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CHAPTER FOUR

Ciceronian speeches In

Appian and Dio

1. Introduction

1.1 THE VOX CICERONIANA IN GREEK
HISTORIOGRAPHY

In the previous chapters, we have studied the reception of Cicero’s life

and career from the angle of imperial ‘portraits of a statesman), and we

have examined in particular the relationship between Cicero’s intellec-
tual qualities and his political action. In the present chapter, I would

like to look more closely at the representation of Cicero’s speech, his

oratorical style, and the formulation of his political ideals. Perhaps sur-
prisingly, the most elaborate ‘reperformances’ of Cicero’s oratory are

found not in Latin writers, but in the Greek historiographies of Appian

and Cassius Dio. In the works of the Greek historiographers Cicero re-
gains his voice, though it is significantly different from the voice famil-
iar to the reader of his own work. As we will see in this chapter, Cicero’s

own speeches usually provided a solid basis on which to build a new
version." Yet this does not mean that the imperial writers cannot pre-
sent rather idiosyncratic interpretations of Cicero’s political rhetoric.

! However, it was not strictly necessary for the historiographers to possess a physical speech, as
Cassius Dio’s ‘complete’ version of Cicero’s amnesty speech attests: Cass. Dio 44.23-33. On Dio’s
use of an existing speech, VAN STEKELENBURG 1971: 63; FECHNER 1986: 59; MILLAR 1961: 17-18
assumes there is no parallel for this speech in Livy. The amnesty speech, as we know from several
sources, was delivered by Cicero on the second day after Caesar’s murder. Information is restricted
to Cicero himself (Phil. 1.1) and to a select group of later writers: as far as tradition allows us to see,
only the epitomes of Florus and Velleius, and Plutarch, Appian, and Dio mention it: Flor. 2.17; Vell.
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My analysis will concentrate in particular on the Greek recreation
and imitation of Cicero’s Philippics, which are presented as ultimate
examples of Ciceronian rhetoric.” The performance of the Philippics
constituted a significant moment in the final years of the Republic, and
this is clearly reflected in the Roman histories of Appian and Cassius
Dio. There, the Philippics provided the material for two large, conspicu-
ous antilogies which appear at breaking points in the narrative. Appian
(B. Civ. 3.52-60) composed an altercation between Cicero and one of
Antony’s main supporters, C. Calpurnius Piso, during a three-day sen-
ate assembly discussing the war at Mutina (between Decimus Brutus
and Antony).? Dio, in turn, created a semi-historical dispute in the sen-
ate between Cicero and Q. Fufius Calenus which bridges two books
(45.18-46.28).* Both antilogies address the same question: should An-
tony be proclaimed a public enemy? Consequently, the Cicero—Cale-
nus debate is an interesting mirror piece to the Cicero—Piso debate in
Appian, though the points of contact between both sets of speeches
have received less interest than one would expect.® In my discussion

Pat. 2.58; Plut. Cic. 42; App. B. Civ. 2.142.593; Dio Cass. 44.23-33. Moreover, Florus, Velleius, and Ap-
pian refer to the speech only in passing. It is my belief that Dio took Plutarch’s succinct remarks con-
cerning the contents of the speech in Cic. 42 as an incentive to write a complete deliberative speech.

? The ‘Philippics’ are the only sample of Ciceronian rhetoric in Appian’s historiography. Dio rep-
resents Ciceronian speech on two other occasions apart from the ‘Philippic’ exchange: the first is
the dialogue with Philiscus in book 38.18—29, which I discuss in chapter 3; the second is the amnesty
speech at 44.23-33, which is a fascinating interpretation of Cicero’s political ideology, and which I
hope to study in a future project.

3 VAN STEKELENBURG 1971: 78—79 and GABBA 1956: 167n.1. Cass. Dio 46.29.2 also suggests that
the debate took only three days. This is historically incorrect, as MANUWALD 2007: 23 points out.
Cf. GOWING 1992: 235n.26. Antony himself left Rome at the end of November 44 BC, see MANU-
WALD 2007: 21. L. Calpurnius Piso Caesoninus was a well-known and long-time rival of Cicero (he
was also the addressee of the speech Against Piso). Cicero openly inveighs against Piso in Phil. 12, a
speech delivered in March 43 Bc. See further MUNZER 1897; MANUWALD 2007: 35; VAN DER BLoM
2013; MANUWALD 2019, 111 (no. 127).

* Q. Fufius Calenus was a familiar figure in Roman politics since his praetorship of 59 BC. In the
civil war between Pompey and Caesar he stood on Caesar’s side, and Cicero’s letters to Atticus tell of
his bad relationship with Calenus. In Att. 11.8.2, dated December 48 Bc, Cicero, then at Brundisium,
notes: Fufius est illic, mihi inimicissimus. In the words of SHACKLETON BAILEY 1986: 395, he was

“personally and politically obnoxious to Cicero”. After Caesar’s assassination, Calenus fulfilled quite
a central role in the Roman forum as a supporter of Antony: MUNZER 1910 and MANUWALD 2007:
38. He also commanded two legions at Philippi in 42 Bc. His involvement in the war against Brutus
and Cassius is described at length by Appian and Dio: e.g. Cass. Dio 42.13-14, 46.32.2; App. B. Civ.
2.58.239, 5.3.14, 5.51.213. There is ample evidence for the antagonism between Cicero and Calenus in
the Philippics: Phil. 3.20, 5.25, 7.5, 8.11-19, 10.3-6, 11.15, 12.3—4.

5 GOWING 1992: 235-239 and KEELINE 2018: 177-188 directly compare the two sets of speeches;
VAN STEKELENBURG 1971: 78—98 is mainly concerned with Quellenforschung.
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of these historiographical responses to Ciceronian rhetoric, I will treat
the speeches written for Cicero on an equal level as those written for
his opponents, since the latter also develop themes derived from the
Philippics.

Despite Cicero’s famous reputation as orator and rhetorician (a sub-
ject L'will return to shortly), the ‘Philippics’ by Appian and Dio do not
occupy a positive place in the narrative. Cicero’s speeches are received
ambiguously by his fellow citizens. Nor do the historiographers them-
selves, as we will see, encourage the reader to regard the speeches as
admirable specimens of rhetorical fluency. On the contrary, they are
presented as part of a larger senatorial debate in which Cicero does not
have the moral high ground. Instead, Piso and Calenus are the ones
who deliver stylistically impressive and (semi-)effective speeches.

The imperial recreation of Cicero’s style of speaking reacted to a
diverse image of Cicero as historical figure, rhetorical model, and his-
torical source. To start with, he was a major political player of the first
century BC, and his character and actions receive their due attention,
as the previous chapters demonstrate. The historiographers took care
to reflect this ethos in the speech parts. For example, Cicero’s habitual
boasting about himself and his achievements is an important element
in Cassius Dio’s Ciceronian ‘Philippic’ in book 45.° A second aspect
to consider is the imperial writers” imitation of the rhetorical model
of Cicero. Writing a speech for the master of Rhetoric invited the
historiographer to pull out their own rhetorical toolbox.” The histo-
riographers could use as many other rhetorical models for their com-
position as they liked and integrate a mix of Hellenistic and Roman
rhetorical theory, but in the case of a famous, well-published orator
like Cicero, the main point of reference would remain this particular
orator.® Thirdly, the imperial historiographers interact with Cicero as a

6 See below, §§3.2.3—4.

7 La Bua 2019: 85-93 gives no evidence for the reading of the Philippics in the Roman schools.
According to LA Bua, the Verrines and the Catilinarians were the most popular speeches in “Latin-
speaking regions and Romanized Egypt” (89).

8 The collections of suasoriae and controversiae made by Seneca the Elder illustrate that the Philip-
pics were a popular text in the declamation schools of the Empire; the ‘Philippics’ written by Appian
and Dio are usually regarded as a reflection of and reaction to this popularity. The most ‘compre-
hensive’ account of Appian and Dio’s ‘Philippics’ in relation to Roman declamation is now KEELINE
2018: 177-188, which is still very short.
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historical source. The historiographers could mine his public speeches
for dates on major events, for names and the reputations of prominent
politicians, for relationships and feuds within the political parties, for
Roman customs—whatever they were looking for. As this chapter
demonstrates, the historiographers frequently oscillate between Cic-
ero in his capacity as historical source, rhetorical model, and historical
personality.

1.2 SAMPLING CICERO: SPEECHES AS
HISTORICAL EXEMPLA

We can use different terms in reference to Ciceronian speeches in im-
perial historiography: reconstruction, reperformance, or imitation.
The advantage of the term reconstruction is that it acknowledges a his-
toricizing tendency, an attempt to get closer to the historical Cicero,
which explains the historiographers’ blatant desire to characterize Cic-
ero’s personality and actions with great colour. On the other hand, by
interpreting the orations as reperformances or creative imitations the fo-
cus comes to lie on the historiographer’s art of composition in rewrit-
ing Ciceronian pieces, whether or not with a particular speech of Cic-
ero in mind, or even on the table in front of him. I argue, however, that
the imperial revival of Cicero’s voice contains both a literary-rhetorical
and historical component. We need a comprehensive approach to Cic-
eronian speeches in Greek historiography, which I will outline here.
Quite recently, Adam Kemezis has proposed the theory that Cas-
sius Dio’s reconstructions of republican oratory function primarily as
a negative example of first-century decision-making and the increas-
ingly dynastic nature of politics. Kemezis has recognized the use of
three distinctive narrative modes in the Roman History: the “republi-
can” mode, the “dynasteiai” mode, and the “monarchical” mode. Set
speeches are one element to be considered in determining any of these
modes. To the narrative of the late republican period Kemezis attrib-
utes the ‘dynastic’ (dynasteiai) mode. This mode illustrates the focus
on personal interests instead of public benefit, resulting in policy that
is driven chiefly by conflicts between a select group of influential polit-
ical figures. @l ovikia and prdoTipia create a further downward spiral in
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which no room is left for politicians to excel by their virtue alone or to

act truly in accordance with what is best for the state. This observation

applies not only to Cassius Dio; Appian, too, spotted obvious flaws in

the republican system.” In Kemezis’ eyes, the speeches included in the

narrative of the late Republic, deliberative speeches in particular, serve

to elucidate the futility of oratory when one or two powerful magis-
trates hold the reins. The figure of Cicero would especially exemplify
this.'® Kemezis proposes that we see the speeches as a way “to por-
tray rhetoric itself, and how it functioned, what sorts of propaganda

were effective, and how impotent more enlightened forms of discourse

could be”!' He does not support the popular view, which I have also

outlined in chapter 1 (§3.1.2), that speeches are only a means to illus-
trate the intentions of the actors or the motives behind main events in

the narrative.'?

This last view, i.e. that the speeches are fully subservient to the nar-
rative and do not carry a message in themselves, has strongly influ-
enced the discussion of the meaning and position of the ‘Philippics’in
the histories of Appian and Cassius Dio. Modern scholars emphasize
that Appian’s and Dio’s speeches are a way to elucidate or comment
upon events and the motivation of characters in the narrative."* The
content of the Ciceronian speeches would fit the general imperial im-
age of the republican politician who is acting out of personal ambition
and eyeing future gains;'* and the picture of Cicero was thus made to
comply with the historiographers’ theory of history about the moral
degeneration of the Republic."®> We have already seen, at least with re-

® For @tlovikia as a typical element of republican politics, see App. B. Civ. praef. 1.1; 5.18; 2.2.4
(about Catiline); 2.102.425 (about the pi\ovikia between Caesar and Pompey); 3.61.252 (about Cic-
ero himself); and Dio Cass. 37.27.1; 38.8.1; 41.53.2 (the phovikia and otipia between Caesar and
Pompey).

10 KEMEZIS 2014: 92—113.

1 Ibid. 11

12 To my brief excursus of the function of speeches within historiography in chapter 1 the present
section will add another function of speech, namely to serve as a historical exemplum of either ben-
eficial or destructive political deliberation.

13 So GOWING 1992: 225-245; KUHN-CHEN 2002: 23; LACHENAUD 2006, who speaks of an

“opération sémiotique” of the speeches in Dio in relation to the narrative; FOMIN 2016.

* For the wider discussion regarding the extent to which the historian could project his own
literary ideals onto the historical material, see MARINCOLA 2007: 298-313.

5 Cf. BURDEN-STREVENS 2015a: 28 who captures Dio’s message nicely by saying: “Cassius Dio
made a conscious and deliberate choice to give his audience, through oratory, an insight into the
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gard to Cassius Dio,'® that in ethical terms, Cicero’s desire for power
is presented as unhealthy and destructive. The orations, then, are con-
sidered a contribution to this general characterization of him, and to
confirm his reputation for being arrogant and obnoxious.'” Among
students of Dio the direct discourse is especially employed as evidence
for the prevalence of negative views about Cicero in imperial literature.
In particular the speech put in the mouth of Calenus, which incorpo-
rates slander produced by the anti-Ciceronian tradition, is a popular
medium for doing so.'® Ultimately, such analyses have led to a method
of investigation that highlights the historiographers’ own political bias
as well as the historicist tendency to project an imperial world view on
the republican period—a view which often leads to misunderstand-
ings or misrepresentations of the political system."

Ironically, whenever the speeches in Appian and Dio are studied
separately from the narrative, they are largely stripped of their historio-
graphical value; the speeches would be products of the rhetorical dec-
lamation practiced in the schools of the Roman empire.** They would
lack any historical aim, being composed as epideictic orations.*' The
status of Appian and Dio as writers of the Second Sophistic further
leads scholars to question the historical value of the speeches. ‘Sophis-
tic historiography’, as Anderson has called it, is “a problem’, since the

constitutional and moral problems of the Roman Republic as he believed contemporary Romans
themselves would have perceived and discussed them.

16 Above, chapter 3.

17 Cf. ANDERSON 1992: 107, who believes that Dio’s dialogue between Philiscus and Cicero in
book 38 is meant to purvey an “ethos” rather than “act as a historical chronicle”.

18 The belief that we can distil Dio’s own opinion about Cicero from Calenus’ words is outdated:
cf. MILLAR 1964, VAN STEKELENBURG 1971, LINTOTT 1997, who were the main proponents of this
view.

¥ LINTOTT 1997: 2514—2518. Appian and Dio are often portrayed as monarchists. For Dio, see
MILLAR 1964 and MANUWALD 1979: 8-26, who wrote a seminal commentary on Dio’s narrative
of Augustus’ career; more critical are the essays in LANGE & MADSEN 2016; cf. MADSEN 2020. For
Appian’s monarchic stance, see HOSE 1994: 258—30; BUCHER 2000: 429-444 with a near exhaustive
bibliography. KUHN-CHEN 2002 maps Appian and Dio’s scepticism about republican politics well.

20" See, most recently, KEELINE 2018: 140-146, who admits that declamation explains only part
of the reception of Cicero in the Greek sources, but according to him still a significant part (141),
and FOMIN 2016; cf. BURDEN-STREVENS 2020: 12—13 for a refutation of this view, and 112-144 for a
novel overview of the influence of rhetorical education on Dio’s Roman History.

! Dio is the most popular subject of such speculations, cf. MILLAR 1961; VAN STEKELENBURG
1971: 152. As travelling ambassadors of their Greek cities, many Greek intellectuals under the Empire
performed show speeches celebrating civic values and Roman rule: BOWERSOCK 1969. For a help-
ful overview of ‘sophistic performance’, see WHITMARSH 2005: 19—40.
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rhetorical artistry confounds historiographical truths.** Acting against
such views is Christopher Burden-Strevens, who argues that the rhetor-
ical discourse is an integral part of Dio’s historiographical programme,
and the conspicuously rhetorical style an attempt at demonstrating the
corruptness of republican oratory.”® I agree that the rhetorical nature
of the Ciceronian speeches—the topic of discussion here—is meant
to be conspicuous. Appian and especially Dio put much effort into the
stylistic composition of the speeches. As we will see below, the interest
in rhetorical showstoppers has a peculiar function when it comes to the
evaluation of Ciceronian speech in light of Greek and Roman history.

I will discuss the Greek ‘Philippics’ not (simply) as a form of rhe-
torical commentary on the events in the narrative or declamatory imi-
tations, but, inspired by Kemezis’ work, as negative exempla of Cice-
ronian oratory. In chapter 2, I explained that the typical exemplum is
something said or done by a famous figure in history, a memorabile dic-
tum aut factum. Generally, when it comes to speeches in historiography,
modern scholars focus on the historical exempla used by the speakers
rather than examining how the speech in itself might form an example
for the readers.”* Examining exactly this function of the Greek ‘Philip-
pics” allows us to investigate to what extent the speeches operate as
models of Ciceronian and, by extension, republican speech. On the
one hand, I will continue the approach that has already been adopted
by Kemezis and Burden-Strevens, in which the Greek ‘Philippics’ are
seen as inseparable from the imperial narrative about the fall of the
Republic.”® The speeches exemplify the destructive impact of Cicero-
nian oratory, and they are employed to highlight the general demise
of republican deliberative procedure due to competition and factional
strife. On the other hand, I will also develop the argument that the
‘Philippics’ were meant to contain an actual sample of Cicero’s oratory,

22 ANDERSON 2003: 105-114. On the negative interpretation of ‘sophist, also WHITMARSH 2005:
15-19. I would add that modern scholarship is still influenced by this negative understanding of
‘sophist(ic)’

23 BURDEN-STREVENS 2020: passim, but see esp. 147-191.

2* CHAPLIN 2000 offers the best and most extensive example of this type of approach; in chapter 2
she illustrates “three voices” that can formulate exempla: she distinguishes the narrator from the
historical character, which she divides into ‘speakers’ and ‘focalizers. Other important studies are
BUCHER 2006, MARINCOLA 2010 (in PAUSCH 2010), FELDHERR 2012.

25 KEMEZIS 2014; BURDEN-STREVENS 2020.
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and to render what was considered to be a Ciceronian style of rheto-
ric which fits the typical image of the leader of the optimi. Especially
Appian’s imitation of Cicero’s Philippics is still much neglected, which
is why a large part of this chapter will be devoted to his exchange be-
tween Cicero and Piso in book 3 of the Civil Wars.

I will examine the historiographers’ reperformances of Cicero’s ora-
tory by using the tools of intertextuality and allusivity. The Ciceronian
set speeches illustrate the historiographer’s quest for models which
could elucidate and further develop the image of Cicero in the histori-
cal tradition. Cicero’s oratory, as we will see, is patterned on rhetorical
strategies both deriving from his own corpus and from Greek models.
The goal and result of this literary game is that Cicero receives a firm
place in both Roman and, in certain measure, Greek history. Finally,
apart from using intertexts to position Cicero in history, Appian and
Dio also use the speeches to create a interpretive loop in their account;
this loop goes, I think, beyond the common practice, mentioned above,
of employing speech as historical explanation. The narrative confirms
the image portrayed in the speeches, and vice versa. Especially for the
oratorical parts the strong links with the narrative help to extrapolate
the rhetoric from its own register to the world of historical events, il-
lustrating in fact that the Ciceronian speeches are more than an inno-
cent example of typical republican courthouse rhetoric, but have their
actual (negative) effects on the course of events.

In sum, the present chapter aims at exploring the process by which
Cicero’s Philippic oratory, through Appian and Cassius Dio, became a
model for republican rhetoric in Greek imperial historiography. The
Philippics are meant to present a negative example of contentious, i.e.
philonikistic, speech. In a world where everybody acts out of personal
motives, there is no basis for a commonly shared rhetoric. Cicero’s ca-
reer exemplifies this extremely well, because despite being a publicly
proclaimed Defender of the Republic he could not master the politi-
cal game, and his inability to do so foreshadowed the imminent fall of
himself and the Republic’s constitution. Before I apply this approach
to the Ciceronian speeches in Appian and Cassius Dio, however, the
next sections will briefly discuss the relationship between the cultural
background of these Greek historiographers and their interaction with
Cicero’s Latin writing.
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1.3 WHEN THE ROMAN WHO IS
AEINOTATOZX EIIIEIN SPEAKS GREEK

A major issue underlying the argument of this chapter is to what extent
Appian and Cassius Dio actually imitate Cicero’s Philippics as Latin
texts. In general terms, what is the textual relationship between the

‘Philippics’ written by the imperial historians and Cicero’s Philippics?
This is a question that has long since occupied modern scholars. Until

very recently, the dominant approach in answering it was to point out
parallels between the texts and to review the representation of histori-
cal details.>® With the work of Christopher Burden-Strevens, however,
the study of the speeches in Cassius Dio has received a rhetorical-liter-
ary impulse. In his monograph, he illustrates not only the many paral-
lels between Cicero’s Philippics and Dio’s antilogy between Cicero and

Calenus, but he also convincingly argues that Dio takes over argumen-
tative structures and stylistic figures from Cicero’s speeches.?” Though

Dio’s ‘Philippic’ does not completely map onto the original Latin

speeches, Burden-Strevens’ analyses show two things very clearly: first,
that Dio closely read the text of the Philippics in Latin, and second, that
he deliberately imitates the original speeches.”® In a similar vein, I will

closely study the literary process of reperforming Ciceronian speech.
There is much to gain with respect to the representation of republican

oratory in Greek historiography. Accordingly, the present chapter has

two particular aims. On the one hand, it will add to the remarkably
limited research about the relationship between Appian’s history and

Cicero’s (rhetorical) corpus.”” On the other, it intends to demonstrate

the influence of Greek Attic oratory on the Ciceronian Philippics more

fully than Burden-Strevens allows for.>°

26 For Appian, see MAGNINO 1984; HAHN 1968: 199—202. For Dio: GOWING 1992: 235-245, par-
ticularly illustrative is 238 n.34 in response to VAN STEKELENBURG 1971; MILLAR 1961: 18; cf. Fo-
MIN 2016: 231.

27 BURDEN-STREVENS 2020: 72—93.

28 Cf.RODGERS 2008 and BURDEN-STREVENS 2018 on the presence of Cicero’s On the Manilian
Law as a text within Dio’s account of the debates concerning the Gabinian and Manilian laws.

2% PELLING 1985 and GOWING 1992: 235-239 offer a starting point. Cf. BURDEN-STREVENS 2018:
113, who (still) signals that “we need a fuller rhetorical analysis of these discourses in relation to their
sources’.

30 T have set out this view elsewhere: PIEPER, VAN DER VELDEN & JANSEN 2022. BURDEN-
STREVENS 2020: 90, 92 discards this topic rather resolutely due to the “tremendous attention” given
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Indeed, a primary feature of Second Sophistic literature is the con-
stant reference to the Greek past. Among others, Anderson and Swain
have shown how the period in which Appian and Dio wrote was de-
fined by not only an overwhelming interest in classical Athens but also
the re-establishment of the classical Greek language.®" Barbara Kuhn-
Chen has demonstrated that the historiographers of the second and
third century worked in a long tradition of moral history extending
back to Herodotus, featuring a consistent interest in civic virtues, like
courage and moderation, and vices, like ambition (philotimia) and
greed.>” Greek as well as Latin (Roman) writers took part in this tradi-
tion: as the literary models of Roman Greek historiographers, Kuhn-
Chen not only names Thucydides and Polybius, but also Sallust, Livy,
and Tacitus (although in the end she finds it easiest to assimilate the
philosophy of history of the imperial Greek writers with that of their
classical Greek predecessors).>® The rhetorical style of the speeches in
Appian and Dio’s histories is predominantly Attic in accordance with

to it by previous scholars. I am not sure this is justified, since, similarly to the superficial search for
parallels dominating the discussion about the imperial reception of the Philippics (cf. BURDEN-
STREVENS 2020: 72 n. 113), scholars usually do no more than signal allusions to or intertexts in the
Attic orators, without exploring the question as to what extent these intertexts have shaped and
constructed the discourse parts on a more substantial, thematic level.

31 Cf. BOWERSOCK 1969 and BOWIE 1974 for the imperial Greek scholars’ reorientation on their
classical past. With regard to education, SWAIN 1996 gives a general overview of the literary and his-
torical background of imperial Greek scholars; SIDEBOTTOM 2007 reviews the training of Severan
orators. See MILLAR 1964 on Cassius Dio’s background. ANDERSON 1993 passim offers a good idea
of the all-pervasive influence of the rather “narrow” (70) set of classical Greek authors. Questions of
literary influence and intertextuality with regard to these individual classical models are still being
explored and expanded. To give but one example, there are unmistakable references to Thucydides
and Demosthenes in the discourse parts of the imperial historiographies. For a recent discussion of
such references see BURDEN-STREVENS 2018. Dio’s reliance on Thucydides was first investigated by
Ernesto KYHNITZSCH 1894. Regarding the allusions to Demosthenes in the Cicero—Calenus debate,
KOSTER 1980 is most systematic, though he only points out three allusions to Aeschines and Dem-
osthenes—this sufficiently shows the poor state of research. BERTRAND 2008 provides occasional
points of contact between Dio and either Aeschines or Demosthenes, but does little to interpret
them; perhaps due to the historical nature of her commentary she also omits many allusions.

32 For example, see App. B. Civ. 2.98-99 and Cass. Dio 37.57.3 (with KUHN-CHEN 2002: 158)
on Cato the Younger. Cato is explicitly presented as a recognized (and recognizable) model for
high-mindedness in a corrupted society; Dio states he is of the sort who have “innate virtue”, dpeti)
£uquTog.

33 KuHN-CHEN 2002: 25-30 on the literary predecessors of imperial Greek historiographers.
HoOSE 1994: 165-329 and 364—417 is more comprehensive in including the Latin historiographers as
possible sources for Appian and Dio’s work. Cf. PITCHER 2018, who makes a good case for Sallust’s
influence on Appian’s Catiline; URs0 2019 on Dio.
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the classicistic fashion, the desire for linguistic purity, of the second
and third centuries Ap.>*

In particular, there was one important model in Athenian history
whose life and career in many respects happened to mirror the life and
career of Cicero: Demosthenes. Cicero’s own imitation of Demos-
thenes was no secret.*® Caroline Bishop has argued that by putting tre-
mendous energy into modeling his career after that of Demosthenes,
Cicero established his (future) canonical status already during his
lifetime. Demosthenes’ speeches, of course, enjoyed canonicity as an
important model for orators in the Roman Republican period; Cic-
ero could ride this wave of exemplarity by inventing himself as the Ro-
man Demosthenes.*® The pairing of Demosthenes and Cicero became
a popular theme in historiography as well as rhetorical handbooks.*”
Both men were models for rhetorical style and exemplary citizen-
ship (for they both employed their rhetoric to the benefit of the state),
with Cicero at the same time reviving his Attic example and setting
the standards for successful civic rhetoric according to which he him-
self would be judged—and which he was able to fulfil. The compari-
son between the Roman and Athenian orator became itself canonical,
which is attested by literary critical texts (Caecilius of Caleacte, Ps.-
Longinus’ On the Sublime) as well as by imperial biography (Plutarch’s
Parallel Lives of Demosthenes and Cicero) and historiography (Appian
pairs the two men at some length in his discussion of Cicero’s exile).*®
Whereas the similarities addressed by Plutarch and Appian mainly
concern personality traits and life events,*” Dio picked up on Cicero’s
relation to Demosthenes as an orator too, as I shall argue below. In
fact, Andrew Lintott uniquely stated that “one might say that Cicero’s

3* SWAIN 1996: 248-253 (Appian), 401-408 (Dio).

35 The most notable example is Phil. 2, which is written after the example of Demosthenes’ On
the Crown. Cf. MANUWALD 2007: 135-136. Essential are the multiple studies on this subject by Wil-
fried STROH, e.g. 1982 and 2000; cf. WOOTEN 1983; WEISCHE 1972, esp. 99-112, 166-194.

36 BISHOP 2019: 173-219.

37 MANUWALD 2007: 136-138; BISHOP 2015.

38 B. Civ. 2.15.56, and 60. GABBA 1956: 227 believes Appian took his information directly from
Plutarch.

" On the synkrisis of Demosthenes and Cicero in ancient literary criticism, DE JONGE 2019. DE
JONGE is right to note that Plutarch also pays attention to the rhetorical style of the orators. Yet, as
the biographer remarks himself (Comp. Dem. et Cic. 1.3), his main aim is to give the reader insight
into the orators’ characters.
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Philippic in Dio is what Demosthenes would have said, had he been in
Cicero’s position.”*°

1.4 FROM GREEK TO LATIN (AND BACK): READING
CICERO AS A LATIN CLASSIC

It is now commonly thought that Appian and Dio read Latin and
used Latin sources in writing their histories: Asinius Pollio, Cremu-
tius Cordus, and Sallust are all mentioned by Dio, though he does not
say he consulted their works during his own project.*’ Appian in his
Civil Wars mentions, among others, Asinius Pollio, Varro, Caesar, and
Augustus as literary predecessors.42 In terms of education, we know
that within the Greek schools of the empire Virgil and Cicero were the
most popular authors for learning Latin (though most of the didactic
papyri found date to slightly later than Appian and Cassius Dio’s life-
time).* One of the first scholars to research the Greeks’ use of Latin,
Bruno Rochette, has argued that Cicero predominantly offered them
a source of historical information and did not inspire the Greek histo-
rians in the form of a literary model.** This view has been sufficiently
countered, at least with respect to Cassius Dio, by the work of Burden-
Strevens. Moreover, Rochette’s view seems to contradict the evidence
that Greek imperial writers were very sensitive to the rhetorical fea-
tures of speech(es) in general. More importantly, if indeed Cicero was
taught in the provincial schools of the empire, this would have turned
him into one of the classical models for the Greek students to imitate
and emulate. Despite the strong focus on Athens and the Athenian leg-
acy which is attested by the Greek writers of the empire,** it is there-
fore not improbable that the speeches of Cicero provided templates for

0 LINTOTr 1997: 1501. This observation has not led to any closer examination of Demosthenic
imitation in the (Ciceronian) speeches of Dio’s Roman History.

*! BURDEN-STREVENS 20153: 39—44, esp. 36; on Dio’s ability to read Latin, see also BURDEN-
STREVENS 2018: 114.

*2 BRODERSEN 1993: 356-359. On Appian’s command of Latin, see also FAMERIE 1998: 27-32;
HOSE 1994: 173 n. 19; HAHN & NEMETH 1993: 397. Cf. GOWING 1992: 274—277.

43 DICKEY 2015.

** ROCHETTE 1997: 279.

* ANDERSON 1992: 119-120 argues that Athens was “the teacher and foster-mother of Rome”

(120).
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thinking about and performing oratory, especially Roman republican
oratory. It is not unthinkable either that Greek students, similarly to
native Roman students, practiced giving ‘Ciceronian’ suasoriae. This
chance may have increased if they, as Rochette believes for Plutarch,
Appian, and Dio, enjoyed their Latin education at least for some time
in the city of Rome itself.*S

A particular factor which may have contributed to Appian and Dio’s
interest in Ciceronian oratory is their participation in Roman city life.
As discussed in the Introduction, both men were based in Rome for
the greater part of their adult life, and fulfilled civic duties in which
good speaking abilities were vital. Similar to Cicero, Appian was an
advocate (causidicus), which would have fueled a professional interest
in Cicero’s oratorical skills.*” As a historiographer, he appreciated Cic-
ero’s fame no differently from the Latin writers: he paid a visit to the
site at Caieta in order to write the account of Cicero’s death (B. Civ.
4.19.73).*® Of Cassius Dio’s personal experience with Cicero’s life and
work we know little, but his public career resembled that of the repub-
lican orator. Dio’s senatorial rank, his successful public career in Rome
and his thorough reading about the history of Rome*® bring him intel-
lectually close to Cicero; they especially shared a double life of otium
and negotium.

Alain Gowing has suggested that the Greek historians must have
enjoyed—and taken—quite some freedom in composing their ora-
tions because the difference in language also meant a completely dif-
ferent end product which readers would not readily compare with the
original.>® These Greek historiographers must have been excited to

46 ROCHETTE 1997: 331. I do not believe, however, as he seems to suggest, that these Greek writ-
ers developed all their knowledge of Latin in Rome; they may have practiced speaking or writing
Latin in their hometown. What is more, it is very likely that if Greeks came to Rome to obtain or
continue a certain political function, as we know Plutarch, Appian, and Dio did, they made the ef-
fort of learning at least a certain amount of Latin before they reached the city.

#7 In court, Appian would probably have been expected to speak Latin: see MILLAR 1964: 188
189; ADAMS 2003: 562.

*% In narrating how Cicero’s flight from his assassins failed, Appian says that “brought to shore,
he retreated to his own estate, near the Italian city of Caieta, which I have seen in my inquiry into
this event” (eig iS1ov ywpiov, 8 kad’ ioTopiav To68e 10D TaBovg £l80v, dupt Kaujtny wéAw tijs Traliag,
karayDelg Apépet).

49 See Cass. Dio 73[72].23.5 for the remark that Dio took ten years to read (or compile: cuvédefa)
the history of Rome from its foundation until Severus’ reign.

50 GOWING 1992: 226.
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compose a new’ product which would also relate to the cultural frame-
work of readers outside of Italy because it could render Ciceronian and
Roman concepts in the language of the (Greek) provincial. Also at
play must have been the competitive wish to emulate similar Cicero-
nian orations in the works of fellow historiographers (Asinius Pollio?
Livy?), or perhaps to produce a Greek specimen of Ciceronian rheto-
ric. Yet on the other hand, Appian and Dio were intimi of the Roman
court and must have expected their audience to contain at least some
native speakers of Latin who knew their Cicero well. It is probably best
to see the speeches given by Cicero from a more general perspective
as moments of creative imitation which were specifically triggered by
the canonical status of Cicero as the ‘best speaker in Roman history’>!
The question of language in this case relates more to the author’s self-
representation than it does to the image of Cicero, although, as we will
see, his Greek style does have consequences for the interpretation of
his position in history. Since we possess no comment that expresses
the Greek historiographers’ knowledge of or familiarity with Cicero’s
work, we cannot decide on any of these possibilities—and perhaps all
of them are true.

2. The debate between Cicero and Piso

(App. B. Civ. 3.52—60)
2.1 READING APPIAN’S ACCOUNT OF 44-43 BC

Appian’s Roman History is not often appreciated for its literary quali-
ties, which means that the speeches have been relatively neglected as
objects of study.>* Their value has been properly acknowledged by Ist-
van Hahn and Alain Gowing, who have situated them within Appian’s

1 Cf. Plut. Cic. 13.1; App. B. Civ. 2.1.2; Cass. Dio 37.33.1, 38.12.4.

52 Whereas the scholarly tradition initiated by GABBA 1956 is directed to Quellenforschung and
attempts to retrace Appian’s account of the Civil Wars back to Augustan sources—most notably Asi-
nius Pollio and Livy—the current tendency, first exemplified by HAHN 1968/1993 and GOLDMANN
1988, is to emphasize Appian’s personal creativity and independency as a scholar. See WELCH 2015:
1-13 for an overview of modern approaches to Appian’s work.
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historiographical programme, and also examined certain rhetorical
features.>® Yet much thought on the matter is still needed. This part
of the chapter is an attempt to unravel further the literary intertexts
which played a role in the construction of the Philippic debate in book
3 of the Civil Wars.

For the sake of clarity I have divided my analysis into three parts.
The first part will examine Appian’s engagement with the Philippics
as a primary intertext and medium for interpreting the debate about
the actions of Mark Antony. The second part will address the thematic
and ideological features framing the debate, showing how the Philip-
pic exchange between Cicero and Piso serves as a negative exemplum
of republican oratory. Finally, by analyzing the political argument that
underlies the conflict between Piso and Cicero with the help of Dem-
osthenic intertexts, I will explain in the third part how Athenian demo-
cratic concepts informed Appian’s representation of Roman republi-
can politics.

Appian stages the debate between Cicero and Piso at the moment in
the narrative when Antony is besieging Decimus Brutus in Gaul; Hir-
tius and Pansa, the consuls of 43 BC, convene the senate “on the matter
of Antony” (&ni Avtwviw).>* This is the reason for Cicero and his fol-
lowers—Appian calls them oi Kixépwvog gidot or, more frequently, oi
Kikepwveioi—to create disturbances in the city and to propose voting
Antony a public enemy. Antony’s lust for power and his wily tricks (in-
dicated by the verb texvdlew) for achieving sole rule (Svvaoteia, pov-
apxia) are described earlier in books 2 and 3.% In 3.46.188-47.193 the
historiographer remarks that it was hard to follow the sudden changes
of heart that the senators seemed to have: they now favoured Antony,
now Octavian, without there being a clear line of policy among them.
In this general confusion, Cicero and his followers are not the first or
the only ones to cultivate a hatred publicly against Antony. One impor-

53 HAHN 1968; GOWING 1992.

5% B. Civ. 3.50.202.

55 Formulations with Texvalew: 2.124.518 (Antony and Lepidus), 2.131.547 (cf. Lepidus at 2.132),
2.143.599 (regarding Caesar’s funeral oration); with Suvactevew/Svvacteia: 3.7.22, 3.13.43 (Octavian’s
words), cf. 2.124.518 (&pxiis dpeydpevot); Antony having monarchical power, povapyiki) dpyn: 3.7.22.
GABBA 1956: 153154 signals in book 3 “un completo mutamento di rotta” on the part of the narrator
toward Antony and a decisively negative tone in the characterization of Antony’s behaviour. His
explanation is that Appian used Augustan material in writing his account of the events.
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tant instance in book 3 is the speech given by the tribune Cannutius, in
which the people “who were afraid that Antony was aiming at tyranny
(émt TopavviSi)” are exhorted to support Octavian.*® Another such in-
stance is the revolt among Antony’s Macedonian legions assembled
in Brundisium, who accuse Antony of not having dealt properly with
Caesar’s murderers. When Antony vindicates himself by decimating a
larger than normal part of the army, feelings of “anger and hatred” in-
crease considerably.®” It is clear, therefore, that within book 3 of the
Civil Wars Cicero represents but one specific movement in Roman so-
ciety that is anti-Antonian. The “Ciceroniani”, his followers, might or
might not be the men who have rejected Antony’s conduct in the pre-
ceding narrative, like Cannutius; they are not mentioned by name. At
any rate, from 3.50.202 onwards, Cicero is Antony’s main opponent—
similarly to how Cicero represents the situation in the Philippics.

The context of the Appianic debate is the beginning of January,
when multiple sessions in the senate were devoted to the question of
what to do with Antony; Appian’s account thus chronologically coin-
cides with Cicero’s Philippics 5-6.°® The debate between Cicero and
Piso, then, thematizes a question which is also essential within Phil. s,
and which concerns all senators: were the laws issued at Antony’s ini-
tiative after Caesar’s death legal, or should they be declared void since
Antony enacted them per vim and contra auspicia?®® Was Antony not
acting like a despot—in sum, like an enemy of the Republic?

The historiographer describes in 3.50.202—205 how the Ciceronians
are lobbying for the public denunciation of Antony, and how L. Cal-
purnius Piso, the curator of Antony’s business while he was abroad,®
tries to de-escalate the situation by saying that it is not appropriate to
convict a consul who is not even present to defend himself. Emotions
run high when the senate is prevented from voting Antony a public
enemy by the single veto of the tribune Salvius, who next enters into
(verbal) combat with the ‘Ciceronians’ in front of the people.’! The

56 B. Civ. 3.41.167.

57 Ibid. 3.43.178.

%8 Dating of the speeches at RAMSEY 2003: 14-15 and MANUWALD 2007: 19-31, where the his-
torical context of the speeches is also being discussed.

5% Phil. 5.7-10, 21.

60 Cicero himself states that Fufius Calenus fulfilled this function (Phil. 12.18).

¢! For Salvius, who is only mentioned by Appian, see BROUGHTON, MRR 2.340; MUNZER 1920.
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senate is now definitely angry with Antony,°> and since they cannot
vote him a public enemy at that point, they decide to bestow honours
on Decimus Brutus and Octavian, and to reward those troops who
have defected from Antony. The senators know that proclaiming these
honours for Antony’s enemies is effectively proclaiming him a public
enemy to the state, as the historiographer remarks. However, the situa-
tion is complicated by the appearance in the curia of Antony’s mother,
his wife, and his young son together with his entire household, who
beg the senators to take mercy on their paterfamilias. The event causes
the senate to doubt their decision, at which point Cicero addresses
them (£Bovlydpnoev)® in fear (Seioag) of seeing the proceedings
turn in favour of Antony.

The debate itself has a unique, triadic plan. At 3.52.213-53.220 we
have the speech performed by Cicero, followed by the answer of Piso,
which is twice as long, at 3.54.221-60.248. After Piso’s speech, Appian
reflects on the results of the discussion, which turn out negatively for
Cicero. He presents a peculiar episode in which Cicero falsifies the de-
crees of the senate that were brought to Antony by an embassy. Then
comes a second response to Cicero’s invective rhetoric, this time given
by Antony himself in the form of a letter (3.63.257-258). Antony’s re-
sponse is represented partly by paraphrase and partly by direct speech
and constitutes a personal attack on Cicero. Cicero’s reaction is not re-
ported in the narrative, but after hearing about Antony’s angry letter
the senate votes him a public enemy forthwith.®*

In §§2.2 and 2.3.1-2, I shall discuss the speeches of Cicero and Piso
together as a literary and thematic reworking of the Philippics. In § 2.3.3,

2 The historiographer quickly recaps the main reasons for this anger, the primary one being
Antony’s move against them after the amnesty was proclaimed on 17 March: B. Civ. 3.51.208.

63 Strikingly enough, a search in the TLG shows that the term BovAnyopéw is only used twice in
Appian (and outside Appian only once, in Poll. Onom. 4.27). The second time the subject is Octa-
vian, speaking to the senate and people after the battle of Actium (B. Civ. 5.13.130); here the term is
paired with the more common Snpuryopeiv. This latter term occurs 18 times in Appian’s Roman His-
tory, of which 12 times are in the Civil Wars. Naturally, Cicero is not speaking to the people at 3.52-53,
so to use dnunyopeiv would have been inappropriate; cf. B. Civ. 4.4.20, where in the description of
Cicero’s death it is said that his head and hand were attached to the rostra, the place where he used
to speak to the people (] kepadn) 8¢ Tod Kucépwvog kai ) xeip &v dyopd Tod Pripatog dnekpépavto &t
m\elotov, #v0a mpdtepov 6 Kucépwv é8npnydpet). Thus the only two people in Appian’s history who
are explicitly said to address (harangue) both the senate and the people are Cicero and the future
Augustus.

6% B. Civ. 3.63.258.
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I will look at the ways in which Antony’s response is deployed by the
historiographer to unmask the corruption of the republican senate, and
to enhance the ideological role of the Philippics within the narrative.

2.2 CICERO’S PHILIPPICS AS AN ESSENTIAL MEDIUM FOR
INTERPRETING THE POLITICAL CONFLICT

2.2.1 Appian’s ‘Philippic’ for Cicero

In the opinion of previous scholars, Appian’s ‘Philippic’ for Cicero is
not a worthy imitation of the Philippics. Gowing notes that “we should
instead stress the degree to which Cicero's speech in Appian does not
resemble its ostensible model’,®® though he does point out some paral-
lels between Appian’s speech and the Latin original. In this section, I
would like to argue to the contrary that we should see both Cicero and
Piso’s speech as a creative interpretation which is definitely modelled
on the Philippics. As mentioned before, I take the more comprehensive
perspective that we should view both speeches as a response to the
Philippics instead of only Cicero’s contribution. Modern scholars have
let themselves be disappointed by the lack of verbal parallels, but the
imitation of specific phrases is not the only method for creating allusiv-
ity. Appian’s reperformance of the Philippic debate is built on an imita-
tion of thematic features and pathos rather than particular rhetorical
strategies inspired by the Latin text.®® Most importantly, as I will argue
in this section and the next, for the argument made in this part of the
Civil Wars Appian did not need to draw strongly on the precise Latin
text: it was enough to capture the tone and the tenor of the Philippics,
which as a whole serve as an illustration of republican oratory. Hav-
ing said that, there are in fact two traditionally Philippic features that
jump out at the reader: the repetitive emphasis on Cicero’s argument
that Antony was woAépog to Rome and the unprofessional hatred that
Cicero seems to display toward Antony, which interferes with his role

55 GOWING 1992: 235. See now also KEELINE 2018: 177, who believes that Appian’s ‘Philippic’ is
more of an “epitome” than a “rhetorical reworking” of the Philippics, and dismisses it as “rather less
interesting” than the ‘Philippic’ in Dio.

% However, there are some verbal parallels with Phil. 5: see next note.
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as counsellor. We will examine these after a general overview of the
speeches of Cicero and Piso.

Appian’s ‘Philippic’ for Cicero does not have a very clear structure
and begins rather in medias res with a reference to the proceedings of
the day before as well as an attack on the tribune Salvius. It can be

(roughly) divided into four parts:

1. Exordium (3.52.213—215). Cicero refers to the senate meeting on
the day before and the decrees that have been passed, and he di-
rects himself at Salvius, who should know better than to oppose
the entire senate; he is either driven by his friendship with An-
tony or he is ignorant of what is happening. He should follow the
senate’s opinion. Cicero presents the argument that the majority
always prevails.

2. Argumentation (3.52.216-217): this is a review of Antony’s ac-
tions. These are: the embezzlement of money from Caesar’s her-
itage; taking the armies from Macedon and marching to Gaul
without permission from the senate—besides, Cicero argues,
these troops were meant for Thrace, but he led them to Italy
and he did it secretly; surrounding himself by a royal cohort in
Brundisium; and (?) keeping a guard of armed men in the city;
marching from Brundisium to Rome but turning around and
proceeding to Gaul as soon as he saw the size of Octavian's army.

3. As an additional charge (3.53.218), Cicero dwells on Antony’s
cruel decimation of the soldiers at Brundisium (though the loca-
tion is not clear from the speech).

4. Peroration (3.53.219-220). Cicero again refers to the honours
awarded to the soldiers of Antony who deserted or will still de-
sert, which decree is tantamount to declaring Antony a public
enemy. He returns to the ignorance of Salvius, and emphasizes
the threat that Antony currently poses for Rome.

Most of the arguments in this speech can be found in Phil. 5, which was
held in the period Appian describes in this part of the narrative, and in
Cicero’s other Philippics.®” Piso’s speech, on the other hand, is written

57 Thematic parallels between Phil. s and Appian’s ‘Philippic, with the arguments in order of
Appian’s speech: stupidity of the person who considers Antony to be his friend, B. Civ. §2.213 = Phil.
5.5-6 (exordium) (cf. Phil. 3.34.); we have already voted Antony a public enemy, 52.213 = Phil. 5.29 (cf.
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more independently than the ‘Philippic’ by Cicero.%® Piso’s emphasis
on Cicero’s negative portrayal of Antony clearly links the two speeches
together:

1. Exordium (3.54.222-223). Piso appeals to the law, which de-
mands that the accused should be present, and challenges Cicero,
‘the cleverest speaker’ (Setvétatov eineiv). He will prove Cicero’s
charges false.

2. Refutation of Cicero’s accusations (3.54.224-56.233): a) the em-
bezzlement of money, which Antony investigated by a decree
ratified by the senate; b) he was given the governorship of Gaul
by law, while Decimus Brutus illegally holds an army. The people
are the sole arbiter in deciding who is a friend and who is an en-
emy; c) Antony’s function as general (adtokpértwp) allowed him
to decimate his soldiers; moreover, his army was disobedient.
Cicero argues inconsistently because of his hatred for Antony
(Kucépwva 8¢ kai &g dvwpadiav eEéatnoey 1) &xOpa, 3.58.233).

3. Proof (3.57.234-238) that Antony has not behaved like a tyrant
since Caesar’s death, as Cicero claims: review of his actions (inter
alia, amnesty, recall of Sextus Pompey, Pseudo-Marius) which
were all done for the benefit of the state, not otherwise.

Phil. 3.14, 4.5, 7.10-11,13); Antony has squandered Caesar’s heritage, 52.215 = Phil. 5.10; Antony’s armed
troops in the city, 52.215 = Phil. 5.8 (cf. Phil. 5.17, 3.9, 2.112); Antony fled back to Gaul when he saw Oc-
tavian’s camp, s2.217 = Phil. 5.23-24 (cf. Phil. 3.31); Antony cruelly decimated his troops, s2.218 = Phil.
5.22 (cf. Phil. 3.4, 12.12,13.18); we need to declare war against Antony, s2.220 = (e.g.) Phil. 5.33. As this
short overview shows, apart from the argument that Antony had already been voted a public enemy,
Appian’s speech follows the order of the arguments in Phil. 5, which suggests he looked closely to
this text as a model, but the parallels are not that conspicuous. Verbal parallels can be found on
two occasions: 1) the idea that the decimation was cruel (53.218), Tiv obTwg dpuiv dploe Tipwpiay,
which is much emphasized in Cicero’s account of the story, cf. Phil. 3.4 (hac ille crudelitate imbutus),
s.22 (crudelis), 1212 (praedicatio crudelitatis), 13.18 (crudelis tyrannus; crudelissimae uxoris); 2) the
exordium, which appears to imitate both the theme and the structure of Phil. 5.5—-6. Compare 52.213
Zddoviov 3¢ TOV HOVOV EUmoS@V YIVOUEVOV ) TAVTWY €lvat Xpr) CUVETWTEPOV fj PiAiq Tdde Tpdooew #
TOV veoTwTWV dpabdig. Gv 1O pgv aloxiotéy oty Uiy, el S65opey dovvetdepot mdvteg £vdg elvat, TO
8¢ avt® Tadoviw, i PrAiav T@V kov@y wpoTiuen, with Phil. 5.5-6 Hoc qui non videt, excors, qui, cum
videt, decernit, impius est. ... Nullae istae excusationes sunt: ‘Meus amicus est.” Sit patriae prius. ‘Meus
cognatus.” An potest cognatio propior ulla esse quam patriae, in qua parentes etiam continentur? In both
exordia, the consideration of friendship above the fatherland (& xowé vs. patria) and the idea of
stupidity (excors, cuvetd@tepov) play a central role; moreover, Appian appears to imitate the succes-
sion of alternative elements (cf. ... 7 ... ), &l with qui ... qui, an potest).

8 GOWING 1992: 235-237 argues that Piso’s speech resembles the Philippics more closely in its
rhetorical fervour than Cicero’s oration.

% B. Civ. 3.53.220.
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4. Refutation (3.58.239-242) of the senate’s suspicion that Antony
would march on Rome, although Octavian’s encampment is out-
side Rome, but he is not considered an enemy. How hypocritical
was the praise for Antony, also from Cicero, when he left Rome
with the army. Reference to Antony’s family in front of the curia.

s. Peroration (3.59.243-60.248). Cicero is inconsistent (cf. Kiképw-
vog petaBoliis, 59.243). Piso’s proposal is to de-escalate, take the
armies away from Decimus and Octavian, let the suffering city
fortity itself with these armies. He exhorts the senate: the hatred,
strife, and contention should cease, and it would be rash to de-
clare Antony a public enemy. The people have voted Antony his
governorship; the senate should be their wise councillors.

The one subject that is seriously and strangely lacking from both Cic-
ero and Piso’s speech is the debate regarding the embassy. This ques-
tion features very prominently in the original Philippics dating to this
period, and one would from a historical point of view expect Appian’s
Piso, who was part of this first embassy, to refer to it himself. In fact, the
embassy is left completely unmentioned by the historiographer until
the point that they are actually almost departing, having received the
decrees passed in the senatorial debate and penned down by Cicero
(Kicépwva ovyypavar te kai Sodvau Toig npeoBedovat mpoottatav, 3.61.
252). Since the surrounding narrative focuses on Cicero’s vendetta with
Antony, Appian’s ‘Philippic’ is probably not meant as an accurate rep-
resentation of the Philippics, but it offers a sample of the typical invec-
tive that characterized Cicero’s oratory in 44—43 BC, and which is not
necessarily productive, as we will see.

Yet, Appian does imitate certain prominent themes in the Philippics.
I will give the most notable example from Cicero’s speech, in the pero-
ration where he argues that Antony is indeed an enemy already, and
Salvius is stupid not to see it:

IT6tepov oDV fueis Avtwviov ymeilopeba eivar modépov, fj Avtdviog
fudg A8 Tolepel, kal 6 SApapyog UV €Tt dyvoel, péxpt dpa Aékpov
TeobVTOG 1] Te XWwpa TooHde odoa kai Spopog NIV Kai £mi Tf Xwpa O
Aéxpov otpatog ég tag kad’ Nuav éAmidag Avtwvie mpooyévytat. Tote
Yap avtov, g otkev, 6 Spapyos Y Leltat ToAépiov, Stav UV yévrtal
Svvatwrepog.s?
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Do we now vote that Antony is an enemy, or is Antony rather already
waging war upon us? But our tribune will remain clueless, until Deci-
mus has fallen, and this great land that borders on our land and, apart
from the land, Decimus’ army has come into Antony’s possession to
use in his plans against us. For then, it seems, will the tribune vote him
an enemy: when he has gained power over us.

As the educated reader knows, the discussion as to whether Antony
was a public enemy or not takes up a central place in the Philippics. In
Phil. 5.33 Cicero spoke: “Against him, fathers, a war, a war, I say, must be
fought, and right away; any delay by sending ambassadors should be
rejected!” (cum hoc, patres conscripti, bello, bello, inquam, decertandum
est, idque confestim; legatorum tarditas repudianda est).”® Later that year,
Cicero’s use of bellum would become the subject of discussion when
his fellow senators openly rejected his polemical attitude—this is in
fact the opening topic of Phil. 8 (see next section). As a result of his at-
tempt to designate Antony as an enemy of the Roman people, Cicero’s
Philippics, more than anything he had produced, were a call for battle.
The passage quoted above demonstrates how Appian’s speech for Cic-
ero alludes strongly to this particular rhetoric of war: the term oA éptog
functions as a frame for this peroration. The first sentence states that
Antony is actually not only an enemy of Rome but already waging
war on it, 481 moAepel; the verb molepéw echoes the preceding noun
molépiog. What is more, the idea that Antony is moAépiog to Rome in
fact frames the entire ‘Philippic), since Cicero began his speech by re-
minding the senate that they voted Antony an enemy the day before
(8yn@ilopeda eivar molépiov), and now comes back to this thought in
the peroration.”

2.2.2 Piso’s anti-"Philippic’: more Ciceronian intertexts

Piso’s speech is an ironic response to Cicero’s use of woAépiog. Piso uses
the term no less than six times. Four of the six times Cicero’s use of
the word is contrasted with the letter of the law and shown to be inva-

70 Cf. Phil. 5.25; the word occurs no less than 36 times in this speech; words of the stem inimic-
6 times.
7L B. Civ. 3.52.213.
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lid. One example suffices to show the tenor of Piso’s argument. With
regard to the matter of the decimation of Antony’s army, Piso claims
that Antony possessed full authority to punish misbehaving soldiers:
nobody ever calls a general to account for such actions.

O08¢ T@v vOv ovyyevig ovdeig, dMa Kiképwy émpépetar kal ¢ovov
KATHYOP@V TOAEULOV KOLVOV AVTL TOV WPLOUEVWY ETITIHIWY TOIG POVEDTL
TifeTar.”?

And none of their [sc. the soldiers’] relatives bear a grudge against him
now, but Cicero does, and while accusing him of murder he brands
him a public enemy in contradiction to the legal punishments for
murderers.

The claim that Antony was an enemy of the Roman people, which is
the hallmark of the Philippics, is cleverly dismantled by Appian’s Piso.
On the one hand, he sets Cicero off from the rest of the Roman peo-
ple by suggesting that he is the only person to find fault with Antony’s
behaviour.”® The addition of the word kowéc, which does not occur
in Cicero’s ‘Philippic’ or elsewhere in Piso’s reply, carries an ironic
tone: even though the Roman citizens directly affected by Antony’s
policy have no complaints, Cicero presents Antony as an enemy to
all of them. On the other hand, Piso stresses the illegal character of
Cicero’s programme: Cicero heaps angry accusations upon Antony in-
stead of applying the codified legal action to his charge. As we shall see
below in more detail, this is part of Piso’s rhetorical technique to char-
acterize Cicero as a blasphemer who does not have any respect for the
Roman law.

A second aspect of Piso’s contribution to the debate which alludes
to the thematic discourse of the Philippics is the complaint that Cicero
was acting out of anger instead of arguing reasonably. In Phil. 8, Cicero
directly responds to the accusation made by Calenus that he is arguing
in an irascible manner with him:

Nam quod me tecum iracunde agere dixisti solere, non est ita. Vehementer
me agere fateor, iracunde nego. Omnino irasci non temere soleo, ne si me-
rentur quidem.”*

72 Ibid. 3.56.231.
73 This is completely opposite to Cicero’s own self-representation in the speeches. See below on
the image of Cicero as publica vox, n. 106.
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For with respect to what you said, that I'm often angry when I argue
with you, that is not true. I confess that I'm a vehement speaker, but I
deny that I'm an angry one. Trust me, I do not get angry without rea-
son, not even when people deserve it.

Possibly in response to this image of Cicero as an irascible speaker,

Piso explicitly voices the argument that anger is not a fitting emotion

in official debate:
Kai ta8e pev eipntat toig dvev pOdvov kai prdovikiag dkpowpévolg: Toig
3¢ ameplokéntwg Kal dnmapaockedws St oikeiav ExOpav 1) phovikiay éxbo-
pvBodoty DUdG KPLTAG TAPAV® T} Taxels eival pndé TpomeTelg £ dvdpag
peyloToug Te Kal oTpaTidg dpyovrag ikavijg undt dkovtag ékmolepodv...
And this was said to those who listen without envy or love of competi-
tion. To those who are running amok inconsiderately and thought-
lessly because of personal hate or strife—I advise you not to make
hasty or premature decisions which concern men who are mighty and

lead powerful armies, and not to make them hostile if they don’t want
to be...

When senators let their personal feelings obscure their counsel the re-
sults of their decisions could be detrimental to the state. Feelings of ha-
tred (#xOpa) and bad competition (prhovikia) cause unrest (86pvpog),
and this is exactly what should be avoided if large armies are involved.
Piso does not mention Cicero’s name explicitly as part of the “peo-
ple who speak inconsiderately and thoughtlessly” (dnepioxéntwg xai
anapaokedws), but the vocabulary used in this passage reminds us of
his argument about Cicero’s inconsistency. In a reaction to the defec-
tion of two of Antony’s legions (to the side of Octavian), Piso argued
that this kind of desertion opposes military law and should be con-
demned instead of praised. Moreover, by accusing Antony at the same
time of tyrannical ambitions and of punishing his soldiers so harsh-
ly—two things which are irreconcilable in Piso’s line of argument—
“Cicero has been driven to inconsistency by his hatred” (Kiképwva 8¢
Kal & avwpaliav ééotnoey 1) #xBpa).”® Therefore, in Piso’s speech we
encounter the same idea as the historical Calenus already expressed
in 43 BC: Cicero allows his emotions, and especially his anger, to in-

7+ Phil. 8.16.
7S B. Civ. 3.60.246.
76 Ibid. 3.58.233.
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fluence him in the debate over Antony. As becomes clear from Piso’s
speech, just as it does from Calenus’ oration in Dio book 46 (see below,
§3.2), Cicero’s aggressive rhetoric leads to complaints that he is stimu-
lating the outbreak of civil war instead of tempering the conflict. The
charge of warmongering seems to be historical, since Cicero in Phil. 7.3
also defends himself against certain other senators that he was “playing
the war trumpet” (bellicum me cecinisse dicunt).

Appian’s representation of the polemic between Cicero and his fel-
low senators, which featured so prominently in the Latin speeches, is
a unique recreation of the objections made against Cicero’s anti-An-
tonian rhetoric by his fellow senators. Piso’s speech displays a type of
indignation which is completely different—as we will see—from the
tone of Dio’s speech for Calenus, which incorporates a range of popu-
lar themes from the invective tradition in Ciceronem.”” In my opinion,
the lack of “bitter personal invective” and “sweeping rhetorical flour-
ishes””® is not evidence that Appian ignored the Philippics as a model;
rather, the historiographer was interested in the terms of republican
debate as well as the harmful element of pathetic rhetoric as a problem-
atic aspect of this debate.

To recapitulate, I have demonstrated that with regard to the themes
of the debate between Cicero and Piso, the Philippics were an impor-
tant medium through which Appian envisaged the events of early 43
BC. His imitation of the polemic expressed in (and by) the Philippics
lends coherence to his antilogy. Furthermore, we might say that Ap-
pian’s debate offers a very compressed sample of Cicero’s oratory in his
final years, whose main features consist of the representation of An-
tony as public enemy as well as a contentious or angry rhetoric.

2.3 THEMATIC AND IDEOLOGICAL FEATURES OF
APPIAN’S PHILIPPIC DEBATE

2.3.1 The position of the debate within the narrative

Classical Greek historiography is full of democratic assemblies where
political matters are explored from multiple sides in symbouleutic

77 See below, §3.2.4.
78 GOWING 1992: 235.
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speeches. As multiple scholars have demonstrated, the classical histo-
riographers often presented their speeches in clustered groups to mark
major, dramatically intense moments in the course of events during
the Peloponnesian war.”” Appian’s speeches, all located in the period
after Caesar’s death, serve a similar ideological purpose. After the mur-
der of Caesar, in the historiographer’s words, it became much more
difficult to find men who were piAeAevBépot than pioBwroi, ‘sycophants’
who would support whomever was in power.*® Furthermore, in the
preface to the Civil Wars Appian notes that the assassination of Cae-
sar, who actually brought the staseis temporarily to a halt, revived the
citizens” ambitions to surpass their peers (¢ T dvtimala prlovikia).®!
The debate in the senate in January 43 BC marks a transitional moment
in Appian’s text. After months of heightened tension and ambivalence,
the senators finally decree that war must be waged against Antony; this
is the official beginning of the final civil war of the late Republic.

As if to highlight this pivotal moment, the antilogy between Cic-
ero and Piso is the only senatorial debate in the Civil Wars. Before this
debate there have indeed been important moments marked by direct
speech, but they consist of separate contributions to senatorial meet-
ings or of direct addresses to either the Roman people or military
troops.®” Antony, for example, has addressed the senate several times
to express his preferred course of action, and Brutus has given a long
speech to the people which clarifies the goals of the Liberators. The ex-
change between Cicero and Piso, in contrast, constitutes the first time
that multiple sides of the conflict are articulated in the space of one
meeting.

Viewing Appian’s Philippic debate from a narratological perspective,
we can safely say that it is meant as a recapitulation and illustration
of the attitudes of the different factions in Roman society as they are
described in the main narrative. Narrative and speech work together

7® For Herodotus, see LANG 1984; for Thucydides, COGAN 1981: 123-126, who identifies these
moments as “changes”; for Xenophon, BARAGWANATH 2017, HUITINK & ROOD 2019: 102.

80" B. Civ. 2.120.504. On the negative portrayal of the Roman senators and elite in this period,
HOSE 1994: 290-294.

81 B. Civ. praef. s.

8 Appian also includes a few dialogues between the Second Triumvirate and their followers, but
by then the balance of power has shifted so much to the side of Antony and Octavian that it is dif-
ficult to see these dialogues as an equal exchange of thoughts.
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in demonstrating the reasons each party had for either attacking or
supporting Antony. There are strong verbal parallels between the nar-
rative and discourse; Cicero and Piso frequently echo the words of
the historiographer in the main narrative. In this regard, the speeches
do not present any new information about the situation of 44—43 BcC.
Appendix A provides a complete overview of parallel passages. As is
confirmed by this overview, Cicero’s words are often mainly repeat-
ing those of the historiographer. Consequently, they are less a piece
of vile invective than Appian makes us believe in his imitation of Cic-
ero’s angry Philippic rhetoric, in his account of the social disturbances
caused by the Ciceronian faction, or in the condemnation of Cicero’s
falsification of the senate’s decree at 3.61.251—252. For instance, with re-
gard to Antony’s management of Caesar’s documents, Appian already
concedes at the beginning of book 3 that Antony is misusing them in
order to hand out favours (3.5.16). Another fine example is the tale of
Antony’s decimation of the soldiers at Brundisium. In his contribu-
tion to the debate, Cicero relates that Antony wished to “crush the sol-
diers’ spirit” (tv otpatiay katamAnoodpevog, 3.52.218), and he empha-
sizes that these soldiers were executed without trial only because they
mocked Antony’s conduct. Piso counters this image by arguing that a
general is definitely allowed to punish his soldiers for such disobedi-
ence (3.56.230). Yet if we study the episode in the main narrative, the
historiographer appears to present the matter in a similar manner as
(but independently from) Cicero. The situation is focalized from the
soldiers’ point of view: Appian describes their anger and their scorn
at Antony’s empty words (oi 8¢ ¢y£\acav Tiig opkcpodoyiag). The word
opkpoAoyia, not present in other accounts of the story, is especially
deprecating. The army’s explicit mockery of Antony is Appian’s own
addition to the story, and it makes it all the more significant that this
element returns in Cicero’s speech. Furthermore, just like Cicero, in
order to define Antony’s main aim with the decimation the historiog-
rapher uses the term katamAfjooewv. With his speech for Cicero Appian
has created a strong reminder of several particularly unpopular epi-
sodes that have been related in the preceding narrative of book 3. The-
matically, then, through the repetition of value-laden terminology the
‘Philippic” affirms the ambiguous portrayal of Antony in the narrative.

In terms of narrative structure, the direct introduction to the debate
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neatly summarizes its content and tone. The historiographer clearly
explains both sides of the debate. Cicero and his friends believe that
Antony should be declared a public enemy (oA éptov adTov Aiovv /31
yneicacHar), considering his attack on Gaul and his abuse of the army
which was designated for Thrace but now employed to march on Italy.
Moreover, Antony has antagonized them by strutting about the city
surrounded by his guard, an armed band, and using arms and watch-
words around his house as if it were a fortress (&v T Tf) To\et pavepg
Sopupopn0évtog 0TO TooWVde Aoxay@v kai Tepl THY oikiay Womep dkpav
8mhoig kai ovvOnpact kexpnuévov).*® Piso, on the other hand, who Ap-
pian says managed Antony'’s affairs in his absence (6 ¢ Avtwvigp Ty
anoSnpiav émtponedwv), and many others in his wake believed that
Antony should be brought to trial and that it was not appropriate if a
consul who was honoured one day was to be convicted the next (ko eiv
avtdv ¢ kpiow AElovy, dg 00 TaTpLOY oPioty dkpitov katadikaley 00’
edmpenis To0 XO&g vmdtov Tilg émovong fApépag).** By outlining the
main points of the speakers in advance, the historiographer strongly
guides the readers’ interpretation of the debate.

2.3.2 Cicero and Piso unmasked by the historiographer

Although the speeches carry little informational value, they possess a
strong ethical value and function as a tool to interpret morally both
the events and the motivation of the political players. Intratextual links
within the Roman History are used to illustrate the distortion of the
facts in the speakers’ representations of the events up to January 43 BC.
Although we have just seen that Appian is in some ways as anti-Antoni-
an as Cicero in his ‘Philippic’, both Cicero and Piso are seen to present
a charged version of Antony’s actions compared to the words of the
historiographer himself.

An example of such tendentiousness on Cicero’s part is the account
of Antony’s interruption of the march on Rome. This would have been
the result of the news that two of his legions had defected to Octavian,

83 B. Civ. 3.50.204.
84 Ibid. 3.50.205.
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and were now stationed near the city. Cicero relates that out of fear of
Octavian and his army, Antony broke off his march and fled to Gaul
(Kaicapog O avTOV TOD VEOL oLV £Tépw oTpat® PBdcavTog £deloe kai g
iy Kektikny étpameto, 3.52.217). In the main narrative, this event is relat-
ed somewhat differently (3.45.186): “thrown off by this (Siatapaybeis),
Antony visited the curia; they discussed some minor matters, and then
he immediately proceeded to the city gates and from the gates to the
city of Alba in the hope of changing the deserters’ convictions.” On the
basis of this version, the reader has no reason to believe that Antony
took flight because he was afraid of Octavian’s military power.

By depicting Antony as a coward, Cicero betrays his contentious
strategy to undermine Antony’s authority. He further blackens his op-
ponent’s reputation by adding that Gaul was a good place from which to
attack Rome (&g ebkatpov ¢@’ dppntriplov), since (6t1) Caesar had taken
power over us marching from there (611 xai 6 Kaioap ékeifev dppcdpevos
¢Svvaotevoey fu@v).** This ominous observation illustrates that Cic-
ero is contriving to present Antony as a would-be Caesar, i.e. a tyrant.
This type of rhetorical strategy confirms the image of the ‘Ciceroniani’
in the main narrative, who aim at dividing society instead of reconcil-
ing the different parties. The comparison of Antony’s consulship with
Caesar’s dynasteia was exactly the kind of incendiary rhetoric that Piso
and his party rejected.

Piso himself, despite his excellent credentials,* is guilty of distort-
ing the truth in an even more consequential manner. With regard to
the law that gave Antony the command over Gaul (and made D. Brutus
its illegitimate defender), Piso notes:

T 8¢ KeAtikn)v fyepoviav ook éymeroapeda pév nueis Avtwvi, éSwke
3¢ 6 Sfjpog vopw, Tapdvtog adtod Kiképwvog, § Tpdmw kai étepa modaxkig
8wke kol THv8e T fyepoviav adtiv Kaioapt wdhat.?’

We have not voted to give the government of Gaul to Antony, the peo-
ple, with Cicero himself present, gave it to him by law, just like they
often gave other offices and this same governorship to Caesar in the
past.®®

Ibid. 3.52.217.

Ibid. 3.50.205, avi)p év Toig pdAiota Pwpaiwy émeavig.
Ibid. 3.54.225.

For the comparison with Caesar, see also B. Civ. 3.27.104.
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Piso here counters both Cicero’s accusation that Antony illegally ac-
quired the province of Gaul, and his statement that Caesar envisaged
Gaul as an operating base from which to attack Rome. Both men had
been given the province legally, both men had a right to be stationed
there with an army. From a rhetorical perspective, this is a fairly con-
vincing argument. It would have been successful had not the histori-
ographer presented a very different picture earlier in book 3 (27.102~
30.119). For what Piso does not mention is that Antony’s request for
Gaul was first denied by the senate. Having this knowledge, Piso’s
remark that “we have not voted in favour of giving Antony Gaul” ac-
quires a very different flavour. What Piso also does not mention is the
oVvOnua, the secret plan, Antony is subsequently said to have devised.
According to the narrative, on the day of the vote, Antony bribed the
tribunes to keep quiet during the election, he surrounded the forum
with a guard preventing citizens from leaving, and used an uncommon
procedure which made the citizens vote by tribe instead of century.
The corrupt nature of the ‘law’ Piso mentions in the above passage will
not have escaped Appian’s readers.

I shall give one final example of Piso’s double agenda as it is un-
covered in the debate; other minor incongruencies will be pointed
out in Appendix A. An important moment when the historiographer
himself comments on the illegal aspects of the consul’s behaviour is
during the episode with Pseudo-Marius, also known as Amatius. Piso
presents Antony’s quick liquidation of Pseudo-Marius as a praisewor-
thy action done for the benefit of Rome (3.57.235). However, the main
narrative reports that Antony exploited the rumour that Amatius was
plotting against the state for his own benefit and executed him ywpig
Sikng, péha Opactws—without a trial and precipitately (3.3.6). Accord-
ing to the historiographer, Amatius’ conspiracy functioned as a pretext
for restoring Antony’s own unpopularity with the senate, which was
due to his (quite literally) incendiary funeral speech for Caesar (3.2.2).
The reactions to Antony’s decision are described as mixed; certainly
not everybody felt blessed by Amatius’ removal. Though they also saw
how it would be useful, “the senate was struck by the deed, since it was
excessive and illegal”*

89 B. Civ. 3.3.6: kai 1) Bovi] 10 ptv épyov é0adpaley ¢ péya kal mapdvopov...
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The discrepancies between the speeches and the main narrative pin-
point the real problem in this situation: the orators’ deceptive rhetoric
combined with a competitive need to trump their opponent under-
mine the process of decision-making. Appian proves himself a master
in showing the flaws of all the parties involved in this conflict.

2.3.3 Antony’s speech and the exemplary lesson of the debate

The final part of the debate in the senate shows the subtlety of Appi-
an’s moralizing technique. He notes that “either unawares or on pur-
pose (AaBdvreg eit’ ¢€emitndeg), the senate ordered Cicero to write up
and give the other orders to Antony to the envoys””® Still led by his
personal strife with Antony, Cicero writes down this letter ptlovikwg
kai Vevd8@g, “contentiously and mendaciously”®! Cicero’s contentious
deed unlocks a disastrous chain of events in Appian’s narrative. The
narrator comments that it seemed like a malevolent daimon was lead-
ing Cicero to his destruction in its machinations to overthrow the Re-
public:** “he was not so much influenced by hatred, as, it seems, by a
demon who disturbed the state to the point of revolution, and who
was evilly disposed toward Cicero himself” (ov8epuag #0pag Toofiode
bo0oNG, &M, W6 éotke, TOD Satpoviov Ta kowvd £g petaBoAv EvoyAodvtog
kai ad1e Kiképwvi kak@g éntvoodvrog).”

When he reads the letter Antony bursts out in anger (c0v dpyf) oM
&6 Te TV Povi)v kai Tov Kiképwva dmeppintet), and he gives two replies,
which are quoted (partly) in direct speech.”* First, in a personal out-
burst against the poor ambassadors, he defends himself to the senate
against the attacks made by Cicero, recapitulating the main points of
Piso’s speech. Most notable about Antony’s first reply is the continu-

% Ibid. 3.61.250.

ol Ibid. 3.61.252.

92 GOLDMANN 1988: 30 explains this comment as indicative of Appian’s belief “die Entstehung
des romischen Weltreiches sei durch géttlichen Beschluf3 erfolgt”. However, as GOLDMANN argues
(30-31), it is typical for Appian that, rather than being a pawn in the hands of the gods, Cicero is also
presented as partly responsible for the events himself.

93 B. Civ. 3.61.252.

% Ibid. 3.62.254. 1 propose to place the quotations marks after dmeppintet (sim. WHITE 1913). The
phrase dneppinter Oavpalwy 671 has more or less the same value as 1 or &\eyev; the two verba
praesentia fyodvtat and vopifovow invite us to note the transition.
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ing antithetical structure (built by repeated pév—8¢ constructions) in
which Cicero’s actions are contrasted with those of his rivals in such
a way as to demonstrate his inconsistent behaviour, just like Piso was
prone to highlight Cicero’s hypocrisy (&vwpalia, 3.56.233). The explo-
sive response is followed by the narratorial remark that Antony never-
theless wrote to the senate to confirm he would hand himself over. In
his second reply, which takes the form of a letter, Antony addresses
Cicero, showing himself to be unwilling to release Gaul at all. The “con-
tentious and false” orders Cicero wrote thus seduce Antony into ad-
mitting his bellicose ambitions, making him immediately dangerous to
the state. On hearing Antony’s personal response to Cicero, the senate
votes him a public enemy (3.63.258). Did the senate give Cicero the
task to write the orders to Antony on purpose, as the narrative suggests,
knowing that it would create an explosive answer by Antony and draw
him out? If so, according to the way it is presented in Appian’s account
this was at the cost of Cicero himself, since it made him Antony’s direct
enemy. Every reader is aware of what that would eventually lead to.
Most importantly, in this final part of the deliberations, the whole ep-
isode is interpreted as an exemplum of republican ptdovikia interfering
with political relations and removing all roads to constructive counsel.
Cicero, then, is the unlucky lead actor. We have seen that in the preface
to the Civil Wars it is stated that, when Caesar and his autocratic re-
gime died, bad competition, ptdovikia, between republican politicians
became rife again. Piso’s speech picks up on this theme of prlovikia,
as we have seen above:?® in the peroration he appeals to the part of
the audience which is free from ill-will (pB6vog) and contentiousness
(p\ovikia), and he admonishes those who are causing unrest because
of their personal hatred (oikeia #x0pa) and contentiousness (phovikia)
to act instead as proper councillors. The concept of prlovikia is explic-
itly placed in the realm of exemplary discourse by Piso’s reference to
the exemplum of Marcius Coriolanus (&vapvnoxopévovg Mapkiov
10D Koplohavod).’® As Piso implies, most senators are not able to sepa-
rate their personal emotions and professional responsibilities. Cicero’s

95 See §1.2 above.

% B. Civ. 60.246. The thought that personal ambitions should be repressed in political debate is
also present in republican texts, as the opening of Caesar’s speech in Sallust’s Conspiracy of Catiline
illustrates. See chapter 1, § 3.2.
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personal rivalry with Antony exemplifies that fault, as the historiogra-
pher also confirms. Piso’s speech frames Cicero’s actions as an example
of the contentious attitude of the republican senators, which is the-
matized throughout the Civil Wars as part of the explanation for the
fall of the Republic. Even though, as we have seen in the previous sec-
tion, Piso himself is not flawless, he is able to reflect on the (dangers
of ) moral corruption within republican politics. It is this aspect of the
speech that gives him the moral high ground in the discussion. Again,
as we have seen in chapter 3, Cicero’s lack of reflection on his behaviour
and his difficulty in controlling his emotions make him an example of
the disintegration of the republican institutions.

2.4 ATTIC ORATORY AS A STYLISTIC AND
IDEOLOGICAL TEMPLATE FOR THE DEBATE
BETWEEN CICERO AND PISO

2.4.1 Simplifying Cicero as a representative of the elite ‘majority’

In the previous sections, we have focused on the Philippics as the main
intertext for the debate between Cicero and Piso; an exemplum of con-
tentious oratory, these speeches demonstrate the problem of political
competition. In this part, we will look at Appian’s interaction with the
Greek tradition. I will argue that, in fact, the ideological framework
of the debate is not so much Roman as it is Greek. There is a strong
thematic antithesis between the arguments of Cicero and Piso, which
could be summarized as a clash between the personal interests of the
ruling elite and the law. Cicero’s aristocratic standpoint that the sen-
ate is the ultimate arbiter in the debate is corrected by Piso’s argument
that democratic law should be the ultimate point of reference. What
is at stake in their oratorical exchange is the proper functioning of the
republican system in its legislative, elective, and juridical procedures.
By simplifying Cicero’s argument into a defence of the special rights
of the senators, and centering Piso’s argument around the law, Appian
revives the fourth-century Greek discourse around democratic proce-
dure. In §3.2.5, it will be seen that Demosthenic oratory, in particular,
functions as an important model for Appian’s representation of the
senatorial debate.
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Appian’s Cicero is an aristocrat through and through. In his open-
ing words, he argues that Salvius should obey his superiors, who have
more political power and more knowledge than he does:

Apabig 8 adtov Exovta T@V TapévTwy £8et Mo TeDE DIATOLG AVO” Equ-
Tod Kkal oTpatnyois kai Snudpxols Toig cLVAPXOLOY AdTE Kai Tolg dA-
Aotg PovAevtaig, of Toooide v d&iwatv T kal TOV dpOuOV Evteg did Te
fAwciav kal éumepiay dmép OV Ldhoviov kataywwokopey Aviwviov.
g0 8’ #v e yepotoviag kai Sikatg aiel 1O TAéov Sikaudtepov.”

If he is ignorant of what is happening he ought to listen to the consuls
instead of himself, and to the praetors and the tribunes who govern
together with him, and to all the other councillors—us great men sur-
passing Salvius by authority and numbers as the result of our age and
experience, we condemn Antony. In elections and in trials the major-
ity is always the most rightful.

What does Cicero mean by the platitude that the majority is always
the most rightful in elections and court cases (#0718 #v Te yepoToviaig
kai Stxarg aiel 10 TALov Sikardtepov)? Indeed, many republican institu-
tions, for example regarding legislation and election procedures, func-
tioned by virtue of the right of the majority.”® However, the comments
preceding this sententia indicate that it is not necessarily a democratic
idea: Cicero argues that Salvius would do better in trusting the consuls,
praetors, tribunes, and the other senators, because as a result of their
seniority and their experience they have authority and they form a
large group. The ‘majority’, 70 A éov, refers to the men at the top of the
political hierarchy—definitely not to the common majority formed by
the Roman people. Cicero is shown to vary on the familiar argument
that a republic is governed by the multitude of citizens, turning it into

97 B. Civ. 3.52.214.

%8 Tt is interesting that the two official procedures that Cicero mentions here, the election of
magistrates and the criminal trial, are usually believed to be strongly influenced by the Roman elite
at the cost of the will of the Roman people. For election procedure as influenced by the elite, espe-
cially in the comitia centuriata where the consuls and praetors were chosen, see TAYLOR 1949: 50-75;
contra, LINTOTT 1999: 202—206. Cf. MOURITSEN 2001: 94-96. Fundamental is also HOLKESKAMP
2004a: 257-280 in reaction to the opposite views of MILLAR 1998; MOURITSEN 2001 is less po-
lemical. HOLKESKAMP 2004b usefully reviews the international scholarship about Roman political
culture. On criminal trials specifically, see the succinct overview in HARRIES 2007, who explains
that with the rise of standing courts, the quaestiones perpetuae, in the latter part of the Republic,
the original iudicium populi (HARRIES 2007: 14-16) lost in power; the standing quaestiones were
officially termed publica iudicia, but they were set up rather as a means of self-regulation for the elite
(16-18). Cf. BADIAN & LINTOTT 2012.
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a particular validation of the power of the senatorial order. The argu-
ment made in this peroration will be proven by Piso to be a wrong
interpretation of the democratic right of the majority.

To a certain extent, the views of Appian’s Cicero resemble those ex-
pressed in the historical Cicero’s political and philosophical writings.
According to Cicero’s philosophy, the power of the republican consti-
tution should depend on two important bodies: the state laws and the
senate. The laws were seen as the cornerstone of the state’s organiza-
tion, as the famous quotation from In defence of Cluentius illustrates.”®
The senate was the agent determining the manner in which they ought
to be exercised. In his treatises, Cicero expresses scepticism about the
rule of the people. He believed that “the safety of the citizens is found
in the deliberations of the best men’, in optimorum consiliis posita est
civium salus (Rep. 1.51)."% Institutionally, the laws were adopted (or
blocked) by the people’s assembly, which, in contrast to the senate, had
political power, potestas. Cicero himself, however, thought that the only
road to a “balanced and harmonious” Republic was through giving the
senate (the elite, or the boni cives) ultimate responsibility (auctoritas)
over state policy.'®" Cicero believed that the system of democratic vot-
ing, as it was exercised in the comitia, was fragile.'**

However, the Cicero of the public speeches takes on a very different
persona, and hammers on the influence of the Roman people on state
policy and the outcome of specific law cases. On multiple occasions,
particularly whenever the reputation or safety of one of his clients or
of himself was at stake, Cicero is seen to appeal to the ultimate power
(maxima or summa potestas) of the populus Romanus.'® The vox populi
that Cicero claimed to represent forms a central argument of his public
speeches.'®* For instance, in Phil. 7.22 Cicero proudly remarks “What

% Cluent. 146, Legum ministri magistratus, legum interpretes iudices, legum denique idcirco omnes
servi sumus ut liberi esse possimus. Cassius Dio alludes to this passage in his speech of Cicero: 45.43.4.
Cf. Cic. Rep. 1.49.4 (quid est enim civitas nisi iuris societas civium?)

190 Transl. by J. ZETZEL 1999: 22.

101 E.g. Leg. 3.10, 3.28, 3.38; Sest. 137 contains another such plea for the auctoritas senatus. On this
concept, BLEICKEN 1975: 304—324; LINTOTT 1999: 86-88.

102 Cf, Rep. 2.22, 3.23; Sest. 96-143. See BLEICKEN 1975: 280-284, 288—294.

103 Cf. Rab. 5, Dom. 80 (see BLEICKEN 1975: 288294, MEIER 1997: 116-117). MILLAR 1998: 71-72
and 172-174 also discusses Ver. 2.5.143-144 and Planc. 10-15 as examples of Cicero’s reference to the
people as a powerful, legislative body.

104 This theme is ubiquitous in the public speeches. Apart from the Philippics, see e.g. Cat. 4.19,
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shall I say about all of the Roman people? From a forum fully packed
they have twice called upon me to speak in an assembly, with one mind
and one voice, and they have expressed their great wish to restore free-
dom.'® In accordance with this image, Cicero is often framed in im-
perial literature as the publica vox that represented the feelings of the
Roman citizens and defended their interests.'*®

Despite this image of Cicero as a guide and leader of the Roman
people, Appian’s Roman History devotes no attention at all to Cicero’s
relationship with the people. (Not even, as we might expect, in his ac-
count of the Catilinarian conspiracy, in which the historiographer fo-
cuses rather on the proceedings in the senate.)'%” The only reference to
Cicero’s popularity is Appian’s comment that the people (6 8jpog) vot-
ed Cicero pater patriae at the instigation of Cato the Younger.'*® The
speech for Cicero in book 3 guides the reader further towards a view
of Cicero as the optimate who believed in the power of the intellectual
elite.'® Moreover, in his rendition of Cicero’s ‘Philippic, Appian re-
sponds to an existing tradition in which Cicero is primarily the spokes-
man of the senate.'’® In chapter 2, we saw that in Lucan’s Civil War,
Cicero acts as the representative of the senate, who has little feeling for
the people’s wishes or interests. Appian’s speech presents a similar Cic-
ero who adopts an exclusively aristocratic point of view, but he actu-
ally gives voice to this aristocratic ideology, using a type of vocabulary
that recalls elite republican discourse. The most prominent example
of this is the emphasis on hierarchy and the authority of the senate,
which makes Salvius’ disobedience to more esteemed senior senators
highly offensive (toig dMotg Povlevtais, of TocoiSe v dfiwow e kai

Pis. 7. Cf. Red. pop. 25, Red. sen. 28; Cat. 1.18, 27-29. A good discussion of the concept and its afterlife
is found in KEELINE 2018: 84-89.

195 Nam quid ego de universo populo Romano dicam? Qui pleno ac referto foro bis me una mente atque
voce in contionem vocavit declaravitque maximam libertatis recuperandae cupiditatem. Cf. Phil. 14.16.

196 Sen. Suas. 6.19 (Cremutius Cordus), 6.21 (Bruttedius Niger), 6.26 publica vox (Cornelius Ne-
pos); Luc. 7.62; Cass. Dio 38.18.1.

107 B, Civ. 2.2.4—7.23.

108 Tbid. 2.7.24.

199 GABBA 1956: 165-175 already signals that “Dal cap. 50 in poi Senato e Cicerone sono stretta-
mente congiunti nell’azione politica e nel disprezzo del storico” (167).

110 E.g. Luc. 7. 62-84; Juv. 7.197-199, 8.244 (patrem patriae); Plin. HN 7.116-117 (primus in
toga... ); Sen. Suas. 6.26 (ingentia consulis acta / iurataeque manus); Sen. Dial. 10.5.1; Sid. Apol. Carm.
2.186 (Arpinas consul); Plut. Cic. 13. Cf. Catul. 49 for Cicero as typical aristocrat (tu optimus omnium
patronus).
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1OV dpOpdy dvteg Sid Te Hlixiav xal Epmetpiav vmEp OV Téddoviov).
However, as we will see below, this expression of the Roman auctoritas
senatus is still a coloured interpretation of Ciceronian thought, for it
also prepares the reader for Piso’s Greek interpretation of civic justice.

2.4.2 Piso for the people? Projecting a Greek
perspective on the Roman constitution

Piso’s defence of the law functions as a corrective to Cicero’s aristocrat-
ic beliefs. The image of Piso as a pious citizen has been established in
advance of his speech: in book 2.136.567, Piso is already introduced as
a man bound to the legal institutions of Rome, when he does not suc-
cumb to the other senators” wishes that he divulge Caesar’s testament.
The first words of his contribution, which are concerned with the legal
aspects of the controversy over Antony’s policy, confirm this portrayal:

‘O puév vopog, @ Povdr, dikatol Tov ebBvvopevoV adTOV dkodoai Te Tig
Katryopiag kai dmodoynodpevov vmep avTod kpiveoBar kai ToV Servota-
Tov eimetv Kiképwva ég tadta mpokadodpat. émel 8¢ Okvel pév mTapoévtog
Avtwviov KaTYopEw, AnévTog & EYKAAUATA Tva €lmey g péylota €k
TavTwy Kol dvappidoya dvta, mapirbov éyw Seifwy adta Vevdh Ppayv-
TaTALG d’J‘EOKpiO‘SO’l.HZ

The law, dear senate, states that he who is under investigation himself
hears the accusation and that a verdict is passed after he has defended

himself; and I challenge Cicero, he who is most skilled at speaking, to

do this. But since he hesitates to accuse Antony with him being pre-
sent, and now that he is absent brings certain indictments against him

as if they are the most important of all and indisputable, I will step
forward to show in a few brief words that these are false.

Piso will in fact continue to make more than a few brief comments
on the matter. He makes a sustained argument for obeying the law in
matters of civil conflict. “It is not,” he says, “fitting for those of good
counsel (i.e. the senators) to engage in factional strife against the peo-
ple during times of great danger, and to forget, that in the past this used
to be the task of the people, to make a distinction between the actions

UL B Civ. 3.52.214.
U2 Tbid. 3.54.222.
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of friends and enemies.” He goes on to imbue the senators with some
historical awareness:

Moévog yap éx T@V TaAat vouwv 6 dfpog avTokpaTwp eiprvng TéPL Kai
TONEPOV OKOTEDY. @V Undév 0 Sfjpog émothoete unde émpnvioeley Huiv,
npootérov AaPdpevog. '

For according to the laws of old the people alone have the authority
to decide on matters of peace and war. May the people never be aware
of this and project their anger at us, having taken themselves a leader.

Piso’s remark that the people were traditionally the adtoxpdtwp is ex-
traordinary. Appian never uses this term, which commonly refers to
the official function of (military) ‘imperator’ or general, for the people
except in this passage.''* Theoretically, the populus Romanus did have
a sovereign position in the election of magistrates, Roman legislation,
and particular criminal cases.''® These institutional rights have even
led Fergus Millar to argue that Rome was a direct democracy.'*® How-
ever, this idea has been much contested by other historians of Rome,
and the communis opinio is that effectively, the plebs were in many re-
spects dependent on as well as manipulated by the elite, who monopo-

13 B, Civ. 3.55.229.

14 The term is frequent in the Civil Wars, and can roughly be used for three categories of offi-
cials (cf. FAMERIE 1998: 91-102): a) generals, e.g. 1.5.40 and 2.12.87, who can also receive the official
Roman title of ‘Tmperator), e.g. 5.13.124 (Octavian); b) dictators, e.g. 1.11.99 (Sulla), 1.2.16; c) the
Emperor, e.g. 1.5.38 (Hadrian) or 2.13.90 (Trajan). Cf. VRIND 1923: 31-37 on the term in Cassius Dio,
where it would be a synonym of imperator.

115 On the sovereignty of the Roman people, BLEICKEN 1975: 28—32 (in response to MOMMSEN's
articulation of this political ideal) and 244-324; MEIER 1997: 117-151 who describes rather how the
assemblies were restricted in their rights. LINTOTT 1999: 40-41, 43, 199—208 nuances the effect of
these limitations. Cf. SANDBERG 1993. Cic. Rab. 5, Dom. 8o; Sall. Hist. 3.48.15 (Licinius Macer);
[Sall.] Ep. 2.3.2, 2.5.2 and 2.5.5 (about the ancient Roman constitution) are the few ancient sources
which voice the concept of the summa potestas/vis populi. [Sall.] Ep. 2.5.5 most closely resembles
Piso’s turn of phrase: ita paulatim populus, qui dominus erat, cunctis gentibus imperitabat, dilapsus est...

116 See MILLAR 1998: 197226 (who also defended this argument in later articles). The power
of the people’s assembly is confirmed by MORSTEIN-MARX 2013, who illustrates that the assembly
did have an effect on public policy in Rome, by blocking on occasion laws which the elite wanted to
push through. However, despite this ‘democratic’ feature of public policy, there seems to have been
little attempt by the people to change the nature of republican administration also, which enabled
the magistrates and senate to control most of what was going on in Rome. Compare also Cic. Rep.
2.56 on the traditional Republic, which places the authority to govern with the senate. WIRSZUBSKI
1950: 14 explains: “Libertas [sc. of the populus Romanus] primarily consists in those rights which
(a) affect the status of the individual citizen, and (b) ensure that the State is a real res publica; the
nominal right to govern is included among them, but its actual exercise is subject to the possession
of auctoritas and dignitas”
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lized all the magistracies."'” In reality, therefore, the sovereignty of the
people was structurally undermined.

What inspired Appian to make Piso say this? I would like to propose
that the historiographer, rather than voicing a Roman idea, projects his
Greek views about the authority of the people on the constitution of
the Roman Republic. Jochen Bleicken already signalled a similar ten-
dency in a fragment from Appian’s Punic Wars (Lib. 112.531), where it
is described how the Roman people are frustrated over the election of
Scipio Aemilianus as consul for 147 BC. This would have been in con-
tradiction with the decrees issued by the Roman kings Romulus and
Tullius, which stated that the people held the authority (tov Sijpov eiva
k0ptov) in the assembly and had legislative power.''® Bleicken does not
examine how Appian’s formulation of this ideal imitates the conceptu-
al language used to discuss the powers of the people in Greek political
writings, which, I think, lends more strength to the case for his Greek
interpretation of Roman government.

The idea that the démos is sovereign (k0piog in the Punic Wars frag-
ment, or adtokpdtwp in Piso’s speech) is found in a few other Greek
analyses of the Roman constitution.''® Dionysius of Halicarnassus dis-
cusses the same historical period as does the fragment from Appian’s
Punic Wars; it is probably also this period to which Piso refers. Diony-
sius relates how, during his reign, Romulus granted the populus three
rights: to choose magistrates, to authorize (new) laws, and to decide
on matters of war whenever the king allowed them to do so (Ant. Rom.
2.14.3). Three books later in his discussion of Servius Tullius’ transfor-
mations of the Roman constitution, Dionysius revisits and expands on
these rights, saying “that according to the ancient laws the people pos-
sessed the authority over three matters, which were extremely impor-
tant and vital: to appoint the magistracies both civil and military, to

117 See note 98.

118 According to BLEICKEN, this comment about popular sovereignty is “ohne Anspruch auf den
Wert eines verfassungstheoretischen Grundsatzes” (292). He states: “Soweit es Aussagen in antiken
Quellen gibt, die im Sinne einer omnipotenten, schrankenlosen Beschlussfihigkeit der romischen
Volksversammlungen ausgelegt werden kénnten, handelt es sich um Ubertragung griechischen
Denkens auf romische Verhiltnisse” (292-293).

119 Polyb. 6.14.4, where Polybius distinguishes between the people who are k0ptog with regard to
the laws, political offices, matters of honour and punishment, and peace and war; and the consuls
who have avtokpdropa Sdvapwy and avtokpdropa §ovoiay with regard to military equipment and
field operations; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.14.3.
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sanction laws and abolish them, and to judge whether a war should be
started or ended” (87t Tp1@V TpaypdTwy 6 Sfjpog ¢k T@Y TAAADY VoUWV
KOpLOg AV T@V peyioTwy Te kai dvaykaotdtwy, dpyds drmodei§at Tdg Te
KaTd TOMY Kal Tag €7l oTpaToTESOV, Kal VOUOVG TODG PEV EMKVPETaL,
Todg & Gvelelv, Kai Tepl TOAEUOV CUVIOTAPEVOV Te Kal KATAAvopévov
Swayvva, Ant. Rom. 4.20.1). Note that just like Dionysius, Piso men-
tions that the power of the people also pertained to decisions about
peace and war (elpryng mépt kai Todépov okomeiv). >

The Greek articulation of Roman popular sovereignty reflects the
classical Athenian formulation of the people’s rights. In his Constitution
of Athens Aristotle describes how Solon famously devised the demo-
cratic system in which “having the authority of the vote, the people
were sovereign in the state” (k0ptog yap @v 6 8fjpog Tiig YrPov KVpLog
yivetar Tiig moMteiag, 9.1)."*! The idea is also conspicuous in the De-
mosthenic corpus, especially in the forensic speeches. The authority of
the people and their role as “guardians” of the law forms an essential
topic within Demosthenes’ rhetorical discourse:'** “Here with us [sc.
in Athens], the people are sovereign in the state, and the imprecations
and laws and guards [are], to prevent anybody else from becoming
sovereign’, the orator says in Against Leptines.'>® In short, looking at
the frequency of this type of analysis in the Greek tradition (and its
absence in the Latin texts), we may argue that it was indeed his Greek
predecessors who provided Appian the terminology to colour Piso’s
argument.

It is true that on many counts, Piso’s argument also coheres with Ro-
man elite views about politics, such as Cicero expresses in his speech:
while Piso acknowledges the traditional sovereignty of the people, he
also implies that the people should not become too aware of this power,
since it might induce them to “take a leader” (npootérov NaPépevos)

120 Cf. Polyb. 6.14.10: dmép iprivng odTog ovAedetar kai moAépov.

121 Similar terminology occurs in Plato, Leg. 700a: odx #v, & @iloy, uiv éni T@V TaAal@v vopwy
6 Sijudg Tvwv kOpLog, dM& TpoTOV TV £k@Y £50VAevE Toig vopots. The thought here is, however, di-
rectly the opposite from that of Aristotle. The idea of the people being ‘slaves to the law” would
recur in Cicero, Cluent. 146 (see n. 99). On the voting procedure of the Athenian assembly, OBER
1989: 133—134. The sovereignty of the Athenian people is explored in OSTWALD 1986, see esp. 77-83
and 520-524, where he describes the differences between the fifth- and fourth-century constitution.

122 WoHL 2010.

123 Dem. 20.108: mapa 8§ fuiv TadTng Pev 6 SHpog kVpLog, kal dpal kal vépo Kal puhakal dwg un-
Seig dMog kbpLog yeviioetat.
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and try to overrule the senate. In general, though, the emphasis on
the potestas populi is remarkable, especially in light of the last hundred
years of the Republic where party politics was the rule rather than the
exception, Caesar and Antony, whom Piso defends, being some of the
best-known examples of this.

In the next section, I will further contextualize Piso’s argument by
demonstrating that it was the oratory of Demosthenes, in particular,
which furnished Appian with the terminology as well as the ideologi-
cal framework for the Cicero-Piso debate.

2.4.3 Evaluating republican oratory through Athenian discourse

The vocalization of the different perspectives in the Cicero-Piso de-
bate is not only Greek, it is also peculiarly Demosthenic. The speeches
feature an arsenal of words and phrases taken from the Demosthenic
corpus. Cicero, for example, uses a phrase which occurs nowhere in
Appian except here: 1} x0pa TooH 8¢ odoa kai 8popog (3.53.220)."** The
combination ywpa épopog, “neighbouring land”, is used in the exor-
dium of Demosthenes’ Olynthiac 1.5, where Philip is said to threaten
the nearby lands—a reason for the Athenians, so argues Demosthenes,
to take quick action."” Just as Philip is on the border of the Athenian
state, threatening to make himself her master, so Antony is waiting to
march on Italy and take over power. More significant, however, is Pi-
so’s use of Demosthenic phrases. The opening words of Piso’s speech,
6 utv vopog (... émel 8¢ dkvel), are based on an antithetical structure
which only Demosthenes frequently employed in his forensic orations,
and which therefore became a hallmark of his oratory;*? the second-
century rhetorician Hermogenes acknowledges it as particularly suc-

124 There are more phrases in the Cicero-Piso debate which are seldom used by Appian (on the
basis of a TLG search): Stactactaléodat 55.229 (only in Mac. fr. 11.1); dvewpadia $6.233, cf. B. Civ. 2.134,
Mac. fr. 18.3, Mithr. 163; vokto@ulakelv 52.216 and 57.237 (twice), cf. B. Civ. 2.125.522, 3.45, and 5.46
(and Mithr. 198); apagiloyos 54.223 and §7.238, cf. B. Civ. 2.128; dneplokténtws 60.246, only in Celt.
fr. 2.4; dmapackedwg 60.246, only in B. Civ. 2.7.23.

125 (Sparing) usage of this phrase is restricted to Demosthenes and Isocrates. Cf. Dem. 2.1 (again
the exordium), 15.22; Isocr. Archid. 76, cf. 61. The phrase is otherwise common in Diodorus Siculus
and imperial historians.

126 Tn the classical corpus, there are nine instances of this formulation in Demosthenes’ or De-
mosthenic texts (26.8, cf. 25.15-16; 23.84; 24.47, 55; 27.17; 37.35; 39.39; and the spurious 46.13, zo), one
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cessful.'*” By placing his opponents directly opposite the law, Demos-
thenes could nullify their trustworthiness and emphasize the illegality
of their actions. Take as an example the speech Against Timocrates:

Ko 6 pévvopog und’ émymeilerv pnoi t@v dpyovtwy mapda tadta undéva:

08" éypave Toig mpoédpotg Emavaykes, £dv Tig kabioTy, Tpoodyew, kai
128

> 1

mpootypayey «OmOT” dv TIg fovAnTars.

Now, the law says that no one of the magistrates is allowed to put the
question in contradiction of these measures; yet he wrote that it is
necessary for the commissioners, when somebody nominates sureties,
to account for themselves, and he added “whenever a man wishes”.

We recognize the same strategy in the exordium of Piso’s oration:'*
“The law, dear senate, states that he who is under investigation himself
hears the accusation and that a verdict is passed after he has defended
himself; and I challenge Cicero, he who is most skilled at speaking, to
do this. But since he hesitates to accuse Antony with him being present
... The law poses a particular procedure for prosecuting the accused,
but Cicero follows his own procedure that violates the law.'*°

A rhetorical formula that corresponds with this strategy of ad-
ducing the law as technical proof (niotig dtexvos) is the focus on its
antiquity."*’ Demosthenes has a particular way of referring to “the
ancient laws” of Athens: oi mdlat (keipevor) vépor. The more com-
mon formulation would be oi alatoi vépoy, as it also occurs in other
Greek authors.’®? As far as I have been able to trace, Demosthenes is
the only classical author who has the adverb wdAat instead of the ad-
jective malaidg.'*® It is therefore worth observing that Piso uses the

single instance in Aristotle’s Constitution of Athens (60.9) and one in Dinarchus (Aristogeit. 14.5).
Dio Chrysostom uses the formulation in 31.132.

127 In Id. 1.6, Hermogenes quotes the example of Dem. 25.15 (with plural subject).

128 Dem. 24.55.
Full Greek text on p. 295.

130 The only other place in his Roman History where this device is used is in the speech by Bru-
tus in book 2, who opposes the law with Caesar: kai 6 pév vépog 6 T@v mpoydvwv kai 6 8pkog 008’
¢mdyeoBat Sikny €11 0dotL Snudapyots émitpémovory- 6 8¢ Katoap avrodg é§fdacey, 0082 Siknv énayaywy
(2.138.575).

131 WOHL 2010: 28.

132 Cf. Pl. Leg. 700a and Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.20.2.

133 On multiple occasions: Dem. 20.8.1; 21.35.1; 24.137.1 and s, 139.4, 142.6; (spurious) 58.17.2. It is
noteworthy that both this phrase and the 6 pév vépog ... 6 8¢ construction figure in pseudo-Demos-
thenic texts.

129
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Demosthenic phrase in his rather charged analysis of the démos as the
adtokpatwp in the ancient laws: pdvog yap éx T@v mwddat vopwv 6 Sijpog
adtokpatwp (3.55.229). The classical ‘Athenian’ idea stating the sover-
eignty of the people is accompanied by a word usage familiar from Ath-
ens’ most renowned orator.

One more passage from Demosthenes’ Against Meidias, a speech
delivered—probably in public—in 346 BC against his personal rival
Meidias,"** will in my view explain not only these minor Demosthenic
features but also the broader framework of the debate. I will show that
while imitating Demosthenic vocabulary and style, Appian also took
over the conceptual framework present in orations of the Attic orator.
Let us have a look at an iconic passage from the final part of Against
Meidias, which proposes how an incorrupt legal (democratic) system
should function:'3

MnSapws, @ dvdpeg Sikaotai, pf) TPod®Te PAT  éue B’ dudg adTodg
prjte Todg vopovs. Kai yap avtd todt’ ei 0£Norte oxomelv kai {nteiv, 70
not’ eiotv DUV oi dei Sikdovreg ioxvpoi kai kbpLot T@V £v T TOAEL
TAVTWY, £4v Te Stakooiovg £av te xtdiovg £4v 0 0mdooVg &V 1) TOALG Ka-
Oion, olite 7@ ped’ SmAwv givau ocvvreTaypévol povor T@V &AM wv ToAL-
@V, edport’ dv, odte T T owpat’ dplot’ Exerv kal pAAloT’ ioxvery,
obte T@ TV HAkiav eivar vedtatot, odTe TV TolOVTWY 00EVi, A
i) T@V vopwv ioxdi. H 8¢ tov vopwv ioxdg tig EoTv; dp” £4v TIg DU®Y
adtkovpevog dvakpdayr, mpoodpapodvtat kai wapécovtal Pondodvreg;
ob ypdppata yap yeypappév’ éoti, kai ovxi Svvarvt’ &v TodTo TotijoaL.
Tig 0dV 1) SOvapg advt@v éotiv; dpeis £av PePardt’ adTodg Kal TapéynTe
Kvpiovg del T¢) Seopévy. OvkoDV oi vopot B duiv eiowy ioxvpoi kal Dyelg
Toig vopotg. St Toivov TovTolg Bondeiv dpoiwg Gomep &v adTd TIg &dt-
KOLUEVW, Kal T& TOV VOpwY AdIKApaTa Kowva vopi?;sw, ¢’ Otov Tep v
Aappavnral, kai pfte Arovpyiag unt’ Edeov uit’ dvdpa undéva prre
TéxvNY undepiav evpijoar, ut’ & o undev 8t” 6tov mapaPag Tig Todg
vopovg 00 Swoet Sikny.'

By all means, men of the jury, do not betray me or yourselves or the
laws. For if you are willing to consider and investigate this question

134 On the historical context and argument of the speech, HARRIS 2008.

135 MACDOWELL 1990: 37 comments: “Elsewhere we can analyse his [sc. Demosthenes’] clever-
ness and skill at arguing; at the close we can simply admire a masterpiece of eloquence.” Further on
this speech, whose authenticity is questioned but generally accepted, in OBER 1994 (the current
passage is discussed at 102-104). HARRIS 2008 offers good introductory remarks (10-13, 75-87).

136 Dem. 21.223-225.
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in particular, why those of you always called upon to judge are in-
fluential and responsible for everything in the city, if you're either
two hundred or a thousand or as many as the city gives a seat, you
will find that it is not through being organized in arms, alone of
all the citizens, or through having the best bodies and being the
strongest, or by being the youngest in age, or by any of these things
— no, it is by the strength of the law. What is the strength of the law?
If one of you gets hurt and screams, will they come running and be
there to help him? No. For they are written words, and they cannot
do this. What then is their power? You are, when you confirm them
and validate them when necessary. Surely then, the laws have force
because of you, and you because of the laws. Therefore you must help
them in the same way as someone would do himself whenever he is
harmed, and consider any wrongs done to the laws as being common
(wrongs), by whomever they are committed, and absolutely noth-
ing must be devised, no public services nor pity nor any individual
nor any rhetorical trick, by which anyone who has transgressed the
laws will not serve a penalty.

In fourth-century Athenian forensic oratory there were two sources of
authority one could appeal to: the laws (oi vépot) and the jurors as rep-
resentatives of the people (6 8fjpog)."*” This representative body, how-
ever, should never make a decision on its own, for it was their task to
guard the sanctity of the laws (apéxnte kvpiovg) and confirm their va-
lidity (Pefar@te adtodg) when necessary. Their authority relies not on
their numbers or their military force, their physical strength, or their
age, but on their power to enact the laws (1 T@v vépwv ioxdg). Demos-
thenes emphasizes at the end of the passage that jurors should never
be seduced by the bribery (of wealthy men), by their personal pity or
by any man’s wiles. The law is the only yardstick for making a decision
about right and wrong.'*®

If we replace “men of the jury” in the above passage from Against
Meidias with ‘conscripted fathers” we are not far away from Piso’s argu-
ment in Appian’s history. Despite the major gap between the Athenian
and Roman concept of democracy, Appian has injected a Demosthenic

137 WOHL 2010: 26; OBER 1989: 299-304. HARRIS 2008: xxi-xxviii is also useful. For a good dis-
cussion of this passage in Against Meidias, see WOHL 2010: 35—37.

138 For the extraordinary emphasis on the rule of the law within this speech, see HARRIS 2008:
12-13; he states that the term vopog is used approximately 100 times.
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view of civic justice into his discussion of late republican debate. Dem-
osthenes argues that councillors should never appeal to their extraor-
dinary power, to strength, or age in order to overrule others—in short,
their place at the top of the hierarchy is irrelevant in their task as coun-
cil. The thought recalls Cicero’s opposite, elite viewpoint, according
to which Salvius should follow the opinion of his superiors, who are
older and wiser and greater in number (t#v d§iwotv Te kol TOV dp1OpOV
3vteg 81d Te fAkiav kai éumetpiav). Against this conviction, Piso, just as
Demosthenes does in Against Meidias, places the law as the ultimate
compass for counsel. Furthermore, the absence of personal views or
interests, which Demosthenes discusses here, is one of Piso’s major
criticisms of Cicero.

As Appian presents it, the conflict between Piso and Cicero is
caused by the latter’s rash factionalism and elite vision on the rights
that the senate could take in prosecuting a man: Piso’s chief problem
is the inconsistency in Cicero’s political behaviour, which seems to be
the result of a personal vendetta, and his neglect of the law (the first
word of his oration). Piso points the senate to the particular responsi-
bility of preserving (not undermining) laws enacted by the people, just
as Demosthenes refers the jurors to their official function as protectors
of the laws. The polar opposition between the law and the private in-
dividual with their personal ambitions, which we have also seen mani-
festing itself on a syntactic level in the opening of Piso’s oration, is part
and parcel of the forensic argument in the speeches of Demosthenes
and to a lesser extent (that we know) of his contemporaries. Appian
did not need to quote Demosthenes directly in order to participate in
this discourse; the educated reader would probably recognize it quick-
ly enough on the basis of his own reading of the Attic orators.'** In this
regard, the continuous repetition of the word vépog not only serves the
internal coherence of Piso’s oration, but is an allusive tool that signals
the foundation of this imperial speech on Athenian models, especially
Demosthenes.

139 The only exception I have found so far (but there will definitely be more) is in Antony’s
speech to Octavian (3.20.76), the apophthegm that the common people are as fickle as a stormy
sea, which can be traced back to Dem. 19.135. It must have been a more commonly used expression,
for Dio Chrysostom is also seen to use it in 3.49: HAHN 1968: 202. HAHN provides an incorrrect
reference for Dem. 19.
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Therefore, whereas in their representation of the senate’s role in
government, Appian’s speeches for Cicero and Piso are also compat-
ible with aristocratic political philosophy during the Republic, the dis-
course used to articulate the ideological opposition within the debate
is Greek. Cicero’s undemocratic theory about the prevalence of the
senate is exactly the kind of argument that is rejected as harmful (for:
a mark of pr\ovikia) both by the narrator and by Piso. When Piso sub-
sequently counters Cicero with a speech that concentrates completely
on the legal aspects of the conflict, the reader is offered a mix of typi-
cal aristocratic denigration of the people and a continual emphasis on
the ancestral laws of the Roman people—an emphasis with Athenian
overtones, which are reinforced by verbal allusions to Demosthenes’
oratorical corpus. Appian is constantly inviting his readers to switch
contexts or codes: the speeches move back and forth from the Roman
senate house, which is the setting for the actual events in the narra-
tive, to the court of democratic Athens, which has shaped the rhetori-
cal discourse in which the ideas of the opponents are voiced. The fact
that the Roman politicians are not capable of meeting the ideological
standards they express, creates an uneasy contrast between Greek and
Roman republican history. It is indeed possible for a Roman to talk like
Demosthenes, but if one cannot embody the words, what meaning do
they still have? And if the great imitations of Demosthenes’ speeches,
Cicero’s Philippics turn out to be an exemplum for faulty oratory, how
successful should we say this imitation still is?

It is tempting to consider Cicero’s short and rather ineffective
speech as a dismissal of his political involvement and of his charac-
ter, too. Piso, who gives the longer and more Hellenic (Demosthenic)
speech would be the better politician, representing the sincerity and
the moral reflection that Cicero appears to lack. This must partly be
true: Appian explicitly identifies Cicero’s conduct as contentious and
dishonest, and the whole episode, as we have seen, is designed to make
Cicero’s ‘Philippic’ opposition to Antony a negative exemplum of the
bad competition between republican politicians, which eventually de-
stroyed the constitution. A simpler reason for denying Cicero the long-
er speech could be that Appian did not want to repeat the Philippics or,
alternatively, create a conflicting version. Yet, the debate gains most in
impact when the reader acknowledges that it is firmly embedded in
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the narrative of books 2 and 3, which reveal both of the speakers and
Antony to have personal motives that are harmful to the state. Even
the senate, who are as a majority supposed to make a fair judgment
of the speakers’ arguments, appear to have ulterior motives, tricking
Cicero into fanning the dispute with Antony. Applying the language
of Against Meidias, we could say that once all the councillors have be-
come corrupt, the system on which the constitution is founded falls
apart—which is precisely what Appian wants to show has happened
to the Republic.

3. The debate between Cicero and Calenus
(Cass. Dio 45.18—46.28)

3.1 FRAMING THE DEBATE

We will now turn to the second monumental manifestation of Cice-
ronian oratory in Greek imperial historiography: the debate between
Cicero and Calenus in Cassius Dio, books 45 and 46, which constitutes
one of the longest pieces of direct speech in the entire extant work.
The debate has been a popular subject of study, especially in relation
to the anti-Ciceronian invective in Calenus’ speech.*® Another tradi-
tional point of attention, as I discussed in the introduction above, are
the parallels between Dio’s speech for Cicero and the Latin Philippics.
Alain Gowing was the first to go as far as saying that Dio tried to imitate
Cicero’s Philippics, but he was less interested in Dio’s method ofliterary
imitation than in the use of the speeches to support Dio’s characteriza-
tion of Cicero and Antony.'*! Scholars also recognize that Dio’s speech

140" Calenus’ oration is an essential part of ZIELINSKI’S argument about the imperial “Cicero-
karikatur”, the negative, ahistorical portrait of Cicero’s faults that was devised in the declamation
schools: cf. ZIELINSKI 1912: 280-288. ZIELINSKI believed that the speech Calenus gives was mod-
eled on the example of a Greek declamatory speech, a view which has little influence anymore
(but see recently KEELINE 2018: 178-188). See MILLAR 1961: 19-20, KOSTER 1970: 200-210, VAN
STEKELENBURG 1971: 83—87; BURDEN-STREVENS 2020: 80, 84.

141 GOWING 1992: 238-239, “Dio’s version of the Philippics is a faithful if motley imitation of the
originals...” (238); cf. GOWING 1992: 238n.34. GOWING responds to VAN STEKELENBURG 1971: 80.
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for Cicero contains allusions to all fourteen Philippics.'** In the words
of Estelle Bertrand, “L'abondance des échos des Philippiques ainsi que
la présence de quasi-citations attestent également de I'utilisation, tres
probablement directe, des discours cicéroniens par Dion Cassius”'*
In recent years, Christopher Burden-Strevens has done much to de-
termine the literary method behind the Ciceronian speeches, examin-
ing in particular Dio’s strategies for imitating the themes as well as the
rhetorical structure of Phil. 2."** My own approach will be somewhat
different. We will certainly examine which elements Dio has imitat-
ed from Cicero’s Philippics, but we will use these results to determine
what Dio considered as typical of Ciceronian oratory, and especially
the ways in which this oratory confirmed or weakened Cicero’s politi-
cal reputation. As in the analysis of Appian’s debate above, the cen-
tral question that concerns us here is how the Philippics function as
an exemplum of Cicero’s public conduct and political programme. As
has been discussed in the introduction, for Dio, too, the Philippics pro-
vide a sample of the type of contentious rhetoric that destroyed the
Republic. In illustrating this, I will also pay attention to the Cicero-
nian ‘soundbites’, the political slogans Cicero devised during his career,
which feature in the speeches of both Cicero and Calenus.'** Within
the broader exemplum of the Philippics, these recognizable Ciceroni-
an catchphrases function as (negative) exemplary dicta of the orator’s
rhetorical self-fashioning. Finally, we will see how Dio Hellenizes the
debate by reinventing the Demosthenic template for Cicero’s Phil. 2;
the still preliminary findings in this section should especially inspire
further research. However, in advance of my discussion of the speech-
es themselves, I should say a few words about the thematic framework
of the debate: the narrative already provides clear cues for the prob-

Both follow the practice of the nineteenth-century study de fontibus. For a good overview of these
early sources, see FECHNER 1986: 63—69.

142 T see prominent allusions to Phil. 1, 3, 4, 5, 12, and 14 (see Appendix B). BURDEN-STREVENS
believes the closest correspondences are with Phil. 2, 5, and 8, whereas GOWING 1992 and VAN
STEKELENBURG again give different parallels to consider. These parallels appear to be remarkably
open for interpretation. See BERTRAND 2008: xxiii-xxvii for a “tableau de concordance” listing all
the parallel passages in Dio’s speech and Cicero’s Philippics.

143 BERTRAND 2008: xxii.

144 BURDEN-STREVENS 2020: 79—84, 89—92 is now the fullest account of Dio’s imitation of Phil. .

145 For this idea, see also PIEPER, VAN DER VELDEN & JANSEN 2022.
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lems that are at the core of the debate, and which concern not just the
welfare of the Republic but of Cicero, too.

Dio situates the Cicero—Calenus antilogy in the same setting as Ap-
pian does the Cicero-Piso debate, namely the first days of 43 BC and
as part of a senatorial meeting."*® In contrast to Appian, however, Dio’s
speech bears no resemblance to the subject or themes of Phil. 5, which
was performed at the beginning of January. As we will see in §§ 3.2.1 to
3.2.3, Dio’s recreation of the speeches, based on the imitation of Phil. 2
and parts of Phil. 1 and 3-14, takes little account of chronology. His
time frame is even more confusing since Cicero’s opponent, Calenus, is
addressed at length in Phil. 8 and Phil. 10 (both dating to February).'*’

The vehement altercation between Cicero and Calenus takes up
approximately half of the narrative of books 45-46, which deal with
the events after the assassination of Caesar. In the first half of book 45
Dio describes the rise of the young Caesar as well as the factional strife
between the Antonii and the followers of Octavian and Decimus Bru-
tus. In Dio’s words, Rome had de facto become a monarchy: Antony
and Octavian were only upholding the appearance of liberty (16 ¢ T7ig
EevBepiag oxfjpa pavtaleto kai T Tig Svvacteiag épya éytyvero).*®
Cicero is presented as one of the key players in this chaotic situation.
Dio relates that when at the end of 44 BC it is decided that all senate
meetings will be protected by a guard, all the senators are happy with
this new measure, but Cicero in particular:'*’

Tavta yap fipeoke pév kai toig &Aoig Toig mAeioot TV €v Tf) Popy toTe
Ovtwv ... pdhota 8¢ 81 1@ Kiképwve S yap 10 mpog avtov €xbog
o@odpotatov vmapxov tov te Kaioapa ¢0epdmeve, kai mav oov é8Hvarto
Kol AdYw kai épyw TovTw Te éforOet kal ékelvoy Ekdkov. kai Sii TODTO ...
¢navijh@ev émeidiimep xmenolepwpévoug oag fjodeto.>°

146 Cf. VAN STEKELENBURG 1971: 89—91 who presupposes at least one common source. It is
interesting that both Appian and Dio make little mention of Cicero’s speeches before the people, for
example Phil. 6, which was held shortly after Phil. 5.

147" Phil. 8.11-19, Phil. 10.3-6. However, Calenus is also addressed, yet without the mention of his
name, in Phil. 5.25 (cf. 5.1), where Cicero directly responds to his proposal to send an embassy to
Antony.

148 Cass. Dio 45.11.2.

149 Plut. Cic. 43.3—4 tells a different story: Cicero would have come back because Antony had “un-
dergone a miraculous change of behaviour” (petafeBAfioOat Avtwviov Bavpactiy petaforrv), and
collaborated nicely with the senate.

150 Cass. Dio 45.15.3-4.
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This pleased most of those who where in Rome at the time, but Cic-
ero in particular. Because of his intense hatred towards Antony he was
courting Caesar, and he supported the latter as much as he could with
speech as well as action, and was trying to harm Antony. And there-
fore ... he returned when he found out that these men were enemies.

Whereas the Roman senators are presented en bloc and without any
mention of names (toig &\oig Toig mAeioot), Dio lifts Cicero out of
this group. He focalizes the orator’s feelings towards Antony (hatred,
#00¢), and he comments on Cicero’s motivation to support Octavian,
namely to harm Antony (¢xékov).'>! Just as in Appian’s narrative pre-
ceding the debate, Dio emphasizes Cicero’s hateful relationship with
Antony as the main drive behind his political conduct.

The destructive effects of Cicero’s incapacity to prevent his emo-
tions from influencing his political choices'** resonate in Dio’s cata-
logue of bad omens and the oracles predicting the fall of the Republic
(kai Aéyta mpdg katddvow tiig Shpokpatiag pépovia mavoia §jdeto),'>
which frames the debate between Cicero and Calenus. In the narrative
directly preceding the senatorial debate Cicero’s downfall is portended
together with the fall of the Republic. The historiographer relates the
mutilation of the statue of Minerva as Guardian Goddess, which Cicero
had set up before leaving Rome in 58 BC. This omen is said to be the pre-
diction of death for Cicero himself: xai Todto pév kai adtd 7@ Kiképwvt
10V 3\ebpov nmpoediAwoe (45.17.4). This fatalist view is reinforced by
his reflection on the debate after Calenus’ speech. Cicero is said to be
incapable of himself enduring the parrhésia he employed against oth-
ers (mapa 8 81 1@V dMwv odk REiov Ty dpoilav dvridapfdvew), and
as a result he takes to insulting Calenus (& AowSopiag adt@ katéot),
losing the public cause out of sight (kai Tdte 00V d@eig T T& Snudoia
Staokomeiv). Consequently, the day is wasted, as well as the possibility
of effective counsel.'>* The whole debate is thus more or less futile to
begin with. Moreover, it only fuels Cicero’s excessive frankness, which
within the Roman History as a whole is thematized as forming a sig-
nificant contribution to his downfall later in 43 BC, as we have seen in

1

“w

! Cf. Plut. Cic. 45.1.

152 This incapacity is thematized as a serious problem by Dio, as we have seen in chapter 3.
153 Cass. Dio 45.17.6.

134 Ibid. 46.29.1: dote THY fuépav éxeivyy kal Sid TobTo ody fkioTa pdTny KatatpiBivar.



4. CICERONIAN SPEECHES IN APPIAN AND DIO 309

chapter 3, § 2.4. The historiographer’s conclusion and introduction of
the debate form a neat ring composition which signals the devastating
effects of the senatorial deliberations in 43.

3.2 DIO’S IMITATION OF THE PHILIPPICS
3.2.1 Establishing the Philippics as the main intertext

Right from the beginning of Cicero’s speech, Dio leaves little doubt
that he wrote his ‘Philippic’ in close reference to the Latin Philippics.
We have seen in the previous section that the historiographer frames
the debate as being of great personal relevance for Cicero. The exor-
dium of the speech now confirms that Cicero’s Philippics constituted
his main political activity in 44—43 BC. Again, as in Appian’s narrative,
Cicero’s Philippic oratory is the main lens through which to view his
conduct in his final years.

The exordium of Cicero’s speech immediately embeds the speech in
the larger context of his public performances of 44-43 BC:

Qv pév éveka y dmodnpiav, wg kai ¢t TAeloToY ékdNpiowy, éoTelAd-
uny, kai S oovd|g TNY £ndvodov, W kal IO DPAG WPENTWY, £Totn-
oauny, fkoboate TpYV, @ Tatépeg, 60° LUiv TEPL ADTOV TOVTWV drelo-
(o 1SS

Ynoaunv.

You have heard the day before yesterday, fathers, for which reasons I
prepared my journey abroad, with the aim to stay away for a long time,
and why I made a hasty return, with the aim to be of good assistance
to you, and I have apologized for the actions themselves.

While Appian’s Cicero began by referring to the senate’s deliberations
of the previous day (¢xB4g, 3.50.213), Dio’s Cicero connects his speech
to an earlier speech that he delivered himself on “the day before yes-
terday” (mp@nv). These temporal indications in the discourse are con-
nected with the information in the narrative, which states that the
senatorial deliberations lasted multiple days.'>® However, Dio is more
specific than Appian in referring to the First Philippic, delivered on

155 Cass. Dio 45.18.1.
156 See n. 3 above.
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2 September 44 BC in response to Antony’s speech on 1 September,"*’

in which Cicero indeed explained his reasons for leaving Rome, and
apologized for his action. The First Philippic is not mentioned in the
narrative preceding the speech. The reference to a (non-specified)
speech outside the narrative invites the reader to activate his knowl-
edge about the series of speeches in this period by which Cicero exert-
ed an extensive political influence.'*® Right at the beginning of Cicero’s
speech, the historiographer flags up the main intertext(s), encourag-
ing the reader to interpret the speech as a Greek imitation and reper-
formance of the famous Latin orations.

Apart from establishing the main intertexts of the speech, the ex-
ordium also introduces the importance of the Philippics for Cicero’s
reputation as defender of the Republic:

Otte yap év SuvaoTeiq kai Topavvidt (fv dmopeivary” dv, év fj pryre ol
tevoacOat 6pOdg prite Tappnotdoacdar dopaldg prte TeAevtioat xpnoi-
pwg OuIv Svvapat, Bt ad Tapdv T@v Sedvtwy TL Tpakal, katokvoap’
av kad petd kwSHvov todTo motijoar.'>?

For I'would not be able to survive either under a dynastic rule or a tyr-
anny, in which I could not be of proper service to the public, nor have
the freedom to speak my mind safely, nor die in a manner that would
be useful to you; but, on the other hand, when there is an emergency,
I would not hesitate to act, even when it was dangerous.

In this passage, Cicero associates himself with the essential repub-
lican values of parrhésia and eleutheria (the opposite of living under
a dynastic or tyrannical rule),'®® and expresses the wish to serve the
public (moltevoacbou 4pbdg) in order to demonstrate his complete
allegiance to the republican constitution.'®’ The identification with
the state is further strengthened by the thought that a good republi-
can citizen cannot and will not live under the rule of an autocrat. It
is a thought that marked Cicero’s Catilinarian oratory (Cat. 4.3), and

157 The exact dating for this speech is provided by Cicero himself, at Phil. 5.19, but see MANU-
WALD 2007: 191.53.

158 Cf. BURDEN-STREVENS 2020: 80.

159 Cass. Dio 45.18.2.

160" At Cass. Dio 45.11.2, the historiographer also reflects on this antithesis between é\evfepia and
dynastic or monarchical rule, see p. 307 above.

161 MALLAN 2016: 265-266. He also draws a link with the death scene of Cato the Younger in
book 43.10.5, where the two terms are explicitly connected.
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which returns in Cicero’s Phil. 2.119, where he explicitly refers to his
consulship.’®> There, he rhetorically poses that death cannot come too
soon for a consular, who has reached the highest office in which to
serve the Republic. In Phil. 2.119 he adds that it is the highest good to
die in the fight for a free people (ut moriens populum Romanum liberum
relinquam; compare prjte TeEAevTioal Xpnoipws OUIv Svvapat in the pas-
sage above). The Philippics were more than a means to oppose Antony:
they were also an attempt to establish his reputation as a true republi-
can hero. Dio’s allusion to the Ciceronian motif also recreates this dou-
ble layer of meaning in the Greek ‘Philippic’

3.2.2 Imitating Cicero’s ‘Philippic’ style

As mentioned above, the ‘Philippic’ imitates arguments, themes, and
rhetorical strategies used in the Latin Philippics, with a special number
of references to Phil. 2 (see also Appendix B). I summarize the speech
in the overview below. In this section and the next, we will then look
more closely at some stylistic aspects and political themes that for Dio
formed the heart of Ciceronian oratory.

— 45.18-19: Cicero introduces himself and his political position.

— 45.19-20.2: He stresses the importance of making good council,
and he inveighs against those who deny that Antony should be
regarded as an enemy of state.

— 45.20.3—20.4: quasi-narratio. Cicero lists the illegal measures An-
tony has taken, allegedly on behalf of the state.

- 45.20.5—22.2: it is extremely important that Antony be hated and
punished—we could call this the propositio of the speech.

— 45.22.3-25.4: Antony has deceived the senate to vote for measures
which he only executed in such a way that they were beneficial to
himself.

— 45.26-34.1: The review of Antony’s measures as a consul is fol-
lowed by a more personal attack on his life. This attack functions
as the argumentatio of the speech, demonstrating the reasons why

162 For the topos, cf. Dem. 18.205 (On the Crown).
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Antony should in no way be regarded as a trustworthy leader.
Antony’s chief qualities are his avarice and licentiousness, which
define everything he does. Cicero, however, confines himself to
examples of Antony’s bad behaviour while he was in public of-
fice: the climax of this catalogue of crimes is his attempt to crown
Caesar—Dby which action he destroyed the Republic.

— 45.34.2—37.6: Lingering on the consequences of proclaiming Cae-
sar rex populi, Cicero warns the senate of Antony’s own tyranni-
cal ambitions, and admonishes them once again to stop him and
punish him.

- 45.38—42.5: We arrive at the heart of the speech, where Cicero’s
two aims become clear: on the one hand he tries to convince the
senate that Antony is an enemy of the state and a plotter against
freedom, and on the other he advises them to support the young
Caesar.

— 45.41: Interlude: Cicero defends himself at this point against the
charge that he was complicit in the conspiracy against Caesar,
and he appeals to his own reputation as a consularis.

— 45.42.6—45.3: As the second part of his advice, the idea of an em-
bassy is rejected, since it would only cause a delay favourable to
Antony.

— 45.4—46.5: In the penultimate paragraph of the speech a height-
ened tone is employed to reaffirm his wish to die rather than to
live under a tyranny, and to celebrate his political fame and the
successes he has won through his mappnoia. This should probably
be regarded as the peroratio of the speech...

— 45.47: ... but as it stands, the dramatic conclusion is followed by
yet another topic of invective, namely Antony’s failure to imitate
his grandfather Marcus Antonius and his habit of gathering all
kinds of suspicious characters around him.

The speech as a whole bears little resemblance to Appian’s ‘Philippic),
except perhaps for its general premise that Antony should be declared
a public enemy. However, it is useful to compare the Greek ‘Philippics’
on the matter of a particular anecdote recurring in the Philippics, and
which features in both Appian and Dio’s speech for Cicero: Antony’s
decimation of the army at Brundisium. Such a comparison shows us
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how Dio, much more conspicuously than Appian, tried to imitate
Cicero’s rhetorical style and the actual language of the Philippics, not
just the content of the speeches. It is also a useful addition to Burden-
Strevens’ recent research, who limits himself to Dio’s representation of
passages from Phil. 2.1%®
Cicero’s account of Antony’s slaughter of his own soldiers is report-
ed most vividly in Phil. 3, which also appears to have been the main
source for the anecdote in Dio’s speech.
Quippe qui in hospitis tectis Brundisi fortissimos viros optimosque civis
iugulari iusserit; quorum ante pedes eius morientium sanguine os uxo-
ris respersum esse constabat. Hac ille crudelitate imbutus, cum multo bo-

nis omnibus veniret iratior, quam illis fuerat, quos trucidarat, cui tandem

nostrum aut cui omnino bono pepercisset?**
Cic. Phil. 3.4

For he ordered that the bravest men and noble citizens were slaugh-
tered under the roof of his guest at Brundisium; it was well known

that the face of his wife was bespattered with the blood of these men,
who were dying at his feet. That man, who is tainted with such cruelty,
who of us or which good citizen at all would he have spared, given that

he came here being much more angry with all good men than he was

with those whom he butchered.

Juxtaposing the two versions of the anecdote in Appian and Dio’s
speech for Cicero quickly demonstrates to which extent Dio attempt-
ed to cover the peculiarities of Cicero’s rhetorical style.

Tiv otpatiay ¢l Tol0de KaATATANOOOpE-
vog, tva mpog punbev avty Tapavopovy-
TL KaTokVfj, dlekApwoev ¢ Bdvatov, ob
otactdoavtag fj puiakny i takw év mo-
Abpw Mmdvtag, €9 OV pévwy 6 oTpa-
TIWTIKOG VOUOG THV 0DTwg Wiy dploe
Tpwpiav, kai Spwg avty) Kai €ni Tolode
OAiyot poig €v toig Tavy kvdbvorg £xph)-
oavto O Gvaykng 6 8¢ Qwviig | Yélw-

163 BURDEN-STREVENS 2020: 79—84.

‘O pev év toig TOAEpOLG KPATHTAS TOMGDV
¢peioato, odtog 8¢, mpiv kai SvvnOivai
T1, TPLaKooiong oTpaTIwTag, Kai v adToig
Kol EKATOVTApYOUS TG, UNdEv adikn-
oavTag, oikol wap’ £avTy, TApovoNg
7§ Yovaikog kai PAerovong, £povevoey,
@Wote kai oD aipatog avTHy avaniijoat.
Kairor tov oitws wpdg ékeivoig, Ote kal
Ocpameve avtovs doeide, ypnoduevov i

164 Cf. Phil. 5.22: Cum eius promissis legiones fortissimae reclamassent, domum ad se venire iussit
centuriones, quos bene sentire de re publica cognoverat, eosque ante pedes suos uxorisque suae, quam
secum gravis imperator ad exercitum duxerat, iugulari coegit. Cf. Phil. 12.12, 13.18.
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Tog fyev é¢ Odvatov Todg molitag Kol
Odvatov ov @V éAeyxOévtwy, A TGV
StadaxdvTwy.

In addition, to frighten his army, so
that they would not shrink back from
any crime he committed, he decimated
them, even though they had not muti-
nied nor had they deserted their watch-
post or the ranks in war, the only of-
fences for which military law prescribes
such a cruel sentence, and even in these
cases only few have used it, but spar-
ingly and in very dangerous situations
when it was absolutely necessary. But
he killed citizens because of a word or a

CICERO, STATESMANSHIP, AND REPUBLICANISM

otk oleoBe T@v SewotdTwy wdvTAg DudS, dv
Kal VIKA oY), TOOELY;

Caesar, after he conquered in war,
spared many, but this man, even before
he had any power, killed in his own
home three hundred soldiers, among
whom also several centurions, who
had done nothing wrong, while his
wife was present and watched, so that
even she was stained with their blood.
Now, what horrible things do you think
he, who has treated these men so cruelly
when he was supposed to take care of them,
will do to all of you, when he wins?

laugh, citizens who were not convicted
in trial but were chosen by lot.

App. B. Civ. 3.53.218 Cass. Dio 45.35.3—4
In Appian’s account, there is one traceable allusion to Cicero’s report:
the motif of Antony’s cruelty in exacting this punishment on the sol-
diers.'®® Appian’s Cicero frames the act in the context of military prac-
tice, commenting that the decimatio (SiexMpwoev ¢g Odvatov) was
usually exacted only on soldiers who deserted or committed mutiny.
Antony, however, applied it only because his soldiers mocked him, and
not even because they had been convicted for a misdemeanour (00 T@v
E\eyxOévtwv). In the original anecdote in the Philippics, Cicero makes
no mention of official, military terminology. Instead, he takes recourse
to the language of murder (iugulari).

Cassius Dio imitates all the essential elements of the Ciceronian
anecdote. Firstly, the refusal to frame the event as a military act: like
Phil. 3.4, the speech for Cicero speaks of murder (¢pdvevoev vs. iugu-
lari iussit). Secondly, the event is situated in Antony’s (guest) house,
which further moves the act from military practice into the personal
sphere; Phil. 3.4 and Phil. 5.22 have in hospitis tectis and domum, respec-
tively, which is imitated in Dio’s oikot wap’ ¢avt@. Thirdly, an addition

165 See also above, n. 67. Perhaps Appian’s mo)itag also mirrors Cicero’s use of cives, a term which
emphasizes the enormity of Antony’s action: the murder of fellow citizens.



4. CICERONIAN SPEECHES IN APPIAN AND DIO 31§

which most distinguishes Dio’s anecdote from Appian’s, Dio includes
the presence of Antony’s wife, a central element to the story as is told
in Phil. 3.4, 5.22, and 13.18. Not only was the wife present (napobdong Tijg
yovaikds kai emodong vs. ante pedes eius uxoris), she was besmeared
by the soldiers’ blood (&ote xai Tod aipatog vty dvamlijoat), a gory
detail that is only included in Cicero’s report of the story in Phil. 3.4
(morientium sanguine os uxoris respersum). The pathos in the image of
Fulvia’s face bespattered with the soldiers’ blood is mirrored by the ex-
aggeration in the term qvamAfjoat, which has the double meaning of fill-
ing up and defiling something.'*® Finally, Dio ends his anecdote with a
rhetorical question, the same strategy as employed in Phil. 3.4. When
Antony, “tainted with cruelty” (imbutus crudelitate), is even angrier
with the Roman elite (bonis omnibus) than with these soldiers he has
slaughtered, how will he spare any of the senators, or any good citizen,
Cicero asks. Similarly, Dio’s Cicero poses the question: when Antony
has treated his own army so cruelly (dp®g), what terrible things will he
do to us when he wins this war? Cicero’s Philippics offered a blueprint
for Dio’s imitation of Cicero’s oratory, which captures the main motifs,
rhetorical pathos, and even particular stylistic figures.

3.2.3 Typifying Cicero through his political slogans

Apart from imitating rhetorical features of Cicero’s Philippic oratory,
Dio integrates another, infamous aspect of Ciceronian rhetoric: the
promotion of his own achievements, or his self-praise. Cicero’s ten-
dency to boast about his career features prominently in Plutarch’s work
and in Dio’s narrative of the Catilinarian conspiracy, as we have seen in
chapter 3.7 Dio’s speech for Cicero is unique for its imperial interpre-
tation and reperformance of Cicero’s self-fashioning techniques. We
have seen that in the introduction of the ‘Philippic, Cicero presents
himself as a defender of republican freedom. In addition, Cicero relies
on his consular authority on multiple occasions, and refers to his suc-
cessful suppression of Catiline’s wicked conspiracy.

166 18] sy, IL.
167 Plut. On Self-praise s40f, Cic. 24.1-2, Comp. Dem. et Cic. 2; Cass. Dio 38.12.6-7.
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‘Eyo pév 87 1ad0’ Opiv mapavd, kai eiye dmatedwy étvxov, TavTwg dv
Kol émoinoa, kabdmep kai TpdTepov, 8te kal TOV Kathivay kai tov Aév-
ToVAOY adT ToDTW TPooTKoVTa EmPovAedoavTag DUV Apvvapry.

I now am giving you [sc. the senate] this advice, and had I perchance
been consul, I would have taken care of all of it, just like in the past,
when I defended you from Catilina and Lentulus (a relative of this
man here) who were plotting against you.

In the Philippics, Cicero frequently refers to his single-handed suppres-
sion of Catiline’s wicked crimes.'®® Within the Ciceronian tradition as
a whole, Cicero’s praise of his own consular deeds was a controversial
topic, as I have shown in chapter 1, §1.3. The quoted passage is defi-
nitely a response to the popular subject of this recurring autoreferen-
tiality, but in this case, Dio also incorporated it as part of his accurate
representation of the style of the Philippics.'”°

The most obvious example of Cicero’s strategies for self-fashioning
comes at the end of the speech, in the ‘semi-peroration’ In a rhetorical
tour de force, Dio imitates Cicero’s concern with his own reputation by
including famous Ciceronian slogans.

Qg Eywye obtw Yvoung, @ matépes, éxw Oot’ v pév meodiTé pot, kai
mavv v 8w kai Tig EdevBepiag kaiTig owTrplag ped’ DU dmodadoat,
avd’ &Mo tLymeionobe, TeBvavar paMov A (v EAéoBat. odte yap EMwg
1OV Bdvatdy moTe TOV €k Tig Tappnotag £pofnony (kai Six TodTo Kai Ka-
TwpOwoa TAeloTov: Tekpnprov 8¢ 8Tt kai Odoat kal foptaoal £’ oig vma-
Tevwv émoinoa éyneicacde, dmep 008evi TTOTE AMW Y| OVK €V TOAEpYW
¥é T katanpaavTi £yéveto), viv 8t kal fixiota. Kai yap 6 pév Odvatog
00K &V dwpog dMwG Te Kai Tpd TOTOVTWY ETOV DITATEVKOTL oL YEVOLTO
(kaitor pynpovevete 811 TovTO Kal &v adT{j Tf] drateiq VUV inov, tva
pot TpOG MAVTA (G KATAPPOVODVTL avToD TpoatynTte) TO 8¢ 81 @opn-
Ofvai Tva ka®” dp@v kai o SovAedoal Tvi ped’ DUV kal TAVL dv pot

168 Cass. Dio 45.42.6.

169 Phil. 2.118 (contempsi Catilinae gladios); 4.15 (ut igitur Catilinam diligentia mea, senatus auctori-
tate, vestro studio et virtute fregistis [sc. the people]...); 8.5 (Ego Catilinam perire volui); 14.14 (An
vero ego qui Catilinam haec molientem sustulerim, everterim, adflixerim, ipse exstiterim repente Cati-
lina?). The figure of Catiline is also employed separately throughout the Philippics, representing
the archetypical villain.

170" Contrary to the Philippics, where only Catiline is mentioned, Dio adds Lentulus to the pic-
ture, who was the stepfather of Antony. The addition of Lentulus probably suited the historiogra-
pher’s own purposes, since it creates another condensed reference to the chief intertext, Phil. 2 (18).
The mention of Lentulus also anticipates Calenus’ slanderous description of Cicero’s imprisonment
and execution of the senior statesman in 46.20.3—5.
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awpotatov ovpPain. ‘OBevrep Todto pév kai cvppopay kai SAeBpov, od
10D oWpatog pévov &M kal Tig Yuxhs Ths Te 868ng, ¢ fig Tov Kai po-
vNg aidtot poTov TIva Yryvopeda, eivar vopilw: o 8¢ 81 Aéyovtd Te kai
npaTTovTa DIEp VU@V dmobavely icootdotov dBavactq dyw.' "

For I hold this opinion, Fathers, that, if you follow me, I shall very
gladly enjoy freedom and safety together with you, but if you vote for
something different, I'd choose to die rather than be alive. For never
have I feared death as a result of my outspokenness (and because of
this I have had great success; evidence of this is that you have voted
to organize sacrifices and a festival in the name of the things I've done
during my consulate, something which has never before happened to
anybody unless they had done something exceptional in war), and not
in any way do I fear it now. Death, you know, would not come unsea-
sonably for me, especially since I have been consul so many years ago
(yes, remember that I have said this to you in my very consulship, in
order that you would always take me seriously, knowing that I despise
death); however, to fear anyone who acts against you, and to serve as
a slave together with you would appear truly unbecoming to me. This
constitutes, I believe, unhappiness and destruction, not only of the
body but of the soul and of one’s reputation, by which, and by which
alone, I think, we become immortal in a way; I, then, believe dying
while speaking and acting on your behalf is paramount to immortality.

This passage revisits the theme of the exordium, namely Cicero’s in-
ability to live under a tyranny, but this time in direct allusion to the
peroration of Phil. 2. In Phil. 2.119, Cicero boldly asserts that if he did
not believe twenty years ago that death came too soon for a consular,
it would surely not come too soon for an old man (etenim, si abhinc
annos prope viginti hoc ipso in templo negavi posse mortem immaturam
esse consulari, quanto verius non negabo seni).'”> In the Greek ‘Philippic)
Cicero similarly states that death cannot come too soon for a consu-
lar like him (6 p&v Bavatog odk &v dwpog ... Yévorro); Dio’s dwpog is a
Greek translation of Cicero’s immatura. Furthermore, he also reminds
the audience that he had spoken the same words during his consulship
(wvnpovedete &1L ToDTO Kal &v adTf] Tf) vmateiq v elmov).

171 Cass Dio 45.46.2—5.

172 Cf. Cat. 4.3: Nam neque turpis mors forti viro potest accidere neque immatura consulari nec mi-
sera sapienti, BERTRAND 2008: 91 notes that the remark in Cat. 4.3 became one of Cicero’s famous

sentences, proven by the fact that Quintilian quotes it as one of Cicero’s apophthegmata. Cf. Sen.
Controv. 7.2.10 and Suas. 6.12 with KEELINE 2018: 111-112.
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Reminding us of his opening words, Cicero emphasizes the impor-
tance of personal freedom (8\evBepia) and freedom of speech (map-
pnoia), and signposts his republican ideals. Yet in this final part of his
speech, Cicero now takes the opportunity to review how his practice
of freedom has always yielded him personal success. His final advice
to the senate about the measures against Antony turns into extended
reflection on his own political career. He recalls the successes of his
consulship (kat@pbwoa mheiotov) and the supplicatio that was voted in
his honour (87t kai 09oaL kai optdoal ¢’ olg vratedwv énoinoa éymei-
caofe). He ends this section of his speech by musing about the na-
ture of immortality, and claiming that dying while speaking and acting
(Aéyovrate kai mpdtTovta) on behalf of the senate will be equivalent to
immortality (icootdolov dBavaoiq).

While this type of discourse already recalls in a general sense state-
ments of self-fashioning in Cicero’s public oratory, Dio’s Greek also im-
itates the language of Cicero’s self-representation. In several speeches
after 63 BC, Cicero would repeat that he was the only one who was
awarded a supplicatio for civil service, while others received it for mili-
tary achievements.'”? In Phil. 2, Cicero twice refers to this special hon-
our (at 2.2 and 2.13); in 2.13 he states that “since the foundation of the
city this honour has never been received by a civilian leader except me”
(qui honos post conditam hanc urbem habitus est togato ante me nemini).
Dio’s Greek closely approaches the Latin construction: “[you voted a
supplicatio] which never happened to anyone else except when they
achieved something great in war” (8mep 008evi ndmoTe N pf) 0Ok &v
Tohép Yé Tt katampdfavt ¢y£vero). In both texts, a participle depends
on nemo/ov8eic. Dio’s v mohépw vé Tt katampdéavtt, which explains
that the supplicatio used to be granted to military leaders, specifies Cic-
ero’s togato.

In this interpretation of Ciceronian rhetoric, Dio certainly goes a
step further than Appian: whereas Appian only employed key terms
and selected typical themes from the Ciceronian corpus, Dio trans-
lates characteristic Ciceronian slogans into Greek, and offers what is

173 Cat. 4.20; Phil. 213, Phil. 14.24 (not 14.20, as BERTRAND's commentary has it). Cf. Phil. 2.2,
Pis. 6. Bertrand 2008: 91 does not seem to acknowledge Dio’s reworking of the Latin, and discusses
Cicero’s references to his supplicatio from a general point of perspective, as a recurring feature of the

Philippics.
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probably the best post-Ciceronian example of Cicero’s self-fashioning
strategies. Appian’s Cicero exemplified the general attitude and politi-
cal thought of the aristocratic elite of the Republic, without any spe-
cific reference to his public oratory. Dio’s speech for Cicero, on the
other hand, is an ingenious interpretation of the Latin Philippics that
addresses multiple layers of Cicero’s public performance. It recreates
particular themes and stylistic features of the Latin speeches, but also
imitates a significant part of Cicero’s political self-promotion.

Again, as we have seen in our analysis of Appian’s speech for Cic-
ero, the Philippics are firmly established as an essential medium for
interpreting Cicero’s role in the senate. Again, the Greek imitation of
the Philippics conveys a moral message. Cicero’s reference to himself
creates an undeniable link between Dio’s account of the Catilinarian
conspiracy and of Cicero’s prominent role in the strife between the
Caesarians and anti-Caesarians. More than providing the rhetorical
ammunition for Dio’s speech, the Philippics also form the narrato-
logical climax of Dio’s representation of Cicero’s political programme.
The political slogans amplify the ethos Dio had constructed of Cicero
since books 37-38, where Cicero is described as boisterous, self-cen-
tered, and contentious. Moreover, within books 45-46, the ‘Philippic’
is especially framed as a flawed piece of oratory: the narrative and the
speech work together to suggest that the Philippics had a great deal
to do with Cicero’s downfall: the preceding narrative contains an an-
nouncement of Cicero’s death; the imperfect peroration of the speech
itself illustrates Cicero’s incompetence to restrain himself, and check
his parrhésia; and the debate is concluded by a comment on Cicero’s
inability to stop arguing after Calenus’ part. By giving us a sample of
Cicero’s political rhetoric, Dio also provides an example of oratory as it
should not be.

3.2.4 ‘Retweeting’ Cicero’s political programme:
Calenus’ response to the ‘Philippic’

Dio’s speech for Calenus plays a complex role in the narrative. It is a
rhetorical exercise in anti-Ciceronian invective, but it is also a political
commentary on Cicero’s actions and career. Furthermore, within the
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narrative setting, Calenus’ speech should be read, in tandem with Cic-
ero’s oration, as a historical illustration of the different political factions
in the post-Caesarian period. In this section I will focus on the ways
in which Calenus’ interpretation of Cicero’s political image relates to
the surrounding narrative. Calenus’ retort is designed to re-evaluate
and deconstruct his opponent’s republican programme.'”* In this ‘anti-
Philippic) there are many points of contact with Cicero’s Philippics,'”
yet what is most interesting about it is that the historiographer goes
beyond the imitation of these particular speeches and engages with
Cicero’s strategies for political self-promotion.

The argument of Calenus” speech against Cicero is built upon a
double proposition: either Cicero knew from the start that Antony
was a criminal and had neglected his political duty to fight against the
measures voted in his favour, or he was unable to provide good reason
to vote against them and is slandering Antony just for the cause of it.'”®
Calenus’ defence of Antony is largely based on providing ‘proof” for
the second hypothesis, as the following overview shows.'”’

— 46.1-9: exordium.

« 46.1: Cicero’s impudence (6pacvtng) and his personal hatred
(8xBpa, 6pYN) against Antony need to be countered for the ben-
efit of the public.

o 46.2—-9: Overview of Cicero’s character. He is untrustworthy and
a lover of civic discord, dmoTtog pboet kal Tapaxwdng £oti, and
he is an avtépodog (3.4). His family background is discussed
(4-s5). Cicero is a typical rhetor always looking for profit, enjoy-
ing other people’s feuds and always plotting against others. He
praises himself for his public deeds yet has never accomplished
anything truly important (in arms). His parrhésia is only used
for personal gain; he exemplifies the €pyov pritopog in a mean
way (008¢v d1ov Aéyov).

7% For a very thorough analysis of this speech, see KOSTER 1980: 200-210.

See BURDEN-STREVENS 2020: 89-92.

Cass. Dio 46.10.4.

My analysis differs slightly from the proposed structure by KoSTER 1980: 201, followed by
BERTRAND 2008: xxviii: 46.1 = exordium; 2—9 = propositio; 10 = transition; 1-2§ argumentatio (with
18 as “Schmihintermezzo”); 26 = another transition; 28-29 = peroratio.

175
176
177
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— 46.10: proposition. If Cicero was truly @tdémoAig, he would have
accused and prosecuted Antony long ago. If not, he is only criti-
cizing Antony for the sake of it (pdtny cvkoQavTeiv).

— 46.1: starting to overview Antony’s actions (= argumentatio). An-
tony’s tribunate and his close relationship to Caesar are discussed.
Cicero’s flight from Rome in 58 BC is ridiculed.

- 46.12-16: Antony’s actions while in office as master of the horse.
Calenus repeats that Cicero was silent during the previous year
(o oL oag, 13.3; cf. 16.1). Cicero is variously portrayed as a war-
monger (12.3), a coward (13.3, 15.3), 2 man of empty words (15.3,
16.4); his contradictory behaviour is highlighted (14.4, 15.1). Cale-
nus imitates Cicero’s rhetorical style in 16.4 (see below).

— 46.17-26: overview of Antony’s deeds during the consulship; all
his acts were publicly approved, including by Cicero.

¢ 46.17.5-8, 46.19: the event with the diadem at the Lupercalia.
Antony is presented as a wise counsellor who corrected Cae-
sar’s autocratic ambitions. Cicero makes up pv@ot about Antony
out of jealousy (¢06vog).

« 46.18-22: interlude, continuation of negative characterization of
Cicero meant to show that he is himself guilty of all the things
he charges Antony with (cf. 22.2).

» 46.18: list of degenerating Greek nicknames for Cicero. His
debauched life style (divorce, mistresses, incestuous relation-
ship with Tullia).

» 46.20—21: Cicero’s consulship, the conspiracy of Catiline, flight
from Rome in 58 BC. Cicero created discord and civil war in
a city that was harmonious and quiet (00y fjovydovoav pév
Kkal Opovoodoav TV TOMv AUV kai éEetdpatag kai éotaciaoag,
20.1). He executed Lentulus and the others without a trial.
Calenus ridicules the arms against the toga theme, and later
mocks Cicero’s project of writing a history of Rome."”®

178 BERTRAND 2008: 106 believes the first project must be the epic poem De consulatu suo, and
the second the Anekdota, which Cicero mentions a couple of times in his letters to Atticus, picked
up by Plutarch in his biography (Cic. 41.1). With regard to the history of the consulship, I would say
the Greek treatise ITepl vmateiag is another possible candidate, since Plutarch’s Life confirms that
this is circulating at least in the first century; regardless of whether Dio had access to the treatise,
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» 46.22: Cicero never practices what he preaches, his political
policy is egocentric. He shows ayapiotia towards Antony and
Caesar. He was involved in the assassination of Caesar.

¢ 46.23—26: All decrees voted in favour of Antony were done so
legally and without force. Cicero stayed silent during all the
senate meetings (23.5; £01WTN0AG, 25.2; 26.1). Antony was the
best choice of leader at the time. Cicero is jealous that he was
not chosen, but he would have been dangerous. Cicero is only
master of his dvtifeta, his inconsistent actions (25.5). Antony
follows the law, in contrast to Decimus Brutus and Octavian
(26.3—7; cf. Piso in App. B. Civ. 55.226).

— 46.27-28: peroration.

« 46.27: Cicero @lamey0npwy (27.1); Calenus will give advice
(Opiv mapawv@), which is to de-escalate, treat men with armies
not as enemies, and do not agitate them; treat them as citizens
and friends (moArtik@g kal @Ak@g) and send an embassy.

« 46.28: personal admonition to Cicero to refrain from causing
stasis, and not let his personal hatred for Antony damage the
public welfare (28.1)."”° Calenus emphasizes the need for con-
sistency: if Cicero truly wants to save the fatherland, then he
should speak and act accordingly.

Calenus’ counterattack on Cicero is more or less a point-by-point refu-
tation of Cicero’s accusations against Antony, not dissimilar to the dis-
position of Piso’s speech in Appian and with a specific emphasis on the
legality of Antony’s actions. As part of his proof that Antony is not a
public enemy, Calenus systematically takes Cicero’s career apart. His

he would have known it existed from his reading of Plutarch. Bertrand is right to point out that De
consulatu suo was an important theme in Ciceronian invective (see esp. Inv. in Cic. 3.5) and in the
literary tradition generally, where its famous verses led their own life (see e.g. Juv. 10.122; Quint. Inst.
11.1.22—24; Laus Pis. 35-36). There is thus a good possibility, especially considering Dio’s use of invec-
tive material for Calenus’ speech, that the historian is referring to the poem here. However, should
this be true, I am not so sure why Dio has omitted to quote the typical phrase cedant arma togae,
which would have made the reference much clearer to the reader, and which is in line with other
references to the poem in the extant literature. More doubt is raised by the use of cvyypdyar with
regard to this work, a term connoting a historiographical (not poetic) purpose (the classic locus,
also for Dio, being Thuc. Hist. 1.1).

179 Cass. Dio 46.28.1: yndt modepomotely, prte Sia iy iSlav mpdg Tov Avidviov ExBpav Snpooiq
TaoAv THY TOAW &g kivBuvov adbig kabiotdvat.
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main arguments are a) that Cicero did not openly speak out against
the measures proposed in Antony’s favour from being adopted (the
motif of Cicero’s silence, see the overview above); b) that Cicero is a
sycophant, a rhetor full of deceit; and c) that Cicero is an enemy of re-
publican harmony. The first argument has a factual basis in the events
of the preceding months, while the latter two target Cicero’s personal
behaviour.

Aspects b) and c) are exemplified by a passage well into Calenus’
speech. While in his ‘Philippic) Cicero thematizes the importance of
freedom of speech for his career, Calenus argues that Cicero misused
his rhetorical abilities to such an extent that it became undemocratic
and an instrument of discord:

Otbtwg otite Tat Sikata Tpdg TodG VOpOVS 0BTE Td TVLUPEPOVTA TIPOG TO TR
Ko xprowpov egetdaler, A& TdvTa ATA®G TTPOG THY £avTtod BovAnoty
Sudyel, kai €@’ olg &Aovg dmooepvivel, Tadd’ éTépolg £ykalel, Kai KaTa-
Vev8opevog du@v kol pooSiafawy dudg.'*°

Thus, he does not define justice on the basis of the laws or what is
advantageous on the basis of the public welfare, but he manages eve-
rything simply to suit his own purposes, and the things he glorifies
in some he reproaches in others, even telling false lies about you and
slandering you besides.

This passage demonstrates well how Calenus portrays Cicero as a self-
serving political leader, who places himself outside the rules of society.
His self-interest leads to an inconsistent policy, but what is worse is
that he also actively disrupts civic harmony (in so far as first-century
republican politics was a harmonious affair) by telling lies and making
false charges against his fellow senators.

Most striking about Calenus’ argument about Cicero’s discordant
and self-centered attitude is that it is supported by Ciceronian inter-
texts. Calenus’ oration integrates the Ciceronian slogans that also
feature in Cicero’s speech, but only to turn them against the orator.
Calenus manneristically quotes the orator’s self-referential comments
about his personal relation with the senate and the Republic:'*!

180 Tbid. 46.22.7.

181 Cf. Ibid 46.9.2: “privately you rule through them [sc. prominent citizens] and manage to get
all that you want, and publicly you cry out in vain, and you bawl out those vile phrases: “I alone am
your friend”, or perhaps, “well I so-and-so, but all the others hate you”, and “I alone wish you well,
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Ottw mov 6 péyag odTog kal PASTOALS priTwp, 0 TavTaxod kai det OpvAdv
Kol Aéywv Ey® poévog vmep Thg EhevBepiag dywviopal, yd pdvog vmep
tijg Snpokpatiag wappnoalopar éut obte xdpis pidwy odte POPog €x-
Opwv ameipyel ToD pr) 00 TA CVUPEPOVTA DUTV TPOTKOTEIV: £YW, KAV ATT0-
Bavely &v Toig OnEp D@ Adyors Serjoy, kal pdd” (8éwg TeAevtow’'®?
Behold this great and patriotic orator, he who cannot stop saying
everywhere and always: “I alone fight for freedom, I alone speak my
mind on behalf of the Republic; neither goodwill towards my friends
nor fear for my enemies will keep me from considering what is good
for you; I, even when I should die speaking on your behalf, will very
gladly meet my end”.

We have seen that in the ‘Philippic” Cicero identifies himself with es-
sential republican values and presents himself as a defender of the Re-
public, who is not afraid to die. Calenus now turns this strategy against
him. He ridicules Cicero’s self-promotion by mimicking his excessive
use of ego."'®® In combination with the argument of 22.7, which I have
quoted above, Calenus demonstrates that Cicero’s emphasis on him-
self should not be interpreted as a mark of his singular defense of the
Republic, but mainly signals his desire to serve his own needs. Cic-
ero’s identification with republican freedom is not genuine. In fact, the
parrhésia which Cicero prides himself on is rather the manifestation of
his boastfulness and egocentrism.'** Calenus supports this argument
by repeating throughout his contribution that Cicero kept silent on
those crucial moments where the policy of the state was being defined;
never did he speak out against Antony or any of his proposed measures.

Calenus ends with an exhortation to consider the public welfare and
with the advice to treat the leaders of the different factions as friends

all the others plot against you”, and all this and more...” (i8ig ptv 1t To6Twv moMTEDY Kal névO” doa
PovAet Siotkei, Snpooiq 3¢ Pods &MwS, Kekpayws TOVG papods ékeivovg Adyoug Eyd Hovog Duds PIAD,
Kol €l obTw TOXOL, Kai 6 Setva, 0i & &Moot TdvTEG pioodot, Kai ‘Eyd udvog DUTY 0vo®, 0i &’ EMot TdvTeg
émBovdedovot, kal T dNa & Tolad .. )

182 Cass. Dio 46.16.3-4.

183 Cass. Dio 46.9.2—3. Cf. Phil. 2.72, 7.7, 8.15, 12.17; Cat. 4.2, Pis. 21. Cf. PIEPER, VAN DER VELDEN
& JANSEN 2022. Cicero uses the demonstrative ego 124 times in the Philippics. MACKENDRICK 1995
discusses the frequent use of ego in the speeches between 66-45 BC.

184 We recognize this aspect from the narrator’s characterization of Cicero in book 38.12.6-7. Cf.
MALLAN 2016: 267-268, where he explains how Calenus undermines Cicero’s idealized notion of
parrhésia. According to MALLAN, the republican concept of parrhésia and its negative effect on
political decision-making is actually the central theme of these two speeches (269). On Cicero’s
parrhésia, see chapter 3, §2.
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instead of waging war upon them. Cicero himself is addressed in the
final paragraph of the speech. Calenus admonishes him not to let his
personal hatred for Antony damage the state. He not only reproach-
es Cicero for acting contrary to the state’s interests, but he also tears
down some of the fundamental principles of Cicero’s self-fashioning
rhetoric:

M?) yép ot vopiong &1t 10 OpactvesOar fj evkAeés éoty ) dopadés, und’
av glmng 6t Tod Bavdtov katagpovels, kai émaveloBat émi ToOTW MoTED-
O116. TODG P&V Yap TOLoDTOVG WG Kai Kakdy v TLdT” dmovoiag ToufoavTag
Kol DTOTTEDOVTL TAVTEG Kal ooty odg 8 &v (dwot epi mAeioToL THYV
£QUTOV oWTNPiay TOLOVPEVOLG, Kal émauvodot kal £yKwptdlovoty kg pun-
8tv av éxovrag dov Bavdtov mooavtag. Kai od odv, elnep dviwg ow-
CeaBar Ty matpida ¢0€\elg, ToladTa kal Méye kal mpatte £ OV Kal avTog
cwBnoy, pn pa Ai” £ v kal fpdg cvvamodeis.

Don't you think that boldness is either glorious or wholesome, and
do not trust that you will be praised for saying that you despise death.
For everyone distrusts and hates such men, believing that they might
venture some evil action due to a loss of sense; those whom they see
value their own safety, they praise and laud, believing they wouldn’t
willingly risk death. But you, now, if you really want to save the coun-
try, speak and act in such a way that will also keep you safe, and not, by
God, in such a way that you will destroy us as well as yourself.

This passage is a response to Cicero’s words in the peroration of Phil.
2.119'%¢ and elsewhere, that he would gladly risk his life for the Repub-
lic, and did not fear death. Calenus denies that death on behalf of the
Republic will turn Cicero into a republican hero.'®” Instead, it makes
him hated and distrusted, since people believe that someone who does
not mind his own safety will not care about their safety either (indi-
cated by kaxdv Tt ... ToAprioavtag). What Cicero frames as 0nép g
EevBepiag dywvileobat or vmip Tig Snpokpatiag Tappnordleoda (16.3,
passage cited above), is framed by Calenus as 10 Opactvecai, being
over-bold. It will result, according to him, in the destruction of not just

185 Cass. Dio 46.28.

186 Above, p. 317.

187 The topos of dying for Rome is also mocked by Calenus in chapters 26.2, 28.4-5, since, had
Cicero truly been free from fear of death, he would have opposed Antony much more openly at an
earlier stage.
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Cicero himself, but the state in its entirety. Calenus’ final words mir-
ror Dio’s analysis in the narrative directly preceding the debate, where
Cicero’s destruction is portended.'®®

Cicero’s claim to be Rome’s true defender is shot down by Calenus,
but not simply through a general attack on his (consular) authority.
Certainly, the anti-Ciceronian invective targeting Cicero’s personal-
ity, relationships, and public mistakes does its work. But much more
harmful, perhaps, is Calenus’ caricatural imitation of Cicero’s egotistic
political self-presentation, and his serious analysis, at the end of his
oration, of the negative effects of this type of oratory on the Republic.
Calenus employs Cicero’s rhetorical manoeuvres as an exemplum for
the bigger problem that undercuts the proper functioning of republi-
can debate: the contention and egocentrism that defines the policy of
Roman senators. Certainly, Calenus’ own rhetorical invective should
not be taken at face value or as a direct confirmation of the historiog-
rapher’s opinion. Yet the aptness of his analysis in the final paragraph
of his speech is highlighted through similarities with the historiogra-
pher’s contextualization of the debate, who likewise focalizes the disas-
trous consequences of Cicero’s personal ambitions.

3.2.5 Demosthenes’ On the Crown as a model for Dio’s ‘Philippic’

I would like to conclude my analysis of Dio’s Ciceronian debate by ad-
dressing one final elephant in the room: how does Dio’s Greekness in-
fluence his representation of Cicero’s oratory? Indeed, on a word level,
sentence constructions and rhetorical formulas seem to derive from
models of Attic oratory.'®® Dio has also taken over several very spe-
cific phrases from On the Crown.'*® In this final section, I would like

188 Cass. Dio 45.17.4.

189 For example, the construction ég togodto ... [a form of épxopat] ... doTe ... is used often, or
similar comparative constructions with tocodtog/tolodtog; cf. Dem. 18.212 for a general example,
and compare in particular Dio Cass. 45.21.1 with Isocr. Antid. 89, Dem. 19.55. Cf. LINTOTT 1997: 1501.

190 E.g. the collocation Bo@v xal kexpayws, employed by Dio at 45.27.1 and later at 76[77].14.1, is
used twice by Demosthenes in reference to Aeschines, at 18.132 and 199; apart from a reference in
Arist. Plout. 722 there exist no other notable parallels for this phrase in classical literature (cf. Wor-
man 2004 on the voice imagery). Dionysius of Halicarnassus in Dem. 31.13 and Demetrius in Eloc.
49 both discuss the phrase in order to exemplify (Demosthenes’) forceful style. That suggests it was
a famous phrase, and it might have appealed to Dio in this particular instance for the reminder it
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to offer a small glimpse of the Greek template underlying the debate
between Cicero and Calenus. It is notable that, much more than Ap-
pian’s speech, Dio’s ‘Philippic’ is a hybrid product; in order to re-enact
Cicero’s oratory, Dio turned to the ultimate model of Philippic 2, Dem-
osthenes’ On the Crown."" I will concentrate on one conspicuous pas-
sage in the ‘Philippic’ (45.27.4), which imitates Phil. 2.55, but which is
remodeled so as to imitate the Greek source passage in Dem. 18.159 as
well. This discussion hopefully serves as an encouragement to examine
Dio’s literary method in greater detail.

Chapter 27 of the ‘Philippic’ is dedicated to Antony’s behaviour
when he served as tribune of the people. According to Cicero, Antony
defiled his office by secretly conspiring with Caesar against the sen-
ate. In a remarkably pathetic passage, he is described as the planter of
the seed of all evils (10 oméppa 1@V kax@v) connected with Caesar’s
domination, and he is called the common bane (6 xowdg &\irrprog)
of the Republic. The term &A(g)ttrptog, ‘accursed, also to be used as
a substantive, is almost unique in Dio’s work, and features only three
times in the extant books (twice in connection with the behaviour of
senators right after Caesar’s death).'”*

At first sight, this passage appears to be an allusion to Phil. 2.55,
where Cicero blames Antony for the civil war between Caesar and
Pompey. Cicero summarizes: “Therefore, in the way that the origin of
trees and plants is located in seeds, so you are the seed of this most hor-
rid war” (Ut igitur in seminibus est causa arborum et stirpium, sic huius
luctuosissimi belli semen tu fuisti). He goes on to describe how Antony
killed three armies of the Roman people, killed many famous citizens,
and harmed the auctoritas of the senate. Everything that happened after
the civil war is Antony’s fault.'”* To illustrate Antony’s disastrous effect
on the state, Cicero employs the metaphor of a plague (pestis): “like

carried of the debate between Demosthenes and Aeschines. Another remarkable example of Dem-
osthenic phrasing occurs at Cass. Dio 45.38.1, where Cicero exhorts the senators un8” 7o Tjg v @
TapovTL paotdvng Sehealopeda, “not to be overly attracted by the easiness of the present”. The com-
bination of SeAedlw with 1} paot@v is only seen in Dem. 18.45, which must therefore be the source
of inspiration for this peculiar phrase.

91 Tintend to discuss this topic more fully in the future.

192 Cf. Cass. Dio 46.34.5; 73[74].2.2 (about Commodus).

193 Phil. 2.55: omnia denique, quae postea vidimus—quid autem mali non vidimus?—si recte ratioci-
nabimur, uni accepta referemus Antonio.
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Helen for the Trojans”, he says, “Antony is the cause of plague and ruin
for the Roman Republic” (ut Helena Troianis, sic iste huic rei publicae
causa belli, causa pestis atque exitii fuit). The idea of defilement which
is inherent to the term pestis'®* derives from the text that offered the
model for Cicero’s Phil. 2, Demosthenes’ oration On the Crown.'*>
In On the Crown, Demosthenes argues at length that Aeschines col-

laborated with Philip of Macedon. He blames him for fuelling the Am-
phissean War, a war which would only have assisted Philip’s grand plan
to conquer Greece. Demosthenes calls Aeschines a plague for every-
one who has died in the war as well as the evil seed of Athens’ failure to
withstand Philip’s force:

Qv €l ovroai, 6v, e pundev evdaPnOévra taAndig eimetv Séot, ovk dv Ok-

ViAo Eywye KOOV GAEITHPLOV TOV PETA TADT  ATOAWAOTWY ATAVTWY

eimety, avOpOTWV, TOTWV, TOAEWY* 6 YAp TO TTEPUA TAPATYWY, ODTOG TV

POVTWY aitiog.'%

Of these [evil men around Philip] it was this man, whom I won't hesi-

tate to call, if the truth must be spoken without scruples, the common

curse of all those who perished thereafter [sc. after the Amphissean

war]—men, places, cities: he who sows the seed is responsible for the

things produced.

This passage is especially interesting because it is a response to Ae-
schines’ insult that Demosthenes himself, in fact, was the d\ttrjptog
7] EN&80c."*” The idea that each constituted the ultimate source of
evil in the eyes of the other forms a common and easily recognizable
theme within the antilogy. For his characterization of Antony, Cicero
took over both the element of the public curse (with pestis as the Latin
translation of &Attfplog) and the metaphor of the seed.

Dio read Phil. 2 with Aeschines and Demosthenes in mind—for
him basic school authors—and probably immediately recognized Cic-
ero’s allusion to his Athenian predecessors. His reworking of the pas-
sage ‘restores’ the Greek hypotext:

194 OLD swv.s.

195 See above, §1.3. Cicero also employs the imagery in crescendo in Cat. 1.30: Catiline is not just
a pestis rei publicae but also the stirps et semen malorum omnium.

196 Dem. 18.159.

197 Aeschin. 3.131, 157. YUNIS 2001 ad loc. believes Aeschines is more “vigorous” in calling De-
mosthenes an evil spirit of Greece. I am not so sure that Demosthenes’ climactic, asyndetic trikolon
is less forceful.
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Nov 8¢ 00166 €07ty 6 Kai éxelvey Tag TPoPaoels EvSodg Kai To Thg PovAig
diwpa katadvoag, T6 e Opdoog TOY oTPATIWTOV éravEfoag: 0DTog O TO
OTEPUA TOV KAKDY TOV HETA TadTa EKPUVTWY EUPadwy, 00Tog 6 KOG
dAtr)prog ovy U@V povov &M Kal Tig oikovpévng OAiyov Tdang YeVo-
UEVOG, (G TTOL Kail TO Salpoviov Evapyds éorjunvey. 6te Yobv Todg Bavpa-
0TOVG £KEVOVG VOUOVG E0EPepE, BPOVTAV TAVTA Kal AOTPATOY EMANPW-
On. Qv 008y 6 papdg 00Tog, Kaimep oiwvioTig eivat Aéywv, ppovTioag,
KAK@V Kal TOAEUWV, OoTep eLmov, od TV TOMY udvov dAN& Kai THv oikov-
uévny éminpwoe.'”®

Now it is this man who has given him [sc. Caesar] the pretexts as well
as undermined the authority of the senate, and who has increased
the audacity of the soldiers; it is him who has planted the seed of all
troubles that occurred after this, he is the common plague not only
of us but of nearly the entire known world, as, I think, Heaven clearly
showed us. Indeed, when he proposed those remarkable laws, every-
thing was filled with thunder and lightning. These omens this wick-
ed man did not think about, although he claims to be an augur, and
he filled up with disaster and war, as I said, not only the city but the
whole world.

From his Greek model, Dio took the construction of 10 oméppa + parti-
ciple, in which Antony provides the seed (compare 10 onéppa 2updAwv
with to onéppa Tapéoyxwy in Dem. 18.157), instead of being the seed, as
in Phil. 2.55 (semen tu fuisti). While Cicero restricts Antony’s evil ef-
fect to the Republic itself, Dio imitates the Demosthenic imagery in
extending the influence of Antony to the whole world. More still, he
emulates his Attic predecessor by repeating this idea twice (tfjg oikov-
uévng maof; Ty oikovpévny ém\pwoe). Other features, such as the
phrase 6 xowdg d\riiprog (compare Cicero’s pestis) and the substantiv-
ized participle T@v (¢x)@OvTwv bring Dio’s text close to On the Crown.
Yet, though with regard to the formulation of the argument Dio largely
follows Demosthenes’ example, other details derive from his Latin
model. Especially the addition that Antony had damaged the author-
ity of the senate (0 Tjg Bovijs diwpa katalvoag) seems to derive di-
rectly from Phil. 2.55 (auctoritas huius ordinis adflicta est).

198 Cass. Dio 45.27.4.
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We have seen that Dio was perfectly capable of rendering Cicero’s
rhetorical style in Greek, without the mediation of a Greek source. The
imitation of Demosthenic language was a deliberate choice meant to
evoke the classic rhetorical locus of the dAttrjpiog as it features in per-
haps the greatest debate produced in the field of Attic oratory. It shows
us how easily Dio’s method of literary imitation intertwines Latin and
Greek models. The passage is a sophisticated response to the canonical
comparison of Demosthenes and Cicero. It illustrates how Greek writ-
ers of history like Appian and Dio, but perhaps Plutarch too, compared
the two classical orators on the level of not just their life and career but
also their rhetorical style. In the historiographical speeches we have
seen in this chapter, Ciceronian and Demosthenic stylistic features
eventually form one hybrid product.

4. Concluding remarks

At first sight, Appian and Dio’s paraphrases and quotations of Cice-
ronian themes and slogans (in Dio’s case) appear primarily to serve
their ambiguous, philonikistic portrayal of Cicero in the main narrative.
However, digging deeper, as we have done in this chapter, uncovers the
intellectual quality of the Greek historiographers’ engagement with
the Philippics. On the one hand, there is the, at times extremely, careful
imitation of Ciceronian catchphrases or favourite topoi, which recre-
ates his oratorical style. On the other hand, as we have seen especially
in Dio’s writing, there is an attempt to catch a piece of Cicero’s political
programme, his self-fashioning technique to present himself as Rome’s
saviour and republican hero. Rather than presenting purely ‘fictional’
speeches, as is often argued, these Greek scholars demonstrate an ap-
proach to Ciceronian oratory which attempts to cover multiple aspects
of his ‘original’ performance. This literary-cum-historicist concern
with reenacting Ciceronian speech concentrates around the Philippic
oratory of his final year.'*

199" Admittedly, there is more differentiation in Cassius Dio than there is in Appian. Within Ap-
pian’s Roman History, it is the Philippics alone that constitute and define Ciceronian oratory. Within
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On a moral-didactic level, the Ciceronian speeches, including the
speeches by Piso and Calenus, provide a moral lesson, an exemplum of
destructive oratory. The Philippics are a lens through which to evaluate
the status of late republican politics. Both Appian and Dio take care
to demonstrate that the Philippic encounters are ineffective rhetori-
cal episodes which do not advance the political conflict. Through the
use of ideological language which mirrors the discussion in the main
narrative, Ciceronian speech becomes a prototype for late republican
oratory and, in particular, its flaws. By extension, Cicero as a political
actor himself tragically exemplifies the citizen whose lust for competi-
tion causes his ultimate downfall. Especially in Appian, the Philippic
debate marks a breaking point in the story: Cicero’s rhetoric is used
to symbolize the start of the final civil war in the Republic. Octavian’s
growing power is hanging like a sword of Damocles over the senate’s
head, a theme which will be worked out in the succeeding narrative of
Appian’s as well as Dio’s history. Finally, if the accounts of Appian and
Dio confirm one thing it is that Cicero’s Philippics, although a negative
example of political rhetoric, formed a monumental contribution to
the political conflict in the last phase of the Roman Republic.

To conceptualize the debate, the historiographers have taken their
recourse to samples of Attic (Athenian) oratory which match the Ro-
man context. This is nothing spectacular, since the classicistic culture
of imperial Greeks greatly influenced their adoption of a traditional
Attic register. Yet, the terminology and techniques used by Appian and
Dio’s Cicero, Piso, and Calenus do in fact open up general questions
about republican ideology. Through the use of typical Demosthenic
language the speeches associate Roman politics with fourth-century
Athenian democracy. Athens and Rome were both Republics, but in
an entirely different way; this becomes clear once more from the com-
parison of Piso’s speech with the Demosthenic model Against Meidias.
As a consequence of the Athenian framework, questions like “What is
the basis for common decision-making if everybody puts their own
interests first?, or ‘How far are republican orators allowed to go in their

Dio’s narrative, Ciceronian style is doubly defined by his amnesty speech in book 44.23-33, which I
have not discussed here, and the speech against Calenus. Still, the latter speech is three times longer,
and it carries a strong symbolic function with regard to Dio’s interpretation of Cicero’s political role
in this phase of Roman politics.



332 CICERO, STATESMANSHIP, AND REPUBLICANISM

invective strategies?’ gain a deeper meaning. As we have seen, the im-
perial historiographers revive a particular ideological discourse against
contentiousness, ambition, and self-interest that is recognizable from
Demosthenes’ defense of Athens and other Attic orators. Demosthe-
nes rightly signalled the extent of the corruption in the democratic
state and the dangers of succumbing to the Macedonian expansion. In
the imperial narratives of Rome’s history, similar problems now lead
the Republic to its end.

There is an enormous difference between Demosthenes’ defense of
the Republic and Cicero’s Philippic battle with Antony. Cicero is no
alter Demosthenes. In fact, whereas Cicero’s Philippics themselves cre-
ate the image of a heroic saviour of the fatherland, the Greek historiog-
raphers convey the message that these speeches contributed greatly to
the escalation of the conflict with Antony and the victory of Octavian.
This picture is in line with Plutarch’s representation of the events in the
Demosthenes and Cicero and in the Moralia, where he praises Demos-
thenes’ (admired) oratory against Philip and raises the occasional eye-
brow at Cicero’s (failed) interaction with his fellow citizens, as we have
seen in chapter 3. We would do well to recognize much more often that
such story patterns seem to stretch from Plutarch to Cassius Dio, and,
at any rate, remain remarkably consistent within the Greek literature of
the Empire.

In the end, historiography is about establishing models of exem-
plary citizenship and offering critical tools to consider the relationship
between the past and the present. The search for cultural and literary
models, as I have shown in this chapter, was an important aspect of
this process. Appian and Dio’s speeches of Cicero mark a crucial phase
in the Ciceronian tradition: the appropriation of Ciceronian rhetoric
from a Hellenic point of perspective. In a development beginning with
Plutarch, Cicero became the shared heritage of the Latin and Greek lit-
erary tradition. Writing a speech for the most famous orator of the Ro-
man world was a bold move—the ultimate challenge—but it could be
done. It is part of the Greek imperial writers’ laying claim to a Roman
history which had become partly their own. The writing of a Ciceroni-
an speech in Greek served as a confirmation that Latin and Greek ora-
tory, as the imperial audience knew it, did not know great differences.
For although Cicero’s style is Attic and artificial, he is still utterly recog-



4. CICERONIAN SPEECHES IN APPIAN AND DIO 333

nizable as the Cicero familiar from his own public oratory. Regardless
of any cultural competition manifesting itself within the rhetorical dis-
course, the blending of Roman and Athenian concepts also teach how
the conduct of a Cicero, a Piso, or a Calenus chimes in with ideological
and historical patterns that were familiar from the Greek tradition.






