the sources, during the Catilinarian conspiracy. Plutarch,
Seneca, and others emphasize his industriousness, his wisdom and his
patriotism in handling the political conflict.>*" Elaborate accounts of
the conspiracy, already beginning with Sallust’s Conspiracy of Catiline
(and possibly based on Cicero’s own records of the events), disclose
his intricate plan to uncover the conspirators’ schemes.**> Up until the
point of the final debate on the fate of the conspirators, Cicero’s deci-
siveness and his leadership in protecting the Republic are praised.

As soon as the executions have been carried out, however, Cicero’s
conduct falls short of what is expected from an ethical leader, i.e. prop-
er reflection on the potentially difficult aspects of the events. Instead of,
for example, addressing the extraordinary nature of the punishment of
the conspirators (immediate execution instead of exile) or the prob-
lem of executing Roman senators, Cicero devotes himself to self-justi-
fication and self-praise in order to counter the (admittedly, mostly ad
hominem) criticism from society. The articulation of Cicero’s behav-

250 Dial. 6.20.4 (Pompey); 6.20.6 (Cato).

251 Sen. Suas. 6.23 (Aufidius Bassus), 6.24 (Asinius Pollio), 6.26 (Cremutius Cordus); Sen. Dial.
6.20.5 (see above), Ben. 5.17.2; Plut. 12.5, 18.4, 22.3; Vell. Pat. 2.34; Flor. 2.12; App. B. Civ. 2.1.7; Cass.
Dio 37.33.1.

252 For Sallust’s discussion of Cicero’s consular actions, see chapter 1, § 2.
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iour by Plutarch and Cassius Dio reflects this criticism quite strongly
(and sometimes misleadingly). Plutarch states that after the conspir-
acy, “Cicero enjoyed the highest power in the city, but made himself
odious to many, not by any bad action, but by praising himself all the
time and puffing himself up he was disliked by many”>** Not only did
Cicero fail to analyze the ethical implications of his decisions, he also
made himself guilty of one of the great mistakes a political leader could
make: to praise himself too excessively. By making himself é¢wipBovog,
i.e. creating pO6vog, he risked destroying the community; a risk Plutar-
ch explains well in his ethical and political treatises (see above, § 3.1.4).
Cicero’s boundless personal ambition, prdotipia dxparog, stood in the
way of his service to the (re)public.>**

In the period before the exile, Cicero’s fear of being destroyed by
Clodius makes him prone to taking up arms. Plutarch describes in the
Cato the Younger that right after Cato himself is sent on a mission to
Cyprus by one of Clodius’ laws, Cato “advises Cicero not to cause civil
strife and plunge the city into war and murder, but to yield to necessity
and become the saviour of the fatherland again”>* The seriousness of
this image of Cicero as warmonger can be articulated against the back-
ground of Plutarch’s theoretical writings: there, Plutarch thematizes
the importance of concord and harmony, and part of Advice on Civic
Life, as I have discussed above, is devoted to the necessity, especially from
the Greek perspective, for a the statesman to prevent the rise of stasis.

Exiled Cicero illustrates a similar inability in practicing his moral
skills in public and in private. In Plutarch’s words, Cicero behaves des-
perately and is deeply grieved, mourning for Italy like a rejected lover,
even though he receives much honour from the local elite. This is espe-
cially remarkable, the biographer notes, considering his excellent pai-
deia:

TToM@v 8¢ ortwvtwy avdp@v v’ edvoiag kai T@v EMnvidwy méAewy
StapMwpévwv Tpog avtag Taig wpeoPeiatg, Spws aBvpdy kai wepidvmog

253 Cic. 24.1; cf. On Self-praise 540f. For a similar view, see Cass. Dio 37.38.2, 38.12.6—7. Note how
Plutarch makes sure to emphasize that Cicero is not a bad man (movnpds).

2% Cic. 24.2.

255 Cato Min. 35.1: Towadty) 8¢ katadn@Belg avéyky Kiképwvt pév havvopéve mapyjveoe pi otaotd-
oat undt ig mha xai POvovg TV TOAY épuPalely, AN\’ dmekoTAVTA TQ Kap@ TAA yevéoDat owtipa
Tiig Tatpidog.
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diijye T woMG, Tpog T Tradiav, domep oi Svoépwtes, AQop@v, kai TG
PPOVHHATL HIKPOG dyav Kal TATEVOG DTTO TG CVUPOPAS YEYOVWS Kal
oUVECTAAPEVOG, WG oVK &V Tig dvdpa madeiq ovpPePrwkdta TooadTy
Tpooeddknoe. Kattot ToMdxLg adTds HEiov Tods gidovg pf| pritopa kaletv
adToV, A PLA6TOPOV- PrAocoPiay Yap wg Epyov fipfiodal, pnropiky &
dpydve xpfioBaL modtevdpevog mi g ypeiag.>

Many men visited him out of goodwill, and the Greek cities were hotly
contending against one another by sending embassies. Still, despond-
entand in deep grief he spent most of his time, with his head turned to
Italy, in the manner of lovesick people, and he became petty and weak
as a result of his misfortune, and downcast, in a way you would not
expect from a man with such an extensive ethical education. And yet
he often asked from his friends not to call him an orator, but a philoso-
pher; for he had chosen philosophy as his proper work, and he used
oratory as an instrument in reaching his political goals.

Just as Philiscus would later do in Dio’s Roman History, Plutarch ex-
presses wonder about the difference between Cicero’s ethical train-
ing and his personal comportment in exile. While Cicero’s profes-
sional study of philosophy is mentioned here as his primary goal in
life, Plutarch attributes this idea to Cicero himself and voices it as part
of Cicero’s strategy of self-presentation. In fact, the image of Cicero
philosophus is broken down by the biographer’s sceptical judgement
of Cicero’s personal conduct. While the terminology used to describe
this conduct (pikpdg and tamewég; love-sick people, Svoépwreg) is al-
ready quite negative, the remark that one would not expect (g ovx
&v Tig mpooedsknoe) this kind of behaviour from a man like Cicero
drives home the message that he does not live up to the standards of
the intellectual leadership he represents. The particle xaitot (‘and yet”)
enhances Plutarch’s refusal to endorse Cicero’s image of himself as a
philosopher. His scepticism matches the overall portrayal of Cicero in
the period after the consulship.

While Plutarch probably based part of his judgment on the desper-
ate tone and the lamentations marking the private letters to Atticus

256 Cic. 32.4. XENOPHONTOS 2016 is an excellent analysis of how Plutarch envisages paideia as
mainly ethical education. I opt for a different interpretation than PERRIN 1915: ‘lofty discipline’;
WARNER 1958: ‘training and education’; or LINTOTT 2013: ‘education. Cf. SWAIN 1990 on paideia as
an ethical measuring stick in the Cicero.
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during the period of the exile,>*” the narrative itself puts emphasis on
Cicero’s public visibility in Macedonia, which he cannot enjoy. Indeed,
it is public opinion which, in Plutarch’s analysis, has taken away all rea-
sonableness from Cicero’s soul:
ANV 1) 868 Sewvi) ToV Abéyov, domep Pagiy, drmokldoat Thg Yuxhs, kai
T TOV TOM@V évopdpacat abn St” dpiav kai cvviBelay Toig TOAL-
TEVOPEVOLG, AV pY) TIG €D pdAa PUAATTOUEVOG 0DTW TVUPEPYTAL TOTG EKTOG
WG T@Y TPAYPATWY adT@V, 00 T@Y Ei Tolg Tpdypact tad@y ovppeditwy. >
But public opinion is able to wash away all reason from the soul, like
a dye, and impress the emotions of the people on politicians through
their interaction with and closeness to them, unless one is extremely
on his guard and decides only to engage in external matters in so far

as they pertain to political action itself, not to the emotions that come
with the action.

Cicero has lost the Adyog to analyze and examine the situation; his
failure to recognize his own fallibility as a politician rules out any con-
duct that would be proper to an intellectual like him. As Plutarch also
described in the Advice on Civic Life, a citizen trained in philosophy
should be able to foresee the dire consequences of potential fame, and
avoid excessive ambition altogether.

The negation of Cicero’s capacity for personal reflection is sustained
in the account of the events after his return from exile. Even in Plutar-
ch’s account of the civil war, in which Cicero initially has a favourable
role, he is eventually shown to make the wrong political choices. As the
biographer describes it, Cicero tried to mediate between Caesar and
Pompey in the period right before the war broke out. The manner in
which Cicero’s attempts at mediation are described are reminiscent of
the good leader-cum-mediator from Advice on Civic Life, whose main
task is to prevent stasis.”*® Just like the good Plutarchan statesman who
tries to calm both parties while listening to them separately, Cicero
tries to placate Caesar and Pompey individually: “privately, Cicero gave
much advice to Caesar by sending letters, and he made entreaties to

257 Cf. Cic. Att. 3.3-27, the bulk of which was written in Thessaloniki, the final place of his exile.
LINTOTT 2013: 16, however, is sceptical that Plutarch had read Cicero’s letters. But cf. n. 260 below.

258 Cic. 32.5.

259 See above, §3.1.5. Plutarch even uses similar terminology: the term mpatvew, to soothe or
placate, is of central value for the statesman-mediator.
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Pompey in person, addressing both of them in soothing and assuaging
words” (i8iq 82 cvveBodleve moMa piv Kaicapt ypdewv moMa §” avtod
ITopmmniov Sedpevog, mpabdvwv ékdrepov kal Tapapvbovpevos). However,
despite Cicero’s efforts to mediate, the situation is soon beyond saving,
and he is shown to experience a serious dilemma about which side he
should choose, since neither is preferable.>*® When Caesar marches to
Spain, Cicero makes up his mind and sails to Pompey at Dyracchium.
Yet instead of receiving praise for his decision to fight with Pompey, he
is corrected in his choice by Cato, who believes that Cicero’s place is in
Rome:

Kai toig pév dMotg dopévorg deon, Katwv 8 adtov idwv idia moMd kat-
epépgeto Iopmnie mpoodépevov: adTd pév yap ovyi kak®g éxew £yka-
ToAelv /v an” apyijs eldeto Thg moArteiag ta€w, ékeivov 8¢ xpnotpwre-
pov &vta Tf) Tatpidt kai Toig pidotg ei pévwy ioog éxel Tpog TO dmoPfaivoy
fppoteto, kat’ 0v8éva Aoylopdy odd” & avdykng moAépiov yeyovéval
Kaioapt kai tocodtov peBéfovta kivSovov Sebp” frew.>0!

And he was welcomed heartily by the others, but Cato, when he
spoke with him in private, blamed him greatly for attaching himself
to Pompey: as for himself, it wasn’t alright to abandon the political
policy he had taken from the beginning, but Cicero, although he was
more useful for his fatherland and his friends if he remained neutral in
Rome and adapted himself to the outcome of the events, had become
an enemy of Caesar without any reason or cause, and came here to
partake in such great danger.

Like Plutarch in his portrayal of Cicero in exile, Cato comments on
Cicero’s lack of reason, i.e. his inability to behave rationally. As Cato
puts it, there was no reason or necessary cause (kat’ 008¢va Aoyiopdv
008’ ¢£ dvdyxng) for Cicero to join Pompey and antagonize Caesar. He
could have continued to serve Rome and his fellow citizens by remain-
ing there, but instead he chose to plunge into battle. Especially notable
is the comparison Cato makes between himself and Cicero. Cato ar-
gues it was impossible for him to remain in Rome without undermin-
ing his political stance (tfjg moAtteiag Tdw), referring to his continuous

260 Cic. 37.2. Plutarch echoes Cicero’s own words (Att. 8.7.2) in saying “as a result, he knew from
whom to escape, but he did not know to whom he should escape” (dot” e piv dv ¢oyn, pi) Exew
8¢ mpdg v @oyy; compare the Latin, ego vero quem fugiam habeo, quem sequar non habeo).

261

Cic. 38.1.
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opposition to Caesar and his relentless defence of republican institu-
tions. In Cato’s eyes, Cicero does not have such a political programme,
which means he could have taken a neutral position in the war; the re-
mark that Cicero had come kat’ 008éva Aoytoudv, without any ration-
ale informing his plan, brings home the image of a Cicero who behaves
irrationally because he has no clearly formulated political viewpoint.2¢>

This altercation between Cato and Cicero is one of several in Plu-
tarch’s biographies of both men.?*® For reasons of space I cannot dis-
cuss all of these separately, but the above passage exemplifies quite well
how differently Cicero and Cato were thought to perceive their po-
litical role in Roman society. Cicero’s choice to join Pompey is just as
informed by social considerations as by a concern for the state; Cato’s
actions, on the other hand, are consistently the result of his conserva-
tive political policy. Moreover, while the above passage focalizes Cato’s
attitude towards Cicero, the biographer does not disagree with Cato’s
words. He describes that the exchange with his friend made Cicero
change his mind about coming to the Pompeian camp (Kuképwvog
&vioTtpeov of Adyol Tiy Yvaunv), and that his obvious chagrin about
this decision made him generally odious to Pompey and the army.>%*
Plutarch’s description of Cicero’s stay at Dyracchium again supports
the image of a man who is inconsistent in his actions, and who could
not employ his intellectual and political training as part of his leader-
ship or guidance of his fellow citizens.

262 Cf. LINTOTT 2013: 8 with regard to Plutarch’s portrait: “Cicero’s career, however, seems to
develop without any apparent devotion to a political principle.”
263 The most important exchanges between Cicero and Cato are listed here. Cic. 23.3 (Cato was
“a great help” to Cicero and the state in the aftermath of the conspiracy; also, by praising Cicero’s
consulate in a public speech (§nunydpnoag) he made Cicero ‘father of the fatherland, pater patriae);
34 (Cicero wants to annul all Clodius’ laws, but Cato opposes him in the senate; after this altercation,
their mutual respect for each other was less visible); 39.1-2 (Cato wants Cicero, who is his senior, to
take command over Pompey’s troops, but Cicero refuses. Sextus Pompey and his friends call him
a traitor and attack him, which Cato prevents by stepping in and sending Cicero away). Cato Min.
19.3 (Cicero thanks Cato for driving Clodius away from the city, but Cato corrects him, saying that
he should thank the city, since he was acting on her behalf); 21.5 (Murena trial, Cato laughing about
Cicero’s wittiness); 32.4-6 (Cicero (6 p#jtwp) persuades Cato to take an oath concerning Caesar’s
agrarian law, by arguing ei pn Kétwv tijg Popng, &X' ) Popn Setrar Katwvog, Séovrar 8¢ xai of pidot
névTeg); 35 (passage in the main text); 40 (altercation about Clodian laws, cf. Cic. 34); 55.3 (debate
about leadership Pompeian troops; Cato “calmed Cicero down in private” (évovbétnoev i8ig), and
“clearly saved Cicero from death”, cf. Cic. 39.1-2).
264 Cic. 38.2.
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Seneca is similarly critical of Cicero’s composure.>*> The following
passage from On Shortness of Life is worth quoting in its entirety, for
it offers an interestingly complex characterization of Cicero’s political
reputation.

M. Cicero inter Catilinas, Clodios iactatus Pompeiosque et Crassos, partim

manifestos inimicos, partim dubios amicos, dum fluctuatur cum re publica

et illam pessum euntem tenet, novissime abductus, nec secundis rebus quie-
tus nec adversarum patiens, quotiens illum ipsum consulatum suum non

sine causa sed sine fine laudatum detestatur! Quam flebiles voces exprimit
in quadam ad Atticum epistula iam victo patre Pompeio, adhuc filio in

Hispania fracta arma refovente! “Quid agam”, inquit, “hic, quaeris? Moror
in Tusculano meo semiliber”. Alia deinceps adicit, quibus et priorem aeta-
tem complorat et de praesenti queritur et de futura desperat. Semiliberum

se dixit Cicero: at me hercules numquam sapiens in tam humile nomen

procedet, numquam semiliber erit, integrae semper libertatis et solidae, so-
lutus et sui iuris et altior ceteris. Quid enim supra eum potest esse qui supra

fortunam est?*

M. Cicero, thrown about between the Catilines, Clodii, Pompeii and
Crassi, who were on some occasions open enemies, on others dubious
friends, while he was driven hither and thither with the Republic he
held on to her while she was sinking, eventually swept away, neither
calm in prosperity nor tolerant of adversity—how many times was that
consulship of his, praised not without reason but without end, cursed
by him? How lamentably did he speak in one of the letters to Atticus,
in that period when Pompey the father was already vanquished, but
the son [Sextus] was still reviving the fractured army in Spain? “What
do I do, he said, ‘here, you ask? I linger in my Tusculan villa, half-free’
Then he added some other things, bemoaning the past and complain-
ing about the present, and despairing about the future. Cicero said he
was half-free. But, by Hercules, no sapiens will ever resort to such alow
term, he shall never be half-free, being always of complete and sound
freedom, independent and his own master, and above everybody else.
For what can stand above him who stands above fortune?

265 This is not surprising considering Seneca’s moral programme. STAR 2012: 23-61 explains that
within Seneca’s view of exemplarity, the ultimate quality of examples of virtue should be their ‘com-
mand of the self” and his self-control: “the new key for ascribing glory and virtue lies in the agent’s
psychological state at the time of action, not simply in the result” (27). Also interesting, with regard
to my comparison of Cicero and Cato, are STAR’s observations about Cato as an exemplar within
Seneca’s writings. According to him, Cato and the example of his steadfastness in taking his life, “is
the paradigmatic image of the rhetoric of self-command” (50).

266 Dial. 10.5.1-3.
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The context of the passage is the desire, held by men in high office, for
otium. Seneca illustrates this with three (originally) republican exem-
pla: Augustus, Cicero, and Livius Drusus. Importantly, while we have
seen that in the exempla tradition recorded by Valerius Maximus Cic-
eronian exempla are mainly categorized in the field of social relation-
ships and oratory, this passage is good evidence that Cicero was defi-
nitely classified as a man of high—the highest—ofhice.

The example of Cicero’s lack of otium is introduced in a highly rhe-
torical fashion which smacks of the declamation school.?” The names
of Catiline, Clodius, Pompey, and Crassus, together with the reference
to the Republic situate Cicero in a civic context, emphasizing his pub-
lic (not literary or philosophical) persona. The opening sentence itself
is “a complex, not un-Ciceronian sentence’, as one of the commenta-
tors remarks,®® featuring a staccato syntax, multiple qualifying clauses
which break the flow of the sentence, and stylistic figures such as chias-
mus and hyperbaton (consulatum ... laudatum), all nicely exemplifying
the chaotic state of Cicero’s mind. The succeeding exclamations made
by Seneca (quam ... exprimit; at me Hercules... ; quotiens... ?) give the
passage a dramatic flavour, which is still intensified by the insertion
of Cicero’s own plaintive words from the period between 4845 BC.2®
The climax comes in Seneca’s indignant remark about Cicero’s lack of a
Stoic attitude: a sapiens is never half-free, but always enjoys complete
freedom and independence. Seneca here has twisted Cicero’s concep-
tion of liber. Based on the historical context given by Seneca himself
(iam victo ... arma refovente), Cicero’s words appear to mean that he
regrets not being free as a citizen, awaiting the result of the civil war
between Caesar and the Pompeians. The contents of Att. 13.31, the sup-
posed source for the ‘quotation), confirm that Cicero feels hemmed in
by Caesar’s machinations, and tries to keep at least some of his inde-
pendence (semiliberi saltem simus).”’° In the letter, Cicero’s attempt to

267 For further discussion of this passage, see especially GRIMAL 1984: 660-662; SETAIOLI 2003:
58-60.

268 WILLIAMS 2003 ad loc.

269 1 subscribe to the argument, set forth in WILLIAMS 2003: 146, that Seneca quoted, whether
freely or (erroneously) from memory (see GRIMAL 1959 ad loc.), from Att. 13.31, dating to May 45,
the only place in the letters where Cicero employs the word semiliber, and in the context of the civil
war. Cf. SETAIOLI 2003: 59.

270 Att. 13.31.3.
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remain semiliber highlights the essence of late republican strife and the
difficulty of keeping one’s head above the water in a storm of political
factions. Seneca, however, uses it in order to introduce a philosophical
discussion, namely on the freedom of the Stoic wise man (sapiens).

The public persona of Cicero who fights against rebels like Catiline
and Clodius, the persona of the rescuer of the Republic, who appears
at the start of this exemplum, is carefully deconstructed by Seneca. This
Cicero is not a political agent, but a prey to the actions of others: iac-
tatus, fluctuatur, abductus all indicate a lack of self-regulation. He does
not possess constantia (nec ... quietus nec ... patiens), and even his
consulate, the crown of his political career, is not approached with any
steadfastness. Rather, he praises it endlessly (sine fine), which again
suggests lack of self-control, while at the same time cursing it, show-
ing no mental stability at all. By resorting to the private letters Seneca
gives evidence of this emotional instability. The final remark, then, that
a sapiens will never use the word semiliber can be read in two ways—ei-
ther as an expression of disappointment in Cicero’s philosophical abili-
ties, which he is then confirmed to have but insufficiently; or, more
commonly, one can read them as a negation of Cicero’s philosophical
knowledge. If he would have been a Stoic sapiens, libertas would have
meant something wholly different to him, but he could not reach this
comprehension due to his personal lack of constantia and his continu-
ous engagement in civic life.””*

I think we should opt for the first explanation. Seneca’s disappoint-
ment in Cicero gains more clarity from a comparison with Plutarch’s
image of Cicero as (non-)ethical leader. Rather than using Cicero as a
foil for the perfect Stoic sapiens, Seneca comments upon his conduct as
a public persona; the main thrust of all three exempla in On Shortness
of Life consists in the high extent of their public engagement, not their
philosophical qualities. Again, as in Plutarch’s biography, there appears
to be something wrong with Cicero’s personal reflection on his politi-
cal career. It is emotional instead of rational and destructive instead of
productive. We have seen in § 3.1.3 that for Seneca, the mastery of emo-
tions and unity of action are crucial for a moral exemplar (Ep. 120.11).

271 WILLIAMS 2003: 145; GRIMAL 1959: 27—28; GAMBET 1970: 181-182; SETAIOLI 2003: 59—60;
FEDELI 2006: 218.



244 CICERO, STATESMANSHIP, AND REPUBLICANISM

More importantly, the terminology employed in the passage from On
Shortness of Life in fact recalls the language of the letters. In Ep. 120,
Seneca describes the life of the moral exemplar as being completely
his own, vita sui arbitrii tota, which is similar in meaning as sui iuris
in the passage above. In Ep. 120 Seneca further specifies that the op-
posite type, the uneducated mind (mala mens), is following all kinds
of external impulses in a constant vacillation (fluctuatio) and a moving
to and fro (iactatio) between vice and virtue. Political commanders in
particular, like Alexander or Caesar, can become unhinged by all kinds
of desires which control them instead of the other way round, Seneca
explains in Ep. 94.61-67. The passage in On Shortness of Life features a
Cicero who acts similarly to these men. Yet at the same time, Seneca
was well aware of Cicero’s important contribution to the Latin philo-
sophical tradition;?”> moreover, his inclusion of Cicero on other occa-
sions in the group of Roman boni makes it clear that Cicero’s excel-
lence in general was undisputed. I believe that the reason why Seneca
suddenly goes ‘off-topic’*”? with his remark about the freedom of the
Stoic sapiens, is that there is an expectation of high-level moral think-
ing on Cicero’s part which does not manifest itself in his public con-
duct. In other words, Seneca’s transition from Cicero’s public career to
the topic of the freedom of the wise man is evoked by Cicero’s failure
to become the kind of ethical leader he could have been on the basis of
education and standing. As in Plutarch and Dio, as we have seen at the
beginning of this chapter, Cicero is not able to put his ethical training
to good use. This might not affect his excellence as a man, but it does
harm his political reputation, given that he is not capable of setting the
exemplary standards expected of Roman leaders.

3.2.3 Cicero walking the talk of moral virtue

The crux to becoming an ethical leader, someone who fulfils all ethical
competencies, is to succesfully embody the principles of their moral

72 E.g. Ep. 17.2, 100.9, 108.30 (where he refers to Cicero’s Republic). On Seneca’s awareness of

Cicero’s philosophical achievements, see KEELINE 2018: 203-207, who concludes however that

“Cicero is damned by sustained silence” (at 204). For Cicero as a philosophical model within Sen-
eca’s work, see e.g. Ep. §8.12, with LAVERY 1965: 104, 112.
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training for the benefit of the public. Ironically, in one aspect of his
career, Cicero is actually able to exercise his sensibility for moral vir-
tue publicly—in his oratory. The image of Cicero as benefactor of the
people through his eloquence is actually less common in the historical
tradition than we might expect. Seneca the Elder records at least one
instance in the declaimers.>’* In his excerpts from the Augustan and
Tiberian historiographers, who all discuss Cicero’s important position
in the state, only the poet Cornelius Severus is seen to connect Cicero’s
eloquence with the exercise of law and justice.>”> The idea that Cic-
ero’s public performance was ethically instructive is never articulated
in the writings of Seneca the Younger, but Plutarch is rather elaborate
in explaining both Cicero’s potential for being a moral paragon and the
reasons why he eventually failed to become one.

Plutarch asserts in his biography that it is through his oratory that
Cicero is able to teach others a sense of justice. As we have seen above,
this form of ethical leadership is located in the period of the consulship.

MdAota yap obrog 6 dvijp énédeibe Pwpaiotg oov Soviig Adyos ¢ ka-
A TpooTiOnat, kal 8T 0 Sikatov ARTTNTOV 0Ty &v 6pORG AéynTay, Kai
O€l TOV EppeA@G TOAMTEVOUEVOY el TY) Pev €pyw TO KAAOY dVTl ToD KoAa-
KkebovTog aipeioBat, 7@ 88 Adyw 1O Amodv dpatpely Tod cvpeépovtog.>’®
For this man showed the Romans in exceptional fashion how much
pleasure speech can add to what is right, and that justice is invincible
if it is clothed in the right words; and that it is essential that the har-
monious politician in his acts always prefers what is good over what is
flattering, and in his speech removes all harm from what is useful.

This passage proves that Cicero, for Plutarch, did personify the virtue
of justice, and was very well able to transfer his ethical qualities in his
interaction with other Roman citizens. This is a quality of Cicero’s con-
duct not often recognized in modern studies of the imperial accounts;
Cicero’s philosophical proficiency is generally regarded as being more

273 See WILLIAMS 2003 ad loc.

7% Sen. Suas. 6.7 (Cornelius Hispanus).

275 Ibid. 6.26: egregium semper patriae caput ille senatus / vindex, ille fori, legum iurisque togaeque /
publica vox ... Cf. SILLETT 2015: 179-180. Suas. 6.23 has some examples where Cicero’s oratory is
hinted to be his instrument for protecting the state: Cremutius Cordus speaks of simultates publicae
fought by Cicero, but without mentioning the means, and Aufidius Bassus, who refers to the orator
as having been “born for the Republic”, which he “defended and governed” in old age.

276 Cic. 13.1.
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or less absent.””” Giving perhaps the wrong impression are the long
lists of witticisms recorded by Plutarch in Cicero and Sayings of the
Romans, all praised for their mental acuity but not for their appropri-
ateness.””® Such exempla inscribe Cicero in the historical records as a
rhetor more than anything else.*”

Nevertheless, the orator is also consistently evaluated for his poten-
tial of being an ethical model or leader. In the passage just quoted, Cic-
ero is emphatically presented as a morally good man—not just a man
with rhetorical skills—who could offer ethical instruction to others
(énéSeibe Pwpaiorg).*®® The image concurs with Cicero’s own ideal of
the doctus orator who combines philosophical wisdom with the study
of rhetoric to the mutual success of both disciplines.”®' The passage
above reminds us of the opening of On Invention, where Cicero sets out
that according to him “wisdom without eloquence does little good to
cities, but eloquence without wisdom is for the most part very harmful,
and is never useful” (sapientiam sine eloquentia parum prodesse civita-
tibus, eloquentiam vero sine sapientia nimium obesse plerumque, prodesse
numquam). At least, in the particular chapter of Plutarch’s Cicero quot-
ed above, Cicero is seen to embody his own intellectual ideal.

Moreover, in terms of ethical instruction, Plutarch emphasizes Cic-
ero’s position as adviser of Octavian. In On the Fortune of the Romans,
which discusses the reasons for Rome’s greatness, in a passage which is
usually overlooked, Cicero receives part of the credit for Augustus’rise
to government, and not only as an adviser. Plutarch recalls an anecdote
in which Augustus, sending his grandson off to war, prayed that his

277 The traditional argument is that Cicero must yield this position to Cato the Younger. E.g.
SWAIN 1990: 197 on Plutarch; GAMBET 1970: 175-181, GRIFFIN 1976: 184-185, and KEELINE 2018:
199-200 on Seneca.

278 Sayings of the Romans 204e-20sf includes 21 quotations (with a bit of historical context)
from Cicero translated to the Greek; exempla 14 to 20 all date to the civil war between Caesar and
Pompey; there is no exemplum related to the ‘Philippic’ period. At Cic. 7.4, Plutarch calls such say-
ings yapievta, to be translated as either ‘witty” or ‘elegantly spoken’; cf. Cic. 25, where it is said that
Cicero often lost sense of appropriateness, 0 mpémnov, as a result of the force of his eloquence, and
the lists of witticisms in Cic. 25-27 (causing hatred), 38.2-6 (raising positive laughter).

279 SWAIN 1990: 195.

280 Though we should also note that Plutarch does not use teaching terminology here as he does
elsewhere. This passage expresses the same idea as Comp. Dem. et Cic. 3.4 and Dion 1.3, which we
have discussed above.

281 Cf. Rep. 1.12, Orat. 3.142-143, Or. 12-13, Tusc. 1.7-8, with GILDENHARD 2007 on Cicero’s ideal
of paideia romana, according to which education is the key to a successful political system.



3. PLUTARCH, SENECA, AND CASSIUS DIO 247

oftspring would have the courage of Scipio, the popularity of Pompey
and the fortune that accompanied himself,

KaBamep Epyw peyddw Snpovpyov émypavag éavte thv Toxny, fitig
avtov émBeioa Kiképwvt kai Aemidy xai ITdvoq kai Tptie kal Mdapkew
Avtwvi, Tais ékeivwy aproTeialg kai xepol kai vikaig kai otéAotg kai mo-
Aépotg kai otpatomédolg yevopevov mp@tov eig B\og dpaca kal katafa-
Aodoa TovToVG, SU” OV AVEPY, POVOY KaTEATEY. EKelvey Yap ETOMTEDETO
Kiképwv kai Aémdog éotparhyet kat [Tdvoag évika kai “Tptiog émumte kai
Avtdviog BBpilev.>®

And as one would carve out the maker’s name on a great monument,
he recorded Fortune as his own maker, who has thrust him upon the
lives of Cicero, Lepidus, Pansa, Hirtius, and Mark Antony, and raised
him up high, having become first citizen by way of their deeds of val-
our, their deeds, their victories, their expeditions and wars and legions;
and Fortune threw these men down, through whom he climbed up,
and left him standing alone. For him now Cicero governed the state,
Lepidus led an army, Pansa conquered in war and Hirtius fell, and An-
tony caused outrage.

Inthis passageitis presented asif Cicero governed the state (¢o\ireveto)
as part of Augustus’ destiny; (the end of) Cicero’s political career is
thus connected with the rise of Octavian-Augustus. This remark is a
reference to the cooperation between Cicero and Augustus in 44—43
BC, a ‘pact’ which is described in full at Cic. 44—45.2%* There, Cicero
is presented as the tutor of the veaviokog Octavian on the basis of his
power (8Vvapig) with the people and senate; he is even said to have
been called father by Octavian.?®*

The treatise Whether an Old Man Should Engage in Politics, which I
have discussed briefly above (§3.1.2), is crucial for understanding Plu-
tarch’s portrayal of the relationship between Cicero and Octavian and
its negative outcome for Cicero personally. In the first place, Cicero’s
fatherly connection with Octavian is in correspondence with Plutarch’s
ideal of the citizen leader who can supervise and educate younger as-

282 On the Fortune of the Romans 319e.

283 On the pact, SWAIN 1996: 159—-160; MOLES 1988: 197.

8% Cic. 4s.1. Plutarch initially emphasizes the difference in age and status between Cicero and
Octavian by calling the latter a ‘boy’ in varying terms (veavioxog, 44.1; TaiS, 44.5; UELPAKIOV, 45.1).
Octavian’s boyhood is made undone by his first military successes, after which he suddenly is called
a “young man” (véog &vnp, 45.4); it is the young man who betrays Cicero in 46.1.
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piring politicians. A political veteran himself in 43 Bc, Cicero was well
suited for this role of experienced adviser of the young. Yet Cicero fails
to become an ethical leader of others on multiple counts. The passage
quoted above illuminates one of these: Octavian merely used the deeds
of Cicero and others in order to climb up to the position of primus
inter pares. Although the biography acknowledges that initially there
was a kind of didactic relationship, this relationship did not survive the
push of Octavian’s desire for power; Cicero was merely a servant to his
needs.

The primary reason, however, why Cicero could not live up to the
standard of the exemplary leader seems to have been Plutarch’s belief
that in his dealings with Octavian he was blinded by ambition. Cicero’s
behaviour is well comparable with the list of pitfalls for elder politi-
cians that Plutarch provides in Whether an Old Man Should Engage in
Politics. One of these pitfalls is feelings of envy as a result of the political
game, which in younger men can be positively termed as competition,
zeal, or ambition, but in senior statesmen is definitely very inappro-
priate.”®* The old man should be “beyond envy”,?*¢ advising and sup-
porting the younger man unstintingly. Another pitfall for elder men
is excessive mingling in city affairs, attending to every little point of
contention, and overestimating their importance in the city. The senior
citizen should take action only when it concerns a matter of national
safety or when honour and propriety are at stake.*®” Moreover, at 795a
Plutarch adds that the senior should be present in silence at assem-
bly meetings, acting as an arbiter in the political conflict (BpaBedwy
@oTipiag moArtikijg dudav), correcting and instructing his younger
colleagues where needed without censuring them (&vev Véyov) and
without envy (4906vws),**® removing strife (prhoveikia), slander (fAac-
@npia), and anger (6pyat) from the debate.

This analysis provides the theoretical background to the account of
Cicero’s ‘Philippic’ period in the biography, explaining on the ethical
level why, according to Plutarch, Cicero’s relationship with Octavian

285 0ld Man 796a.

286 Ibid.: el moppwTdTw Tod POOVENY EvTa TOV TOALTIKOY YEpOVTAL

287 Tbid. 794d.

288 1 follow the conjecture made by REISKE; the manuscripts have 4@dBws. Within the language
of competition and contention used in this passage, however, 4p86vwg is the better option.

3
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did not turn out in his favour. As the biographer notes, it was hatred for
Antony (picog), and his natural weakness for honour (1} botg frrwy
oboa Tifg) that made Cicero attach himself to the young Augustus;
moreover, he believed that it would gain him more power in the state
(voptlovta mpochapPavew Tfj morteiq TV éketvov Svvawy).>*® This
stands in contrast to the teachings of Whether an Old Man Should En-
gage in Politics which prescribes that elderly politicians should be free
from zealousness and envy. Plutarch’s evaluation of Cicero’s attitude
towards Octavian is of great significance within the narrative tradition:
it portrays a man who has lost sight of ethical concerns and acts from
egocentric reasons. Cicero would not have assisted Octavian out of
concern for the public welfare;**° he would have acted on a desire for
power, which the pact with Octavian in fact delivered to him, as Plu-
tarch emphasizes. Cicero’s power in the city reached its greatest height
in that period (tod 8 Kiképwvog axpny Eoxev 1} Shvapug v Tf) wolet ToTE
ueyiotv) and ruling like this, he could do whatever he wanted (kai
kpat@v 600v éBovAeto... )—to fight Antony, send the consuls out to
war, and make the senate vote for a proposal that Octavian receive the
status of praetor.”*!

It is difficult to see whether, in his depiction of Cicero’s lust for
power, Plutarch is responding to a common theme cultivated by the
declamation schools (Cicero transfuga) and, for example, by the his-
toriographer Asinius Pollio who wrote an account of the fall of the Re-
public unfavourable to Cicero.*** It might also be a personal judgment
based on the post-consulate speeches, which Plutarch disliked for their
boastful nature and continuous repetition of the acta consulis.***> At any
rate, part of this evaluation of Cicero appears to have been inspired

289 Cic. 45.1.

290 But see Ant. 19.1, where Plutarch notes that Octavian broke the friendship with Cicero be-
cause he realized the latter was striving to restore the old republican constitution! Though con-
spicuous, it is the only place I have found where this sentiment is attested; here, for once, Cicero’s
political conduct aligns with that of Cato the Younger.

291 Cic. 45.3; cf. Ant. 17.1. On the promise of political power, see also Cass. Dio 46.42.2-3. On the
general disastrous effects of this relationship for Cicero, App. B. Civ. 3.12.82, 3.14.92-92; Cass. Dio
46.43.4-5.

292 On the influence of Asinius Pollio on the Greek imperial historiographers, see DRUMMOND
2015: 439-440, 444 (with bibliography) and HOSE 1994: 259-264; cf. GABBA 1956 on Appian; PEL-
LING 1988: 27 and PELLING 2002: 12-13 on Plutarch. For the theme of Cicero transfuga, see [Sall.]
Inv. in Cic. 7.

2% Cic. 24.1-2.



250 CICERO, STATESMANSHIP, AND REPUBLICANISM

by Augustus’ autobiography: Plutarch remarks (without mentioning a
source) that Augustus admitted that he used Cicero’s love of power to
his own advantage (ypnoarro fj Kiképwvog &v Séovtt phapyia).>**

Although the historical Cicero contended in his philosophical
works that philosophy and eloquence could not (should not) exist with-
out each other, the historiographical Cicero of the empire is not able
to walk his own talk. Highly trained in philosophy, he lacks the philo-
sophical strength needed to restrain his ambitions and stay away from
party politics. Moreover, he is no suitable ethical teacher of others, as
his failed relationship with Octavian illustrates. Finally, Cicero’s love
of power makes his behaviour not only morally questionable, it makes
him extremely vulnerable as well.

3.3 PHILISCUS AND CICERO: THE
WOULD-BE PHILOSOPHER

We started this chapter with Dio’s scathing judgment about Cicero’s
political performance and the exile in 58 BC, and it is to Dio’s account
that I would finally like to return. In §2 of this chapter we already
looked at Cicero’s incompetency in using frank speech for the benefit
of the state. At this point, it is worthwhile to have a last look at the
portrayal of Cicero’s political choices and his particular lack of philo-
sophical skills in exile. We can understand Dio’s account more clearly
when we consider it from the perspective of the imperial ideals about
leadership, as they have been described above. Within the narrative of
book 38, Dio emphasizes two elements of Cicero’s political action: his
involvement in faction strife and his irrational behaviour.

Asrelated in the beginning of § 2 above, Cicero’s deeds in the year 58
definitely fall into the category of political scheming (the plot against
Caesar and Pompey, his public abuse of Caesar). Unfortunately, as a re-
sult of Cicero’s exaggerated belief in his own cunning (ppévnoig)** he
is greatly deceived by his fellow senators, especially by Pompey whom
he considers to be his friend.>*® The historiographer frames Cicero as

294 Cic. 45.5. Cf. MOLES 1988: 197; LINTOTT 2013: 204.
295 (Cass. Dio 38.14.3; cf. 16.1.
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a man who acts solely out of concern for himself. He narrates how Cic-
ero chooses to stay quiet in the senate about the laws favouring Cae-
sar’s position which Clodius wants to propose, in exchange for per-
sonal safety; and how he places trust in men like Pompey and Piso in
the belief that such pacts will make him victorious in the matter of the
Clodian laws.”®” Furthermore, Cicero risks causing serious civil con-
flict. When he realizes that neither Crassus nor Pompey will defend
him from Clodius’ attacks he becomes frightened and tries to take up
arms—again, the historiographer notes (opn0sig ad0ig éneyeipnoe ptv
8m\a dpacBar), adbig creating the suggestion that Cicero’s desire for
arms was symptomatic.”*® Among other things, he was openly abus-
ing (npoennAdxile) Pompey. Cato and Hortensius restrain him, lest his
conduct would unleash a civil war (1 xai épvAiog ¢k TodTOL TEAEpOG
yévntan).**® In shame and with a bad name (peta kaxoSoiag), Cicero
feigns a voluntary departure from Rome.>*

These events, then, precede the digression about Cicero’s sojourn in
Macedonia, which appears to be inspired by Plutarch on more than one
level. As we have seen in § 3.2.2, Plutarch relates in the biography that
Cicero could not enjoy his visits from many gentlemen ambassadors
who came from all over Greece, “and became petty and weak as a result
of his misfortune, and downcast, in a way you would not expect from a
man who has such an extensive ethical knowledge” (xai 1@ poviuatt
HIKPOG dyay Kai TaTevog DO THG CUUPOPAS YEYOVWGS Kal TUVECTAAUEVOG,
@g ovk &v Tig dvSpa maudeiq ovpPefrwkdTa TooavTy TPooedsxnoe). Al-
though Cicero often asked his friends to call him a philosopher instead
of an orator, he does not act like one; public opinion (86£a) made him
incapable of emotionally detaching himself from the situation.** As I
believe, it is this analysis by Plutarch—which might have been more
topical in the imperial period than we can gather from the extant sourc-
es—which Dio works out into the long diatribe between Cicero and

29 Ibid. 38.14.3 (AmathBn), 15.1 (¢t Tov Kiképwva dndrny), 16.2 (dmatneis); cf. 29.3 where Cicero
is warned pf) o anatdrw Tov0 1L kal pidovg TVAG T@Y SvvaTt@v Exels.

297 Ibid. 38.13-14 and 16.1-2, respectively.

298 In the context of book 38 it logically refers back to Cicero’s plans to assassinate Pompey and
Caesar (38.9.2).

29 Ibid. 38.17.4. Cf. Plut. Cato min. 35.1.

300 Cass. Dio 38.17.4.

301 Pplut. Cic. 32.4-5.



252 CICERO, STATESMANSHIP, AND REPUBLICANISM

a certain Greek philosopher called Philiscus.?®* Certainly not without
an important dose of humour, Dio presents Cicero as a helpless man
who is weeping and behaving like a woman (Bpnv@v kai yvvaukeiwg
Stakeipevog).*®* Just as Plutarch does in the biography, Dio’s Philis-
cus expresses wonder over his lack of emotional control, despite his
“extensive and multifaceted education” and his experience as an advo-
cate (moN\fjg pév maudeiag kai mavroSamig peteoynkdta, ToMoig 8t kai
ovvyopnkéta).>** Moreover, he is not self-sufficient (adtépxng) in his
present situation—a thought that derives from Platonic philosophy
but is also part of Plutarch’s ideal of the statesman.*®> Cicero himself
admits that he is in need of proper philosophical advice from Philiscus:

302 The format of the diatribe corresponds with the literary tradition of consolation. On the dia-
tribe, see CLAASSEN 1999: 86 who defines it as the genre in which a speaker carries the intellec-
tual burden of the argument, but involves a second person as the motor behind his speech. Others,
such as Gowing 1998 or Montecalvo 2010, refer to it as (a Platonic type of ) dialogue in accordance
with Philiscus” own words (38.18.4, xal Yap &v Tt @peMjoapi oe Swdebapevos); it is also often sim-
ply categorized as ‘speech) e.g. WHITMARSH 2001: 137 n. 13, MILLAR 1961. KEELINE 2018: 171-176
proposes we should see the interaction between Cicero and Philiscus as representing two suasoriae
or a controversia; cf. BURDEN-STREVENS 2018: 113 on other Ciceronian speeches in Dio’s work. See
also KEMEZIS 2014: 289—290 who argues that the ‘dialogue’ was a later addition to the book since
it contradicts the narrative on some points (for example, Philiscus confirms Cicero’s wisdom and
courage (38.18.3, 22.1-4) in contradiction of the narrator’s judgment in 38.14.3, 16.1, 17.4). In my view,
these contradictions may just as well be intentional, for they support the dramatic irony surround-
ing the Dionean figure of Cicero, who fails as a statesman despite all his intellectual talents. More
pointedly, Cicero ignores Philiscus’ advice to withdraw to a life of leisure and philosophy and his
subsequent prediction of his downfall (38.29) only to end up dead and on display on the rostra (in
47.8), Philiscus’ prophecy having been fulfilled. For the figure of Philiscus, see now the overview in
MONTECALVO 2014: 278—282.

303 Cass. Dio 38.18.1.

304 Ibid.

305 Cass. Dio 38.18.5, 19.3. The allusion is probably to P Rep. 3.387d, in which context the matter
of crying is also addressed; see GOWING 1998: 386 (also next note). In Rep. 3.387c~388a it is argued
that leaders of state should not cry (as part of a bigger argument that all passages from Homer in
which men or gods are crying should be abolished); in 387d, Socrates asserts that the Guardians
should be avtdpkeig mpdg 10 €0 Gy kal Stagepdvtwg T@v dMwv fikiota Etépov mpoodeirat, “self-suf-
ficient for living a good life, and surpassing others in having least need of others”. Cf. Menex. 248a
for the same ideal of self-sufficiency in the good man who is cw@pwv, a&vSpeiog, and ppdvipog. For
adtédprewa as a quality of the perfect Plutarchan statesman, see e.g. Alex. 53.1 (Callisthenes), Numa
1.2 (adtdpxn yevéoOa mpdg &petriv), Dem. 1.2. See RAAFLAUB 2004: 184-187 on autarkeia as essential
part of the Athenian concept of freedom, with further references; COOLSAET 1993: 209-310 on au-
tarkeia as moral (aristocratic) ideal in classical and imperial philosophy. While Philiscus’ framework
for evaluating Cicero’s political behaviour is clearly Platonic, he mixes in many topoi from Stoic
treatises on exile as well, most conspicuously Musonius Rufus; compare e.g. Mus. De ex. 10-11 p. 50
Hense on the possibility for a man in exile to possess avSpeia, Sicatoodvy, cwppoodvn and ppovyatg,
the same values that Philiscus says still reside in Cicero. To use GOWING’s words (1998: 378), the
dialogue is “a hodgepodge of philosophical commonplaces”. CLAASSEN 1999 compares the narra-
tive of Cicero’s exile in Plutarch and Dio.
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‘Qomep yap @V appdkwy, obtw 31 kai @V Adywv kai Stapopai ToMai
Kol Svvdperg mowkidat giotv, Hot’ 0088V Bavpactov €l kal épg TOV Aapmpov
&v Te Tf) Yepovoiq kai £v Taig ékkAnoiaig Tolg Te Sikaotnpiols coig Tvi
Ka'talovr']cyslag.3°6

For as with drugs, so there are many different kinds of words, with var-
ious powers; it will not be surprising, then, if you can steep me, bril-
liant though I am in the senate and the assemblies and the courthouse,
in some wisdom.

Right before speaking these words, Cicero asked Philiscus to take away
the mist (of sadness) from his soul, and to bring him back to the “light
of old” (10 &pyaiov @g). Contrary to what the educated reader might
expect, Cicero is not referring here to some sort of Platonic light of
true wisdom, the light of philosophy, but to his political reputation.*®’
Despite Philiscus’ admonitions to resort to a leisurely life and follow
the example of Xenophon and Thucydides, who both took up a life
of writing in the country,*®® Cicero will in the end ignore every bit of
advice Philiscus offers to him. He rushes back to the Forum as soon
as his honour is restored, which in the narrative happens immediately
after their conversation.’® In the passage cited above, it is already im-
plied that Cicero is not interested in sharing Philiscus’ kind of wisdom:
the term Aapmpog, with which Cicero describes his political reputation,
picks up his earlier metaphor of the light of old, and suggests that the
only light Cicero is concerned about is the public spotlight.>'® His am-
bitions, as they frequently do in Plutarch’s biography, again get the bet-
ter of him.

Within the dialogue, there is a marked contrast between Cicero’s
irrational behaviour on the one hand, and his ethical excellence on the
other. Philiscus admires him as a man who has reached the highest lev-

306 Cass. Dio 38.19.1.

307 GOWING 1998: 386 notes that this passage is modelled on Alc. II, 150d-e. There, Alcibiades
expresses his readiness to learn how to behave towards gods and men on the basis of true knowledge
of right and wrong. However, the metaphor of removing a “mist” from someone’s eyes goes as far
back as Homer II. 5.127-128, later becoming especially popular in magical texts. I thank Bert van den
Berg for this observation.

308 Cass. Dio 38.28.1-2.

309 Cass. Dio 38.30.1.

310 BURDEN-STREVENS 2020: §3-60 posits that the focus in the entire conversation actually lies
on oratory. In this way, the exchange between Philiscus and Cicero moralizes and explains the ora-
tor’s downfall as a result of his eloquence in the narrative.
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els of wisdom (see gpovipwratog in 22.1) and justice (Sicardtatog in
22.2).>! In fact, he possesses all four of the cardinal virtues laid out by
Plato in the State: courage (&v8psia), temperance (cw@poctvn), a sense
of justice (Scatoatvn), and wisdom (ppévnotg).*'* The contrast is in-
tensified by Philiscus’ use of the tropes of consolation which Cicero
himself applies to exile in the Tusculan Disputations—while not every
reader might notice the specific allusions, certainly most educated Ro-
mans (Greeks included) knew that Cicero produced his fair share of
consolatory literature, and also wrote on the topic of banishment.**?

One explanation for this inherent tension centres on Dio’s main
source for Cicero’s attitude in exile: the letters to Atticus.*'* Jo-Marie
Claassen is convinced that the exchange between Philiscus and Cicero
is a “point-by-point refutation” of Att. 3.15, written at the place of exile;
this letter is remarkable for the desperation and mad grief Cicero ex-
presses about his banishment. Within the Ciceronian tradition of the
Empire, the letters are frequently employed as evidence for Cicero’s
personal comportment in situations of political conflict.>’> Another
explanation for Dio’s ambiguous portrayal of Cicero revolves around
the narrative structure of the Roman History: most commentators
agree that the behaviour in exile is meant to accentuate the (negative)
characterization in the narrative.*!¢ Dio, then, would have actively
tried to show up Cicero’s faults in this dialogue. However, this latter
interpretation wholly ignores Philiscus’ positive evaluation of Cicero’s
ethical qualities.

Philiscus’ mixed appraisal of Cicero as a statesman serves, above all,
to show the limits ofhis ethical competence. The surrounding narrative

311 (Cass. Dio 38.22.1.

312 MONTECALVO 2010: 64, on 38.22.1-4. For the cardinal civic virtues being wisdom (here pre-
sented as cogia), courage, temperance, and justice, see Pl. Rep. 4.427e and further. On the “four
virtues template”, which underlies many of Dio’s portraits of Roman politicians, WELCH 2019.

313 Compare Cass. Dio 38.23 (disfranchisement and banishment are only evil by convention
(vépog) and popular opinion (§oxfiotg), and harm neither body nor soul) with Cic. Tusc. 3.80; 5.106;
and 24 (displacement is not an evil) with Tusc. 5.108-109. More in MILLAR 1961: 16 n.6o (with other
parallels in exile literature generally) ; GOWING 1998: 383-384.

314 Pace GOWING 1998: 384 n.32, who “remains skeptical” that Dio had read the letters.

315 Sen. Dial. 10.5.2 and Plut. Cic. 37.2 were discussed above. The practice extended well beyond
antiquity: e.g. Petrarca Ep. 24.3, and Bruni Cicero novus p. 462 ed. VITI 1996.

316 BURDEN-STREVENS 2020: §8-60; MONTECALVO 2010: 70 (“Cassius Dio’s final judgment of
Cicero”); GOWING 1998: 383. Negative views in LINTOTT 1997: 2514—2515, VAN STEKELENBURG
1971: 25 and MILLAR 1961; in the same vein, WELCH 2019: 105-106. See n. 18 above.
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and the dialogue work together to demonstrate Cicero’s philosophical
and ethical potential and his inability to meet that potential. The narra-
tive invites the reader to see Cicero as a factionalist, and therefore a bad
statesman, who creates discord rather than harmony in the state, and
who cannot separate his personal ambitions from his public function.
On the other hand, the dialogue, especially Philiscus” discourse parts,
invites the reader to see what Cicero could also have been, had he been
able to make the connection between his cognitive abilities, which
provided him with all the cardinal virtues, and his practical conduct
in public life. The fact that Philiscus converses with Cicero at length in
the language of philosophy is already a remarkable acknowledgement
of his abilities in this discipline. The Cicero of Cassius Dio’s Roman
History is ethically competent to the extent that he has virtue, and due
to his extensive education knows how to be wise; but he fails in the
competencies of practicing ethical rules himself and instructing others
about the correct moral behaviour. What is worse, he is not just unable
to bring his ethical excellence into practice, but he cannot even instruct
himself to behave rationally and according to the standards expected of
a Roman intellectual.

3.4 CONCLUSIONS

Without trying to forge any interdependence between Plutarch and
Dio, it is clear that Dio’s Cicero is evaluated along the same moral
standards as political leaders in Plutarch’s work. Self-control and rea-
son, justice, and education are important qualifications for a political
leader in Philiscus’ dialogue with Cicero and also elsewhere in the nar-
rative.>!” The Platonic scheme, moreover, of the philosopher-leader is
key to understanding Philiscus’ analysis of Cicero’s behaviour; simi-
larly to Plutarch’s view that Cicero actualized Plato’s prophecy about
ideal leadership, Philiscus states that Cicero has all the prerequisites
for being a Platonic leader, but he fails to be that type of leader in the
public space. Just as Cicero in Plutarch’s account loses the capacity to

317 As WELCH 2019 has argued for multiple historical figures, including Cicero, in the Roman
history.
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reflect on the ethical implications of his actions after the Catilinar-
ian conspiracy, the Dionean Cicero is indeed too concerned with his
own reputation to protect the common good adequately—or himself
for that matter. One of the worst results of his ethical incompetence
is that he risks stirring up civil war, as Dio relates at the beginning of
book 38.318

In Dio’s history as a whole, the dominant influence of glotpia is
indicated as being one of the main deficits of the republican political
system.’'® The charge of ambition against Cicero is therefore symp-
tomatic, a part of Dio’s historiographical programme. However, that
does not prevent it from being a conspicuous element in the narrative
of Cicero’s life, and a particular moral criticism he has in common with
Plutarch. Furthermore, far from being an exclusive aspect of the ‘Greek’
tradition, the judgment is shared by Latin writers. Seneca complains,
too, about Cicero’s lack of composure and his excessive ambition in On
Shortness of Life, especially in the light of his general moral excellence
as a Roman citizen.

In one of the few articles addressing Cicero’s lack of philosophy in
Plutarch’s biography, Simon Swain argues that because, in Plutarch’s
eyes, Cicero lacked paideia he was unable to make it as a statesman.
Swain also notes that the key concept for defining the strengths and
weaknesses of Cicero, Cato, and Brutus in their eponymous Lives is,
indeed, philosophy. I agree with the latter remark but not with the for-
mer. I hope to have shown that according to Seneca, Plutarch, and Dio
there was in principle nothing wrong with Cicero’s ethical training;
more than that, his intellectualism, and—for the Greek writers—es-
pecially his Greek studies, promised great success in his political career.
Plutarch and Dio-Philiscus even believe that around the time of the
consulship, Cicero fulfilled the Platonic ideal of the philosopher-leader
they so cherished.

The imperial historiographers envisage a Cicero who meets several
ethical competencies: he is a well-educated man, who read Greek phi-
losophy and had many contacts among Greek intellectuals in Rome
and the province; he also excelled as a state leader during his consul-

318 Cass. Dio 38.17.4.
319 RuHN-CHEN 2002: 168-169; BURDEN-STREVENS 2020: 215—227. See also the introduction
to chapter 4, §§ 1.1-2.
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ship, when he demonstrated great cognitive abilities in solving the
conspiracy of Catiline and became a model of patriotism by protecting
Rome from war. From that point on, however, Cicero symbolizes the
leader who loses his sensitivity for the Roman ethics code, and fails to
meet the criteria required to become an ethical model for others.

As we have seen, successful statesmanship for Plutarch and Seneca
consists in a virtuous disposition, a thorough education, the ability to
act in response to one’s cognitive reflection on ethical problems, and
the instructive effect of this ability on other people. Especially for Plu-
tarch, teaching ethical norms and values to others is a vital quality of
the (morally) accomplished citizen. The continuation of certain mor-
al standards through the leadership of individual citizens is part and
parcel of the Roman culture of exemplarity. This culture puts high de-
mands on its members, demands of moral excellence and consistency
which were difficult to meet, and apparently only available to a select
group of men, among whom Cato the Younger is one of the most con-
spicuous figures. He fulfills the cycle of ethical competencies with few
missteps—and the missteps he did make, like drinking too much or
dressing inappropriately, as tradition tells,**° were easily forgiven since
these did not affect his public leadership. One of the clearest, tangi-
ble results of his ethical proficiency is his collection of followers who
continued to promote his moral programme, from Favonius to Thrasea
Paetus and Seneca himself.**'

I have made an attempt to uncover the deeper reasons behind the
criticism of Cicero’s political comportment, which depend upon im-
perial ideals about ethical competence. As I have shown in the pages
above the problem of Cicero’s behaviour, as it is identified in the impe-
rial sources, should be localized in his inability to apply his high com-
mand of philosophical tenets and his moral excellence to his political
action. This is, in a sense, a charge of hypocrisy, and that is indeed an
important theme in the declamatory and historical tradition. But the
ancient debate revolves around more than signalling a lack of constan-
cy or inconsistent behaviour on Cicero’s part. The imperial narrative of
Cicero’s life is informed by a specific view of exemplary leadership. The

320 Mart. Ep. 2.89; Val. Max. 3.6.7.
321 For Cato’s moral exemplarity in Seneca’s writings, see, briefly, chapter 2, § 1.3.
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qualities assessed in a moral exemplar are socially oriented: ambition,
feelings of competition (envy), conflict-solving, and patriotism were
the criteria according to which citizen- and statesmanship were judged.
This particular framework of social values is important to keep in mind
when analyzing the portrayal of Roman leaders; ultimately, their image
was not defined by personal character traits, but by the way in which
they managed to translate their personal skills into acts of public ben-
efit. In the literary texts we have discussed, political figures are selected
to demonstrate the proper application of the Roman ethics code to
public action. This is where Cicero fails, at least in the second half of
his public life. Moreover, within the narrative of the fall of the Republic,
imperial authors include Cicero’s actions as part of the explanation for
the dysfunctionality of the republican institution. Instead of morally
improving the state by demonstrating essential Roman virtues, Cicero
acts upon the kind of desires that were already the death of a city state,
like ambition and contentiousness. Indeed, the main point made by
the authors discussed in this chapter concerns the necessity of ethical
leadership in times of civic crisis (stasis).

In sum, what is at stake in the portrayal of Cicero’s exemplary lead-
ership is the imperial belief in a type of intellectual government that
is able to place the public good above personal benefits, which is the
only way a state may prosper. Ethical education and personal virtue
are envisaged to be the ultimate foundation for all political action and
the fountainhead of harmony and concord among the Roman people.
Within this cultural ideal, Cicero has an important role to play, being
the archetype of the intellectual statesman. However, his career path
eventually demonstrates the fallibility of the civic leader: having once
attained the highest form of leadership possible, Cicero’s desire for rec-
ognition eventually exceeds his ability for ethical reflection.



