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ABSTRACT

This paper offers a commentary Bhilippics Threeand Four. Firstly, it gives an historical
background. Secondly, it deals with the rhetoricahtext in whichPhilippics Three and
Fourwere designed. Doing so, it will consider somehef keys of Cicero’s rhetorical art and
mastery of the language. Finally, it analyses bexits as complex rhetorical artefacts.

Keywords: Cicero. Philippics. Rhetorics.
RESUMO

Este artigo faz um comentario solbiéipicas Trés e Quatro. Primeiramente, ele nos da um
contexto histérico. Segundo, analisa o contexiaricg no quakFilipicas Trés e Quatro foram
desenhados. Sendo assim, considera alguns portes ih retérica artistica e no dominio da
linguagem de Cicero. Por ultimo, analisam ambostexsos como artefatos de retorica
complexa.

Palavras-chave Cicero. Phillippics. Retorica.
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1. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The Philippics (Philippicae [orationes) of Cicero date back to one of the most
convulsed phases of the History of Rome. The ewaits are shaking violently the city, where
constant struggles, conspiracies and murders nmagesisible a period of peace and political
stability. Somehow, when C. lulius Caesar accefitedoffice of Dictator for Life dictator
perpetuuy many citizens expected that under his powerpiece and the stability will be
recovered, as a sick body recovers the health uih@esupervision of an expert physician.
Nevertheless, the political facts soon demonstrdtatithis feeling was by no means shared
by all the Romans. When it became clear that Cagsald not give up to his extraordinary
powers, some people agreed in the need to avoid thislojevent of the facts. Caesar’
spower had striped the Senate and the annuallyedlecagistrates of their authority, which,
for those men that would plan the murder of Caesas, totally unacceptable. For them, the
leadership of Caesar did not mean recovering tiaétthef The Eternal City but losing the
statusof free citizens, i.e. to become slaves. Diffelyestated, allowing the full authority of
Caesar meant to renounce to tee publicain order to win a fake peace under the leadership
of atyrant

In this turbulent atmosphere, a large group ofatms, the so called conspirators,
risked their life in order preserve the republisgatem and the political freedom. On the Ides
of March 44 BCE they assassinated Caesar at amgesitthe SenafeHowever, the intent of
restoration of the republican system did not sudeall. Although the conspirators tried to
win popular support and legitimate their plan, tligg not found the required support. The
stability of the city threatened once again to kashly broken, divided between the
supporters of Caesar and those that wanted toreeite ancient Republic. To avoid a new
civil war and to recover the calm, Marcus Antontasled the Senate on 17 March and it was
agreed to give amnesty to Caesar’'s murderers, Ibotta ratifyall the laws promulgated by
Caesar. The internal battle had been averted, bhithowt definitively solving the
discordances. In fact, none of the two factionsewetally satisfied. Despite Caesar was not
alive and the conspirators had not to pay punishrfaentheir plot, theacta Caesarisvere
valid and the Senate had not strength enough toncenwith the restoration of the Republic.
Marcus Antonius had leaded the situation in suefag that even if the civil struggle and the

! Cf. RAMSEY(2003, p. 1).
2 For which concerns the current paper, it is wpdting that one of the active participants in phet was M.
lunnius Brutus.
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political chaos had been avoided for a while, theflccts had not finished. In fact, there was
an increasing hostility in the city against the darers of Caesar and many of them decided
to leave the city so as to not to risk their IBggnificantly, M. Brutus had to leave the city the
12 April.

Initially, after the assassination of Caesar, Maré@ntonius showed a Republican
attitude. Thus, Rome approved some measures, abtigion of the office of thelictator
perpetuuswhich seemed to prevent magistrates from follgwtimee same steps of Caesar, i.e.
from the excess of power. Nevertheless, soon higypstarted to appear egoistical and
monarchical, so the conspirators and some otheyl@atarted to consider the new attitude of
Antonius dangerous and inacceptable forrggpublica Precisely, M. Tullius Cicero was one
of those who started to suspect that Antonius wea&isg for absolute power, which would
strip the Senate of his authofityEven if Cicero probably did not participate iretplot
against Caesarhe fully agreed with the action of the conspirstas for him they had
contributed to avoid that thes publicabecame a dictatorial monarchy. From his viewpoint
they were notonspirators butliberators In the same way, he considered necessary to fight
at that time against the still incumbent consuldhmts, since it was the only way to preserve
the political freedom and a truth pace. As Manuw@l@07a, p.93) wrote, “In Cicero’s view
Marcus Antonius was the main cause of danger toadigublicd. However, it is obvious that
going against the still incumbent consul was noeasy or clear task, but a complicated and
dangerous one. Of course, Cicero was not alonehdtiad to increase his alliances as much
as possible in order to fight for the republicasteyn and against their enemies.

Undoubtedly, one of the strongest weapons of hioisio novuswvas the power of
Aoyog. That is, the best way in which he could fightwMarcus Antonius was by means of
the speeches. In fact, hBhilippics also known asOrations against Marcus Antonius
(orationes Antonianaer orationes in Antoniuiy are part of this policy. In an analogous way
as Demosthenes did it against Philip Il of Maceddicero fought ardently with his enemy to
savehis country. Of course, we do not intent to mdaat the fight of the expedrator was
just verbal, but the best way in which an expeetalician can transform the world in which
he lives is none other but by means afiscursivestrategy. Cicero and their allies were not
strong enough to directly go against the curremtsab Nevertheless, with his discourse
device —among other tools—, he could launch a pdigainst him, trying to persuade the

® These words of Manuwald points in the same dioectiDespite the positive start of Antonius’ rulleis,
Cicero had early on arrived at the opinion thatohits was striving for absolute power” (MANUWALD,
2007a, p. 16).

* Cf. MANUWALD (20073, p. 9-10); RAMSEY (2003, p.48-
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people, obtaining bigger support and legitimatimgiit political wishes. Thehilippics clearly
show how Cicero fought against his enemy, tryingpéosuade the Senate and the Roman
People in order to win more political strength. Tgual was not to defeat his opponent in a
rhetorical competition, but in the very facts. Imistsituation, he tried to reach it by means of
the enormous potentiality of the speeches, i.engughem as a political and military

instrument:

“Cicero did not hold an office in 44-43 BCE, butsvan (influential) member of the
Senate by virtue of his status as a consular, adfihdie was not the first senator to
be called upon throughout 43. Hence, Cicero did hete the chance to initiate
immediate action on his own; the only (constituéibrstrategy open to him was to
rely on his rhetorical virtuosity and thereby mattee Senate, regarded as the
governing body, decree the necessary measuresgafy him” (MANUWALD,
2007a, p.90).

Of course, Cicero was not alone and the speecblegeikd in the Senate and the
contioneswere not the only weapon of the partisans of #yeublican cause, but just a
significant one. In this paper we will focus on tRailippics as a political and rhetorical
weapon, but first it is worth to refer some of thest relevant political deeds surrounding the
Philippics and specially thehilippics ThreeandFour.

It is known that Antonius tried to improve his paviey passing théex de provinciis
consularibusin the Senate. According to some Romans, amongsthw@icero must be
guoted, this decree violated theta Caesariswhich had been previously ratified by Antonius
and the Senate. By means of this law, Antonius @ditd get the Gallia Citerior and Gallia
Ulterior instead of Macedonia. Nevertheless, DidarBrutus, present governor of Cisalpine
Gaul, refused with the support of Cicero to excleahip province with Antonius. Precisely,
amongst other things, d?hilippic ThreeCicero tries to get the official legitimation tauus’
refusal.

It is also worth highlighting that between ApriilcaMay 44, period in which Antonius
was not in the city, Octavian went to Rome and piazk the inheritance of Caesar. Even if

until August 43 he could not formally ratify thisheritance, it meant that Octavian and

®> Manuwald notes how when he decided to publistPthiippics (but also other speeches), Cicero did not have
just rhetorical purposes, but also political intens: “This aim holds true even for speeches ndveled, but
only distributed as pamphlets, and this functioense to have been particularly common in the LateuREc.
Speeches delivered and published afterwards cah eeaaudience beyond the original one extendingsadhe
Roman Empire, which may function as an importamtigoution to and reinforcement of one’s political
strategy. For a wider audience becomes involved, amguments and points of view can be presentec mor
convincingly and may be better remembered when they received under different circumstances and
separately from the specific political debate. Esdly when conflicts extend over longer periodsl ame not
decided at one occasion, the publication of a $pseon after its delivery may influence future depenents”
(MANUWALD, 2007a, p.58).
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Antonius were both potential candidates for Cassswiccessidh A big rivalry had grown
between both of them and they started to recrodps for a possible fight. Significantly, the
legio Martia and thelegio quartafrom Macedonia, which previously belonged to Amntsn
started to serve Octavian from November 44 onwarkdsse facts are of primary relevance to
our paper, because, as part of his strategy agamtshius, Cicero tried to form a coalition
with Octaviar, supporting him and the decision of tlegio Martia and thelegio quarta
Anyway, the orator was not naive and he was awhtkeogreat difficulties of this task. As

Manuwald) states,

“Cicero was aware of the fact that Octavian orilinavas a Caesarian and

consequently unlikely to become a true Republicamédiately [...]. It was clear to

Cicero that Octavian had to be brought to the sidihne Republicans by assiduous
efforts, not least by himself, but that there wetker powerful influences, which

were always likely to win Octavian over” (MANUWALLI2007a, p.95).

In spite of understanding the difficulty and darggef this purpose, he was determined
about the necessity of launching this alliancet asght be the only possible way to preserve
theres publicaand the freedofnin other words, notwithstanding the uncertairtyhe road,
there was not other choice to save the republigatesh but to go over it. Of course, the
History shows us that the fears of Cicero and othpublicans were well rooted, but in that
moment there were not other possibilities whicletl more guarantees.

In this turbulent context, Cicero, who had comekbi@mcRome on 9 December due to
the political developments, delivered two speedre80 December: the first, in the morning,
on a meeting of the Senate; the second, in thenafte, in the Forum and addressed to the
Roman People. These two speechesPdniéppics Threeand Four respectively, even if we

cannot be sure till which point their author worl@dthem before its publicatidn

® |t is meaningful how th@omonovusefers to Octavian as C. Caesar. (Biil. 3.3 ff.). Probably he is trying to
influence the Senate to consider him as the traeessor of C. lulius Caesar. This possibility i ingprobable,
as later he affirms that after the Lupercalia Anasrshould not be considered consul any longerP(ail. 3.12;
3.14).

" ThePhilippic Threeclearly shows this purpose.

8 As stated by Manuwald, “on the whole [...], Cicerattitude to Octavian was not unambiguous: itvisl
known that a sweepingly positive picture of Octavis given only in the speeches. In private lettersome of
his friends the picture is different or at leastrendifferentiated: this evidence shows that Cicerosidered
Octavian the lesser evil in comparison with Antenand valued him as a counterweight [...]. Therefoe
wished to include Octavian in a great Republicaalitton against Antonius. In the present politiaald military
situation Cicero regarded collaboration with Octavias the only sensible possibility since the Rbgais
could thus acquire the necessary military force”(MAWALD, 2007a, p.94).

° Cf. MANUWALD (2007, p.54-65).
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2. THE RHETORIC BEFORE THE EMPIRE

This brief chapter, which constitutes a sortesicursus aims to show one of the
distinctive features shared by Demosthenes andr&ide do so, we will not attend the
peculiarity of their style, but we will focus onetin relevance in the History of rhetoric from a
socio-politic approach. Being aware that the leragttl the scope of this paper do not allow us
to evaluate in deep the issue, we will just giveneagyeneral remarks so as to highlight the
close connection between the political system &eddevelopment of the rhetoric. Thus, we
do not intend to give an accurate and exhaustiadysis, but just to offer an overview that
helps to understand their relevance and positidharHistory of rhetoric.

As it is well known, Demosthenes’ political sitigett in the end of his life was mainly
similar to that of Cicero before his death. Thédwing words of Wooten clearly express this

common background:

“Demosthenes and Cicero lived at the great turmpognts of Greek and Roman

civilization and were major participants in the mieathat would lead eventually to

the establishment of the Hellenistic monarchies thwedAugustan principate. Their

deaths mark the end of the independent city-swttie major form of government

in Greece and republican government at Rome. Betisted these changes and
devoted their rhetorical talents, which were coasitile, to a vigorous defense of
the status quo” (WOOTEN, 1983, p.3).

Besides, it must be said that they did not justreska historical background, but that
their role in the History of rhetoric is significdyanalogous. With their intense debates in the
assemblies, their huge amount of trials angpnoia, the political systems of the Classical
Athens and the Roman Republic had constituted theroariate background for the
development of the speeches that belong t@émis iudicaleanddeliberativum Of course,
we do not mean that the epideictic speeches waredeaside, but we would like to highlight
that with the arrival of the Hellenistic monarchesd the Augustan empire the rhetoric was
not able to develop real political speeches angdonThe Greekyopd and the Romaforum
lost their previous relevance as a focus of intgwditical debate. Without the socio-political
conditions to delivefree speecheghe rhetoricians are forced to address theirrefftm the
epideicticspeeches. In those periods, oratory becomes @abped instrument of literature

and stylistic’.Meaningfully, under the socio-political condition§ the Roman Empire, the

1 with this we do not assert that stylistic aspideictic speeches were not developed before. Authors like
Gorgias, Euripides or Catullus clearly show the axije. What we aim to state is just that with thd ef the
Democracy and the Republic the deliberative speealeze not possible and that rhetoric had to devigidhe
field of the literature.

Rev. FSA, Teresina PI, v. 13, n. 5, art. 1118b6-206, set/out. 2016 www4.fsanet.cofrehista KX08S



J. Lavilla Lera 192

controversiaewvere almost a merely literary or scholar genrayimch the main scope was to
develop a high level of artistn this sense, we could assert that Demosthenss’ a
Cicero’s rhetoric is somehow a rhetoric of cridibey are the two last political orators before
the fall of the city-states arrdspublica In particular, theiPhilippics constitute the desperate
attempt of two orator and politic men who try tghi against the imperialist movements that
try to destroy the political system that constisutiee necessary ground of {haitical debates

of the free citizenanddeliberative oratoryIn this sense, theRhilippics, besides playing an
active resistant role against the monarchical systehey represent the desperate defense of
the political oratory itself against the threat that menaces the negessaditions that
guarantee its survival.

Thus, Demosthenes’ and Cicer®kilippics display a rhetoric in crisis, i.e. a rhetoric
that fights against the process that will depriviegam its political meaning, transforming it in
a different kind of discursive mastery. Anyway,rfr@nother point of view, they represent the
zenith of rhetoric, as if the development of theyious years had taken rhetoric todtgun,
just before its decline —or better said, beforetriémsformation—. In this way, these works
allow us to consider thdorensic rhetoric in their most genuine and powerful nature
Obviously, we do not attempt to affirm that they aot refined and sophisticated stylistic
constructions: any analysis of the texts clearlgvahthe opposite. However, we state that
most likely the highest scope of these stylistie dacts was to politically fight by means of
their persuasiveness. That is, the rhetoric ofscigsalso arhetoric of splendor. The oratory, at
least itsgenus deliberativupreaches his summit in its most dramatic politmattext. Thus,
these two speech-makers represent somehow thesopetb but also the most tragic stage of
the Greek and Roman rhetoric.

3. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS AND RELEVANCE OF PHILIPPICS THREE
AND FOUR

As emphasized in the first chapter, tRRilippics are a rhetorical arte fact with an
important political goal: they do not only show thattle against Antonius, but also depicts

the image of Cicero as a nice orator and greatigiali*®>. With the delivered speeches the

1 Cf. SALAZAR (2003, p. 756-757).

12 cf. MANUWALD (2007a, p. 80). Besides, it is notestiyy that with thePhilippics Cicero is not only going
against Antonius, but also defending himself frdme attacks of the latter. As Wooten wrote, “Antdmgd

attacked Cicero’s whole career, as a politiciargrasrator, and as a man; and Cicero realizechibaeply had
to be a defense of his entire life"(WOOTEN, 19835p). Many passages of the text validate thisrtieseHere
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homo novuss making real politic and publishing them he aises to appear in front of the
people as a liberator and a virtuous speech-makdr politician.“All the speeches are
naturally concerned with preserving thes publicaand defeating Antoniu$® but, actually, a
noteworthy amount of scholars have pointed thatRthilippic Threethe speech which really
initiates the seriéd It has been defended that originafilippics Oneand Two were not
included in the series. In fact, only the twelvetlapeeches were delivered when Antonius
was not in Rome. According with the scope of thapgr it is not a primary issue to discuss
about this problem, but it is fully meaningful torsider the special position &hilippic
Threeas the first speech of this series pronouncedduhe absence of Antonius. By means
of it Cicero starts his strategy. He will intend declare Antonius public enemyadstis
[patriag)), although he will do it indirectly, i.e. introding preparatory measures that should
lead in the future to achieve this difficult famahing godf. Thus, somehow our present
paper disserts about a departure point from whichatsack towards the present consul is
launched:

“only from Philippic Threeonwards is the central terostis(“public enemy”) used

as a political and official catchword referringAatonius (cf.Phil. 3.6 and n.). This
expression does not occurmtilippic One andPhilippic Twotalks more generally
about Antonius’ position and conduct ashastis reipublicag hostis patriaeor
dishominibusque host{gf. Phil. 2.1; 2.2; 2.51; 2.64; 2.89). The foundations fo t
specific use of the termmostiswith reference to Antonius are laid Bhilippic Three
and strengthened iRhilippic Four, which interprets and intensifies the message of
Philippic Three More generally tooRhilippic threeis the starting point for Cicero’s
fight against Antonius since it outlines his ovesttategy” (MANUWALD 20073,
p.79).

Thus, these two speeches play a particularly scgmit role in the economy of the full

work®®. The main scope is settled and the strategy tawiiris launched. Precisely, our

follows a meaningful examplehtinc ego diem exspectans M. Antoni scelerata aitagivtum cum ille in me
absentem invehens non intellegebat ad quod tempust meas viris reservarem. si enim tum illi caedisie
initium quaerenti respondere voluissem, nunc rdiljgae consulere non possem. hanc vero nactustéeut,
nullum tempus, patres conscripti, dimittam nequerdim neque nocturnum quin de libertate populi Raineh
dignitate vestra quod cogitandum sit cogitem, gagédndum atque faciendum, id non modo non recusdm se
etiam appetam atque deposcam. hoc feci dum lisugymisi quoad non licuit. iam non solum licet setchm
necesse est, nisi servire malumus quam ne servianimis armisque decernérgPhil. 3.33). Another
interesting example can be foundRhilippics 4.15, where Cicero resorts to his struggle agddagiiine, which
probably constituted his most successful politéztd, so as to compare it with his struggle ag&inginius.

13 MANUWALD (2007a, p.80).

14 Cf. MANUWALD (2007a, p.82-86).

15 Cf. MANUWALD (2007a, p.91).

16 As Manuwald has pointed, “Cicero himself [...]dteently asserted of this speech “ieci fundamerita re
publicae” or presented it as a first step to lipard to functioninges publicaor to further actions (cfhil. 4.1;
5.30; 6.2; 14.20Fam.10.28.2; 12.25.2). He claimed to have recalledibak and weary Senate to jiisstina
virtus andconsuetud®n that day and brought to the Roman People the hbrecovering freedom (dfam
10.28.2)" (MANUWALD, 2007b, p.295-296).
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commentary in the next pages will focus on deseghiow Cicero sets the main goal of his
speeches and the way he tries to achieve it.

Said that, it is convenient to explain why it mportant to elaborate an accurate
analysis of both speeches and not just of the éfshem. It has been defended by some
interprets that the twoontio speeches, i.&hilippics FourandSix do not offer substantially
new information, but that they only repeat theie\pous two speeches, ihilippics Three
andFive, but addressed to the People instead of the SaNatevill try to show thaPhilippic
Four is not a mere repetition of the previoldgos but an interpretation of it in which,
depending on the different public it is addressea@rnd the specific aim sought, he stresses
some of its points, according to what he thinkg thas more helpful to achieve his goal.
Cicero uses rhetoric as it is more convenient for, lwith full acknowledge of what he has to
seek in the Senate and what in the popular asserbifferently stated, all the speeches
included in thePhilippics form part of his defense of threspublicaand his attack against
Antonius; thus, they constitute a relevant partitofThey cannot be simple repetitions.
Especially, if we have in mind that Cicero is arpest orator that uses the language and the

speeches with full mastery:

“Cicero’s rhetorical works show that he was awairéhe fact that speeches may be
delivered before different audiences (mainly: serstcitizens, judges) and that they
all require different types of orations. The appraie character of a speech is
determined by the amount of information alreadyaot®d by the audience and by
the best way of addressing them. Cicero seemsvie Ihalieved that the People have
less knowledge and understanding than the sernatorsre to be approached on an
emotional level [...].

However, that does not mean that Cicero regardedctes before People as less
important or less demanding. [...] Therefore, co@shg contio speeches as
improvised ad hoc oratory is questionable. For Cicero may make hisespes
appear as such, but actually the orations befoeePtople are also rhetorically
sophisticated” (MANUWALD 2007b, p.466).

So, Philippic Four should not be considered as a piece of scarce walthe overall
work, but as a relevant part of the whole buildivgpreover, it will allow us to understand
betterPhilippic Three as within the same day it offers an interpretatd it according to the
new audience and circumstances; that is, with itmidlebe in condition to understand much
better the starting point and the strategy of @'seattack against Antonius.

In addition, theapparent repetitiorof a speech could also serve for other reasons. As
Manuwald (cf. 2007a: 82) stated, with them Ciceonld be highlighting the date of those
speeches (in the caseRiiilippics ThreeandFour, the 22 December 44). In fact, they will be

mentioned again irPhilippic Fourteen(cf. Phil 14.20). As we have argued, this date
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somehow constitutes the start of the efforts tditfiggainst Antonius and thus, it must be
considered as totally relevant.

Philippics Threeand Four have in common that they are delivered within thme
day and that they launch the strategy to presdmeads publicaand to fight against its
enemies. Moreover, the second speech is presungiay with the intention to inform
Roman People about the decrees that have beentedeeghe Senate during the morning.
Nevertheless, we will try to show that Cicero does offer the information in an objective
way, but in such a way to lead them to the conchssiand the political position that he thinks

more convenient.

4. PHILIPPIC THREE

Cicero delivered hi®hilippic Threethe 20 December 44. The tribunes of fhebs
called together the Senate in order to discusstdhesafety measures for the new consuls on
1 January 43. In the same morning, a message frofarllus Brutus arrived to Rome. He
informed about his decision of not giving to Antasithe province of Gaul and its army. This
fact is fully relevant. From that moment onwardgdmus has to deal with two fronts: on the
one hand the refusal of Brutus to give him his pros and on the other the military
movement that Octavian is launching against himthWull acknowledgement of this
situation, Cicero felt the need to take advantaghe politicalcapoct’ (cf. Phil. 3.32; 3.34;
3.36), in order to try to do a common front agaithst current consul. So, when he appeared
that morning in front of the Senate, he deviateminfrthe main topic in order to use the

occasion for his political purposes, i.e. to staststruggle against Antonius:

“In his oration Cicero mentioned the topic of theeting as defined by the agenda
as a starting point; however, he then went beytnolyimaking use of a senatorial
right [...], and focused on the general state @& donflict with Antonius as it
presented itself after the initiative of D. luniBsutus had become known (é&hil.
3.13-14;Fam 10.28.2; 11.6a). Only by this extension did Gicéurn the Senate
meeting into a politically significant step in tt#ruggle against M. Antonius”
(MANUWALD, 2007b, p.299-300).

He aimed to use the meeting to legitimate the peiaativities —such as the resistance
of Brutus—that sought to preserve ttes publica.In the same way, he tried to give legal

legitimation and honors to the activities of Octayiegio Martiaandlegio quarta Doing so,

7 For further discussion on the concepkafpoc in Cicero’sPhilippicsand the possible influence of
Demosthenes, see Manuwald (2007b, p. 308-309) aowtéiv (1983, p.61).
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he set the basics of his political position and liongy introduced his goal: to declare
Antoniuspublic enemyObviously, he did not try to reach this far-réaghobjective from the
beginning, as it would not be possible. Cicerolever enough to go step by step, trying to
introduce his claim gradually in the way that im®st convenient. Nevertheless Rhilippic
Threewe can find implicitly the basics of the whole sdgy that will be developed in the
following speeches.

Once grasped which is the main scope of lthgos its structuré® can be fully
understood: the central and more relevant sectidaund inPhilippics3.3-27, which can be
divided in two subsections, even if they functiantlae both sides of a single coin. The whole
section offers a negative view of Antonius, eveth€ first subsectiorPhil. 3.3-14) does it in
an indirect way and the secorf@hfl. 3.15-27) one directly. The former praises thergig
initiatives against Antonius launched by Octavidhil. 3.3b-5),legio Martia and legio
quarta (Phil. 3.6-7), D. lunius BrutusPhil. 3.8-12) and the province of GauPHil.
3.13a).Moreover, according with which has beerestait asks the Senate to give honors to
those who have the responsibility of the quotediatives @hil. 3.13b-14). Searching the
same goal, the latter criticizes the behavior ofofius: first it attacks his edict®lil. 3.15-
18) and then it censures his activities in late &oler 44 Phil. 3.19-27). It is relevant to
understand that both subsections point to the sameLegitimating the initiatives against the
current consul means to implicitly recognize thatt@kius is an enemy of thres publica—
this fact will become even more clear in the foliegvPhilippic—. The praise of Octavian
and the others is not a simple encomium, but aindodattack to Antonius. They are depicted
as those who are defending the Republic againgniésny, namely the current consul. So,
after going against him in an indirect way, thet faxnches a direct attack towards him.

The other passages of the text are used to irteothe central section and to extract
from it the conclusion and the claims that are serhe Senate: the introductioRh(l. 3.1-2)
opens the speech in such a way that introducesdiitecal topic that he wants to develop and
it tries to produce in the audience the feeling tha present political circumstances demand
an immediate action; in a similar wythe conclusionRhil. 3.28-36) appeals the Senate for
a quick action against the current consul; finaiere is acoda(Phil. 3.37-39), where Cicero

proposes to the Senate to gather up the issuebbgedean the speech by a decree.

18 We follow the structure given by Manuwald (2003t809), as we consider it fully appropriate. To
see a slightly different proposal, see Martin (2G0301).

19 Manuwald has well highlighted that the introdunt&and the conclusion share an analogous functidruaa
rhetoric in such a way to make feel political urgemo the audience: “Although the focus of thetfmad last
sections Phil. 3.1-2; 3.28-36) is not exactly the same, they aanibwed as functionally similar, and the whole
speech may therefore regarded as a ring-compd$MeaMNUWALD, 2007b, p.312).
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Once presented the main characteristics of thecépeve will focus on one of the
most significant rhetorical strategies that Cicerses inPhilippic Three— but also in
Philippicsin general—.Maybe influenced by his advocate camed by Demosthen&s
Cicero shows in his position a Manichaean perspectie. he presents the situation as if it
would be the battle of good against evil. Ti@mo novughinks thatres publicahas been
ruined —or at least damaged—with the government€adsar and Antonius, and his main
goal is to maintain or reestablisi'itThe question is depicted dramatically, as for ha®
publica means freedomibertas’?). On the contrary, that which goes against it \enethat
which is not doing efforts to preserve it —Cicelleatly goes against the inactivity and
indecision of the Sendte—, is associated with tyrannytyfanni§ and servitude
(servitud.Cicero is for the paéé but he thinks that the only real context in whibk peace
can exist is the Republic. Thus, as he considatsthiere is no way to negotiate with Antonius
about it, he is convinced that the only way to achithe pace is by means of the war against
the current consul and the enemies of the Repubhas, the arguments &hilippic Three
but also of the othdPhilippics “are consistently oriented to disjunctive paustsas “war or
peace”, “republic or tyranny” and “liberty or slay®(MANUWALD 2007a, p.79). Cicero
wants to persuade senators about the following wiatato attack Antonius is to be supporting
the slavery of Roman people. Moreover, he consithexsthe political context is so dramatic
that those who love the freedom and Rome are famedgently act. Accordingly, in the

20 Cf. WOOTEN (1983, p. 46).

L This can be confirmed in many passages ofthiéippics The following text is just an examplegtiae sunt
perdita consilia? an ea quae pertinent ad libertatgopuli Romani recuperandam? quorum consiliorum
Caesari me auctorem et hortatorem et esse et féasser’ (Phil. 3.19).

22 Manuwald has rightly underlined the relevancehis term: “The single term refers to essential galof the
Republican order [...]; they are specific to themi@m People and constitute the ideal for which @ideghts
against Antonius. Freedom is presented as a prémmtbr true pace”’(MANUWALD, 2007b, p.306).

23 With the clear aim to force the Senate to makaétipally relevant decisions, Cicero not only consts the
speech with a elevated tone of urgency —he indigtenggests to the Senate that they should nahé&present
political opportunity to prevent Antonius politicalm, because in the future it could be too latstp him (cf.
e.g.Phil. 3.34)—, but he also argues in such a way thadgesch should produce in the audience the fediiyg t
if they do not not act, their life and freedom vk in serious danger. For example, this rhetostrattegy can
be regarded ifPhilippics 3.25: ‘praeclare igitur facitis, tribuni plebis, qui de aesidio consulum senatusque
referatis, meritoque vestro maximas vobis gratiames et agere et habere debemus. qui enim perneutre
possumus in tanta hominum cupiditate et audacia?”.

41t can be inferred fronPhilippics 3.2 that in an ideal political situation the waruk not be necessary and
that only the dramatic and exceptional politicéiaiion makes it necessari ‘aut Kalendae lanuariae fuissent
eo die quo primum ex urbe fugit Antonius, aut eaa assent exspectatae, bellum iam nullum haberemus.
auctoritate enim senatus consensuque populi Rorfzile hominis amentis fregissemus audaciafrhus,
Cicero claims that the war is necessary just bec@uis not possible to converse with Antonil®hil. 4.11):
“non est vobis, Quirites, cum eo hoste certamenguoraliqua pacis condicio esse possit

%5 Martin (2001: 304, n. 4) states that #werdiumof this speech is constructed with the rhetoritalicture
known asobiurgatio, by means of which Cicero reproaches the Sendteéonlbave actively participate in the
political events, which has lead Rome to a dransiti@tion.
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introduction Phil. 3.1-2) and in the conclusioRltil. 3.28-36) ofPhilippic Threehe wants to

press people about the necessity to act as sqoosatle:

“The tone of the speech is urgent, underlining Giseattempt to present the
situation as having been reduced to a basic aatidonflict between freedom
and tyranny, a conflict in which the senate mustagidly if Roman liberty is
to be preserved. The tone is brought out distiriatipe exordium, which
opens with the worderiousand ends witleeleritas (WOOTEN, 1983, p.60)

Cicero considers freedom and Republic in closetiogiship with libertas populi
Romaniand auctoritas senatysbut to preserve them the people and the Senast figit
against its enemy, namely, Antonius. In the samg, atonius is depicted as a “monster”,
that is as the enemy of the Republic that wantsutgugate all the Roman people under his
absolute powéf. So, according to his arguments, those who dofight against him are
implicitly giving their support to the end of thepublic and the consolidation of the tyranny.
Cicero constructs the speech in such a way thabémate must feel that he is forced to fight
against the danger that puts at risk the maintenafc¢he Republic and their freedom. The
following text is just a significant example of thigetorical strategy used by Cicero to impel

the Senate to actively participate in the process:

“Quapropter, quoniam res in id discrimen adductautsim ille poenas rei
publicae luat an nos serviamus, aliquando, per deusortalis, patres
conscripti, patrium animum virtutemque capiamusauit libertatem propriam
Romani et generis et nominis recuperemus aut mortsemvituti
anteponamus”(Phil. 3.29).

Cicero constructs the arguments in such a waythigasituation seems to be extremely
simple. In one side there is the political freedoespublica and the fight against Antonius;
in the other, the slavery, the tyranny and Antoind all the people that supports him or does
not fight against him. The disjunctive strategylisar and the two possibilities are presented
as mutually exclusive; there is no way for othéeralatives. You are for the freedom and the
real peace or you are for the tyranny and the sjaWoreover, this position is taken to the
extreme, as it can be seen in the previous quaté&tioPhil. 3.29) and in many other texts of

this Philippic:

“nihil est detestabilius dedecore, nihil foedius vgete. ad decus et ad
libertatem nati sumus: aut haec teneamus aut cugnitdite moriamut (Phil.
3.36)

% This same strategy can be observe#liiippics4.11-15.
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Republic or death, since living under the powea dyrant goes against the dignity of
men born to be politically free. Of course, Ciceaes not only simplify the political context
in two sides, but also develops his arguments oh suway that they should persuade any
Roman citizen to think that the best and only labisehavior is that which fights against
Antonius. If we look the structure of the speecl are focus in the main sectioRKil. 3.3-
27), we would realize that its two subsections f@amt of the so calledisjunctive mod&. If
there are some people that are launching privati@times against the current consul, there
are only two options: they are going against tlgaliey and against the Republic, or on the
contrary, it is the consul who goes aganmest publicaand then indeed they are defending the
country. Thus, these individuals should be punistrdaonored and the same —although in the
opposite way— could be said about the current dorsihey have to be honored, it is
because Antonius cannot be truly considered combsitilapublic enems? —there is no other
alternativé®~ and that is what the second subsection trieshésvsn a more direct way.
Anyway, Cicero plays with the arguments and thggufictive mode in such a way that even if
it is clear which of the two alternatives is theogmne, he normally does not express it in an

explicit way, as Manuwald points:

“Cicero’s whole campaign is based on one fundanhedisjunctive pair:
“either Antonius is consul and his opponents mespbnished, or Antonius is

a public enemy and his opponents have acted righilyis introduced in
Philippic Three(cf. Phil. 3.14) and frequently repeated in the speeches that
follow without further arguments being adduced.[For Cicero, there is only
one answer possible, which is clearly indicateBiippic Four (cf. Phil. 4.2);

%" For further information about the disjunctive mpsee Manuwald (2007a, p.112-115) and Wooten (1883,
58-86).

8 This argument is explicitly developed Rhilippics 3.14: ‘Guam ob rem omnia mea sententia complectar,
vobis, ut intellego, non invitis, ut et praestasitisis ducibus a nobis detur auctoritas et fortigsimilitibus spes
ostendatur praemiorum et iudicetur non verbo, sechon modo non consul sed etiam hostis Antonius. sia
ille consul, fustuarium meruerunt legiones quaestam reliquerunt, sceleratus Caesar, Brutus nefagui
contra consulem privato consilio exercitus comparawnt. si autem militibus exquirendi sunt honorewin
propter eorum divinum atque immortale meritum, tdusi autem ne referri quidem potest gratia, quiscgst
eum hostem non existimet quem qui armis persequemiservatores rei publicae iudicentur

29 Obviously, when Cicero reduces the possibiliteea mutually exclusive pairs, he is not descritbbgectively

the situation, but trying to convince the audiebhgemeans of his interpretation of the facts. Famgle, when

in Philippics3.21 he analyzes the conflicts between Antonius@ctdvian, he concludes that if they are fighting
each other, one of them necessarily have to be yeonéRome: hecesse erat enim alterutrum esse hostem; nec
poterat aliter de adversariis ducibus iudicariAnd with this argument Cicero aims to show th#attonius
considered himself —even if tacitly— enemy of thepRblic: ‘quid est aliud de eo referre non audere qui contra
se consulem exercitum duceret nisi se ipsum hasiicare?” And differently stated: si igitur Caesar hostis,
cur consul nihil refert ad senatum? sin ille a senaotandus non fuit, quid potest dicere quin, adenillo
tacuerit, se hostem confessus sitBnyway, it seems clear that they exist many otpessibilities, as for
example, that each would conceive Republic in @&sidhcratic way and thus, that each would fightiagiahe
other considering himself as the true defendeesfpublica

Rev. FSA, Teresina PI, v. 13, n. 5, art. 1118b6-206, set/out. 2016 www4.fsanet.cofrehista KX08S



J. Lavilla Lera 200

elsewhere the continuous negative characterizatdbn&ntonius suggest the
obvious answer” (MANUWALD, 2007a, p. 111-112).

To finish with the analysis of this speech agaiAstonius, we will focus in a
rhetorical strategy related with his disjunctive daoand his political goal. Due to his
objective to persuade people about the idea th&brduns is apublicenemyhe will use the
invective’® to depict him as an entirely negligible persone Thason is clear, in his aim to
show Antonius as hostishe will make efforts to present consul not justdsad politician,
but as a perverse man and deviant from all the gogtbms of Rome. That is why he refers
to him with many pejorative expression,fasens(cf. Phil. 3.2 and 3.31pestis(cf. Phil. 3.5),
impius (cf. Phil. 3.9) sceleratugcf. Phil. 3.9),impudengcf. Phil. 3.10),impurus(cf. Phil.
3.12)impudicug(cf. Phil. 3.12),effeminatugcf. Phil. 3.12),numquamsobriugct. Phil. 3.12),
amens(cf. Phil. 3.17), homoadflictuset perditugPhil. 3.25),taetra belua(cf. Phil. 3.28),
impurus latro(cf. Phil. 3.29) anddemengcf. Phil. 3.31), amongst others. The strategy is to
depict the political enemy as a monster. He wargspeople to fully repudiate him by means
of his rhetorical arte fact.

It is important to notice that iRhilippic Fourthe main scope —i.e. to declare Antonius
hostis—is the same and that the disjunctive mode andntrective will be used as well, as
key rhetorical techniques. The main difference etetmined by the different nature of the
audience it is addressed to, by the way the oraémts to impact on it, by the feeling that he

want to produce on it, and by the different speaftiope aimed by the speech.
5. PHILIPPIC FOUR
As mentioned aboveRhilippic Four was delivered the same day in which it was

pronounced the previous one, but in the afterndora popular assembly in the Fortim

Some magistraté in office convened thisontio-only they had the right to propose them—

% Manuwald has underlined well the relevance ofithective in Roman political context: “for politit or
public conflicts in Republican Rome not only invetl/political programs or actions, but also the peatities of
those who proposed or committed them. Attacking adiduling the personality of an opponent was ofte
more effective and psychologically more impressiveans than a discussion of political beliefs. Fhatwas
important was not the factual basis, but the mpeater of ideas and values adduced by the oratdrThese
insulting elements need not mirror his beliefs ctatgly, but are likely to be the result of a conssly chosen
strategy, since Cicero was aware of the fact tleatam characteristics or incidents may be exadgdréor
rhetorical and political purposes’(MANUWALD, 2007a.106).

1 The change of the context determines the diffeveay in which Cicero addresses the audience. I thi
Philippic he useQuiritesinstead opatres conscripti

%2 Due to the allusion of the end of the speechRhil. 4.16) it is generally thought that it was M. Skmg who
called thecontio
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so as the Roman people were informed about theeelgrassed in the Senate’s session. This
was a usual procedure, as many official decreew filze Senate were announced to the
people by means aontiones So, it was given to Cicero the opportunity toomfi about the
decree in the way he considered more conveniems. Kilnd of public assemblies was merely
informative, because it was not possible to votéheagh incontionest was possible to set
future comitia, actuallycontioneswere notcomitia— Anyway, even if the political pressure
was not the highest, it was an important situatibrere it was possible to exchange political
opinions and to influence other citizens.

Thecontio of the 20 December 44 was thought as the publineseghere a Senate’s
decree must be announced. Nevertheless, it is abvimt Cicero would not restrict himself
to objectively inform people about it. He took adiage of the opportunity given to him in
order to influence the political opinion of tp®pulus romanusin the morning he tried to
impact the Senate in such a way that it joined &ma others in the fight against Antonius and
in defense of the Republic by means of official swgas. Even if the popular assembly to
whom he speaks the afternoon has not the poweads gecrees—so, it obvious that the the
immediate goal is not the same—, he tries to doesloimg similar, that is to determine the
opinion of the audience against Antonius by mednsards. That is whyPhilippics Three
and Four share a common far-reaching goal, but differ i itnmediate objective they are
intended for, as Manuwald points:

“although the subject matter of the two orationsoigghly the same, they serve
different purposes. By the Senate speech Cicerdeadisto persuade the
senators to pass a specific decree; incthretio speech he informed the People
of it as an established fact and tried to make thepport it by influencing the
general attitude of the audience. Therefore dbetio speech builds on the
recent Senate decree; on this basis it presentmis@nguments in a different
context and develops them further in connectiorh\ait interpretation of the
decree. It is thus an integral element of the dgwaknt and distribution of
Cicero’s concept and of its public impact” (MANUWA, 2007b, p.471-472).

Delivered with different immediate scopes, theynfopart of Cicero’s war policy
against the current consul. It could be said ®iatippic Four goes one step further in his
strategy. Once the decree he proposed has beeovagddry the Senate, he wants to use this
fact to influence also the citizens and to makegpss in his fight. Thus he interprets the
session of the morning not only to influence thdiance, but to reinforce his previous speech
and to extract important remarks. Significantly,Hael been prudent enough not to include in
his codathe claim to officially judge Antonius dsstis(cf. Phil. 3.37-39). On the contrary, in

the following speech, in a scene that is not satipally relevant —thus, that it is not so
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dangerous as the previous—, he will focus on thistpinterpreting according to his interest
the Senate’s decree. Moreover, he will preparedkefor publication in such a way that it
seems clear that all the people in the Forum agwetd his point of view. This fact is of
primary relevance as Manuwald stated, since Ciceubd be using the speech to win support

also in future situations:

“Strategies employed to influence and exploit ti@wof the populace
include emphasis on the size of the popular assgrtti¢ repeated statement
that Antonius has indeed been declared a publimgry the senate decree as
well as frequent references to the People’s ferapproval of this assessment
and of Cicero’s view in general, while these reatdiare cleverly elicited by
the orator (cf. 4.1-2; 4.2-3; 4.5; 4.6-7; 4.8; 4®-4.11; cf. alsd>hil 5.2; 6.2;
7.22). Highlighting the opinion of the People ahdit agreement with Cicero’s
view is an integral element of his argument; sthis point might have been
emphasized in the published version for greaterceéfbn the reading public”
(MANUWALD, 2007h, p.472).

Even if the Senate did not officially judge Antosipublic enemy, in fact, the decree
ordered to give honors to those who developed faiv@tiatives against Antonius. Thus,
Cicero analyzed this fact according with his disfive modé® to suggest that indeed
Antinous had already been declahesstisby the Senafé. Thus, after reaching his immediate
goal in the morning session, Cicero continues firtolwards his big aim, namely, to fight
against Antonius. WittPhilippic Four he tries to persuade the Roman People to sugpert t
decree approved in the Serfat®oing so, he also attempts to ideologically urifg Roman
citizens®, that is the patricians and théebs by means of a shared feeling of hate towards a
common enemy, i.e. Antonit{sOne is the enemy and one is the objective: toepveses
publica Thus, all the Romans should fight together agakmsonius. According to Cicero’s

perspective, Rome needs that the citizens fighattay for the salvation of the cify In fact,

*philippic Fouris especially rich in this argumentative techniqD& Phil. 4.2 ff.

% This matter is suggested from the very beginmifthe speechRhil. 4.1): ‘nam est hostis a senatu nondum
verbo appellatus, sed re iam iudicatus Antohius

% Even more, hi®hilippic Fouris delivered in such a way as it seems that tiseadready a general consensus
against Antonius in the cityPhil. 4.2: “nunc vero multo sum erectior quod vos quoque ihastem esse tanto
consensu tantoque clamore approbavistis

% The issue is even more emphatically presentd?hitippics 4.7. Not only Roman citizens, but all the people
that loves the Republic should understand that itecessary to do the war against Antoniosartes mortales
una mente consentiunt; omnia arma eorum qui hak@seelint contra illam pestem esse capiehda

37 With this aim, Cicero uses the invective againstauversary in a similar way as he didPinilippicThree For
example, he resorts to some rhetorical exaggesa#iod insults (cf. e.@hil. 4.11-12; 4.15).

% Accordingly with the way that Cicero depicts hisroimage in thePhilippics he introduces himself as the
main defender of the countri?lfil. 4.1): ‘princeps vestrae libertatis defendendaé.fBee alsdPhilippics4.11:
“faciam igitur ut imperatores instructa acie soleqgiamquam paratissimos milites ad proeliandum witleat
eos tamen adhortentur, sic ego vos ardentis ettesead libertatem recuperandam cohortaboBee also
Philippics 4.16: ‘me auctore et principe ad spem libertatis exarsimOsice again, it is clear that Cicero is not
an objective journalist who informs about somedgabtit an excellent orator and a politician.
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this is one of the most relevant pointsRhilippic Four. The details given iRhilippic Three
are not so important in this speech, because the stape is not to inform, but to get the
support of the people against Antonius and to reagolitical consensus between senators
and citizens. That is why the private initiativegkained inPhilippic Threeare just briefly
mentioned (cfPhil. 4.2-9). The primary goal of both speeches istnetsame, as it has been
pointed. To state it in other words, it is cleaattiCicero did not use the speech to inform
objectively about the Senate’s decree, but to ame®it in such a way that it would persuade
citizens ofThe Eternal Cityto fight together for the freedom against the ptéé tyrant.

In order to reach his goal, Cicero builds his spe@ such a way that the audience
should feel personally addressed: they should densnhot only that their position is
especially relevant to the development of the eselotit that the facts will personally and
dramatically affect thef. The victory or the defeat of Antonius does ndéetf Rome as an
abstract entity; it is the freedom of each citizdrich is dependent of the fate of Rome. Thus,
the orator constructs the speech frequently usiegpersonal pronouwos and tying many
times the possessive pronowsterto relevant terms such hlsertasandhostis(cf. e.g.Phil.
4.1; 4.2; 4.4; 4.5; 4.14; 4.15; 4.16), as Manuw@@07b: 478) pointed. Moreover, the word
Quirites even if it is the usual form of addresscontiones appears irPhilippic Four with
more frequency than in otheontio speeches of Cicero. This could mean that the gpeak
wants to underline the political roleand respotisypbshared by all the individuals attending
the speect. All of them form part of thepopulus Romanugf. MANUWALD 2007b, p.
476-477%

By means of the speech Cicero tries to lead tiheia@pof Roman People. Of course,
he does it in different ways in the Senate ancdhegdopular assembly, but both form part of
the same rhetorical attempt to fight against AnienManuwald has pointed in a remarkable
way the big efforts of Cicero to develop the argaoteein such a way that they should
constitute a maximally efficient machine to psyduitally affect the audience in the way
that he intended:

% The following rhetorical question is just one bétmany significant exemples that can be founchéntext
(Phil. 4.4): “quis est enim qui hoc non intellegat, nisi Caesagreitum paravisset, non sine exitio nostro
futurum Antoni reditum fuiss&?

0 said this, it is necessary to add that with thel g@ encourage Roman People against AntoRhilppic Four
uses a more optimistic approach than the previthiippic. It can be checked in several passages of the text
See e.gPhil. 4.10: ‘Sive enim prodigiis atque portentis di immortalebis futura praedicunt, ita sunt aperte
pronuntiata ut et illi poena et nobis libertas appinquet; sive tantus consensus omnium sine impldswum
esse non potuit, quid est quod de voluntate caetastubitare possim@s.

“1|n addition to the referred procedures, Martin0®20343, n. 1) points that thexordiumhas been constructed
following a rhetorical procedure that aims to exttbe audience to feel confidence about their jpalitpower
and to urge them to start a fight against Antonius.
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“On the whole, thecontio speech employs fewer sequences of argument and
factual expositions than the corresponding Seragech; instead, it relies on
suggestive presentation, series of examples, hatatlements such as
addresses, appeals, rhetorical questions, demamis exclamations,
memorable and concise phrases, keywords, repetitieraggerations and
similar stylistic features. Thus the most importatts can be conveyed clearly
and vividly, the attention of the audience may &é&ined and their agreement
finally won as the speech is impressive on the Ipslagical level. The
difference in audiences apart, this specific stmgcis a result of the fact that
the People are not being motivated to take offigiehsures against a powerful
enemy, but that an existing Senate decree is prgbén them as convincing
and that they are to be strengthened in their geueand fighting power. This
also explains why the threat posed by Antoniusegicted as less dangerous
and the certainty of defeating him as a greaten thmPhilippic Threé
(MANUWALD, 2007b, p. 478-479).

In the same sense, it has been underlined the terma the text which correspond to
Philippics4.11-16a. It is directly addressed to the citizehRome with an insistent appeal to
join the fight against Antonius. Obviously, theustiure of the speech is determined by the
immediate scope pursued, and tbgosis developed in such a way that it should lead the
souls of the audience to embrace Cicero’s cause.

The structure ofhilippic Four is not especially complicated and the most of the
commentaries give similar analy¥isAs we agree with his analysis, we will follow thae
proposed by Manuwald (2007b: 482-483). From thenoyuetill Philippics 4.2a the text
functions as an introduction, where the politiciaion is presented and it is emphatically
pointed the relevance of the Senate decree approvetle morning;Philippics 4.2-10
constitutes the first main section, with which ttiéizens should be informed about the
decision of the Senate to give honors to someefehent activities for the Republic: first the
text mentions the initiatives of OctaviaRh(l. 4.2b-5a); secondly the speech informs about
legio Martia and legio quarta (4.5b-7a); thirdly the activities of D. lunius Bus are
mentioned Rhil. 4.7b-8); then, it refers to the province of Gérihil. 4.9a); finally it offers
conclusions and expectations that the audiencelghake in mind in the futurePfil. 4.9-
10). After informing about the initiatives that tlsenate’s decree prescribes to honor, the
second main sectiorPliil. 4. 11-16a) exhorts the audience to war. The ofers several
reasons to justify this and some additional remaitks impossibility to reach a true peace
with Antonius (4.11-12a); the consensus of the &emad the Roman People, and the
courageous nature of the Romans (4.12b-13); tlegall activities and weakness of the

opponent Phil. 4.14-15); Cicero’s contribution to recoveringddem Phil. 4.16a). Finally,

42 Cf. e.g. MANUWALD (2007b, p. 482-483); MARTIN (2aQp. 341).
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the speech reaches its end with a conclusinil.(4.16b) where it is emphasized the
relevance of the present day.

As in the previous speech, the orator developsatbaments and constructs tldgos
in the way that he thinks more appropriate to poedpersuasion in the audience, i.e. to

influence them in the political situation.

6. CONCLUSION

To conclude with this brief analysis of two of tRailippics we would like to make
emphasis on a general consideration given in tis¢ ¢haptersPhilippics Threeand Four,
which somehow open the war strategy against Angodieveloped by means of speeches,
constitute a sophisticated rhetorical arte facte Tietorical mastery of the orator is used to
produce a maximally efficient political tool. Thanguage is shaped in that way to politically
impact the audiené&according to a concrete ideology. It is clear thahomo novusioes
not merely inform about the political facts; in teeme way, he does not use language in a
neutral way. To the contrary, Cicero takes advantzghis rhetorical mastery to persuade his
audience and influence their ideology. The way imcl he depicts Antonius and his own
portrait given in the text are clear examples aé fact; they are not objective pictures, but
sophisticated and ideologically deformedpresentationsthat should produce concrete
feelings in the audience. In the same way, the mbdhe arguments, which have been
constructed with the appearance to be logical amtaus, are built from unproven facts;
even more, some of them constitute fallacies oy #wmplify the reality according to Cicero’s
political purpose. In summary, the orator usespiber ofl6gosas a political instrument to
change his world.

To some extent, the stylistic resources and thleness with which the words are
shaped are at the service of political goalsthey are tools to politically affect the audience
by means of the speech. That is, rhetoric itselfk&@s an instrument to lead the opinion of
the people. Obviously, to assert that rhetoric thredPhilippics—only works in a political or
judicial level would be excessive, but by meanthefemphasis given to this issue the current
paper has tried to highlight that the nature otohe itself depends on its political context.
That is, the oratory developed during the Classiéatiod of Greece and during the

Republican Rome differs from the one developedhim Itellenistic Period and under the

43 With “audience” we do not merely mean the peopie Wweard the speeches in the Forum, but also &uere
of the published text.
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Roman Empire. Significantly enough, tR&ilippics by Demosthenes and Cicero constitute
somehow the tragic attempt of thelitical rhetoric itself to save the political backgrouhdit
constitutes itshabitat The Philippics represent a very specific moment in the History of
rhetoric. From one point of view, they show thesisriof theforensicrhetoric —i.e. of the
rhetoric developed in thEorum, that is the political rhetoric— in the momentwhich it
desperately tries to survive. On the contrary, frother point of view they represent the
zenith of theforensic rhetoric, as they display the splendor achieveditbgfter a long

development.
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