                                                     Commentary on Verrines 2.1.62-64

Cicero recognised the prosecution of Verres in 70 BC as ‘‘a chance for the senatorial order to quench the widespread rumours of their fraud by convicting one of their peers’’ (Tempest, 2011 p.51) and seized it with gusto. Indeed, the portrait of Verres’ character which emerges throughout Cicero’s prosecution speech is so damning, and the various moral standards that he spectacularly fails to meet are so clearly conveyed that the Verrines should perhaps best be understood as a ‘‘rhetorical transformation of the prosecution into a defence – of just provincial government, of an honest court system, ultimately of the res publica itself.’’ (Vasaly, 2013, p.145).
     Cicero does not identify Verres by name at any point throughout Verrines 2.1.62-64, with various forms of iste (‘that person or thing’), appearing seven times across the passages, the pronoun most frequently used to describe him. This pronoun’s contemptuous and derogatory connotations (OLD, s.v. iste 3, 5b) serves as a ‘‘device to isolate one’s opponent while proclaiming one’s own solidarity with the community at large’’ (Seager, 2007, p.25), and is well-suited to the passage’s law-court context, where its repeated use subtly establishes a nexus of moral value between prosecutor and jurors (as well as reader) predicated on the defendant’s exclusion. This separation of Verres from his peers defines the passages under consideration, where Cicero’s treatment of his opponent amounts to nothing less than a ‘‘rhetorical ostracism from Rome’s civic community’’ (Gildenhard, 2011, p.81).
     The initial phase of this ostracism strips Verres of human status.  At, the first word of 2.1.62, imparts an ironic twist to credo (OLD, s.v. at 12), which not only presents the idea that Verres’ desires ‘were somehow controlled by reasoning or limit’ (ratione aliqua aut modo continebantur Ver. 2.1.62) as utterly implausible, but also implies that the opposite is the case; that his desires are uncontrollable and without limit. In addition, the adjectives used to describe these desires, indomitus (‘not broken in, untamed’) and effranatus (‘unbridled’), connote a wildness which dehumanises Verres by presenting him in animalistic terms, the bestial imagery highlighted by the pleonasm which conveys it (indomitas cupiditates atque effrenatas Ver. 2.1.62). Verres’ inability to regulate these wild desires inverts fundamental aspects of what Cicero considers a human ought to be, namely the ‘‘natural master-servant relation existing in the soul of each human’’ (Wood, 1991, p.100) regarding reason and desire, an inversion that is clearly articulated in the description of Verres acting as ‘his disgraceful desires were urging him to do’ (eum suae libidines flagitiosae facere admonebant, Ver. 2.1.63), where libidines is the nominative agent governing the direct object eum. Here, the bestial connotation of the verb admoneo - ‘‘to urge on, stimulate (a beast)’’ (OLD, s.v. admoneo 5c) completes the picture of Verres as non-rational, and via his abandonment of reason, the necessary condition of humanity and moral agency, Verres is painted as having forsaken the ‘‘universal persona shared by everyone’’ (Wood, 1991, p.92) and is rendered more animal than man. It is telling that despite his ‘‘immense reputation as a wit and as a humourist’’ (Syme, 1960, p.152) Cicero restrains from any porcine punning on the ‘uncastrated male pig’ (OLD s.v. verres) semantics of the defendant’s name: it seems that he wishes the jury to believe that the defendant is a beast to be frightened of rather than laugh at.
    Cicero is, however, fully aware of laughter’s potential as a ‘‘powerful mechanism of both exclusion […] and persuasion’’ (Beard, 2015, p.106), and therefore he is not consistent in his expectations of the seriousness with which he expects the jury to take Verres. Humour is very much evident in the farcical scene where Verres’ host frustrates his guest’s flaming lust with well-meaning fretting about lapses in protocol, the passage’s comedic nature indicated by the host’s name, Ianitor (doorkeeper), ‘‘most likely invented […] for the occasion to enhance the tragi-comic appeal of his narrative’’ (Gildenhard, 2011, p.107). Although this levity was doubtless intended to keep the jurors engaged by providing a laugh at Verres’ expense, this slapstick interlude is not entirely trivial as it also serves Cicero’s prosecution aims by distancing Verres from his (male) peers of the jury, showing him as falling lamentably outside ‘‘the Roman conceptualization of masculinity as being embodied in restraint and control’’ (Williams, 2010, p.145).
     Cicero is similarly inconsistent with his treatment of Verres’ rationality in this comic episode; in contrast to the earlier emphasis on animal impulsivity, Verres is seen here to be capable of reasoning, swiftly improvising a pretext to bypass Ianitor’s objections he ‘began to construct a route towards his debauchery with another reason’ (alia sibi ratione viam munire ad stuprum coepit, Ver. 2.1.64). This contradictory portrait of Verres’ character, where he is both wildly impulsive but also deviously calculating, ensures that Cicero ‘‘has his cake and eats it with a vengeance’’ (Seager, 2007, p.30): Verres is a beast excluded from human society, but unlike any wild animal his rationality gives him moral agency, ensuring he must be held to account for his transgressive actions.
     Verres’ disenfranchisement is highlighted by the successive rhetorical questions which expand on his ravaging of moral norms. The first question describes the victims of Verres’ desires, the ‘freeborn’ and the ‘mothers of families’ (quam multis istum ingenuis, quam multis matribus familias Ver. 2.1.62), the emphatic anaphora implying that these casualties are innumerable and that Verres’ treatment of them is habitual and relentless. Cicero is careful to maximise shock value by delaying the revelation of what exactly these victims have had to endure, vim, ‘force used to obtain sexual gratification’ (OLD s.v. vis 2a), until the final few words of the question. The second question, ‘In which town where he set foot, did he not leave behind more traces of his debaucheries and disgraces?’ (ecquo in oppido pedem posuit ubi non plura stuprorum flagitiorumque suorum quam adventus sui vestigia reliquerit? Ver. 2.1.62) adds outrage to this sense of shock, via the hyperbaton which highlights the notion of stuprum, the comparative adjective plura qualifing vestigia, yet the separation of the two by six words serves to frame the genitives stuprum, flagitium, suorum. Adams (2002, p.200) notes that stuprum was ‘‘an illicit sexual act, whether an adulterous liaison or a forcible violation’’, and Williams’ (2010, p.105) definition adds specificity to this charge, insisting that stuprum applies ‘‘above all to the disgrace of engaging in sexual practices with freeborn Romans of either sex’’ – the very same multis ingenuis of the first question. It is also hinted that Verres’ cronies are themselves victims of stuprum in this sense; jurors’ eyebrows would no doubt have been raised by the description of Rubrius as Verres’ ‘delight’ (delicias suas Ver. 2.1.64) and ‘a man moulded for that man’s desires’ (homo factus ad istius libidines Ver. 2.1.64), the passive participle factus indicating a problematic subordination in a sexualised context. 
     It is important to note that the focus on stuprum as a specific vice does not prevent Cicero from introducing ambiguity into his depiction of Verres’ sexual appetite to emphasise its voraciousness. When informed of potential victims in Lampsacus, Verres is inflamed ‘as he heard these things’ (ut haec audivit, Ver. 2.1.64), Cicero’s use of the neuter plural leaving it indefinite exactly which of ‘these things’ has aroused him. The obvious candidate perhaps would be Philodamus’ daughter, but even here it is left unclear whether it is the fact she is a ‘woman of exceptional beauty’ (mulierem eximia pulchritudine, Ver. 2.1.64) that has such a startling effect on Verres’ libido or that she is reckoned to possess ‘the greatest chastity and integrity’ (summa integritate pudicitiaque, Ver. 2.1.64). Similar ambiguity is also featured in Verres’ initial inquiry as to whether there was any ‘girl of marriageable age or worthy woman’ (virgo sit aut mulier digna, Ver. 2.1.63) to keep him at Lampsacus: digna has an ironic double meaning here, indicating both worthy of Verres’ lecherous attention and worthy in the moral sense, the latter hinting at the fact that Verres is so despicable that he obtains pleasure from besmirching virtue. In similar vein, the neuter plural could even imply that the idea of violating Philodamus himself, the man who ‘in noble birth, esteem, wealth, character is easily the first citizen of Lampsacus’ (genere, honore, copiis, existimatione facile principem Lampsacenorum, Ver. 2.1.64) is a motivating factor for Verres’ depraved lust. Verres sexual crimes are doubly foul: he does not just violate Roman norms but is aroused by degrading those who uphold them, an idea that would amply justify Gildenhard’s (2011, p.90) view that Cicero has depicted the defendant as an ‘‘immanis natura par excellence.’’
     Verres’ bestial nature is further amplified by contrasting him with virtuous figures, and as Saeger (2007, p.31) notes, ‘‘Cicero shows a marked inclination, when searching for a foil, to look no further than the mirror.’’ The praeteritio which initiates this contrast allows Cicero to present the potential examples of libidinous atrocities he could chose to discuss as vast (with the added benefit of not having to provide any concrete details about them), with the tricolon of future active verbs ‘I will pass over […] I will leave […] I will choose’ (praetermittam […] relinquam […] eligam Ver. 2.1.62) underscoring the fundamentally opposed natures of prosecutor and defendant: Cicero’s exposure of the crimes is made to seem cooly deliberative, forensically rational in contrast to Verres’ appetitive frenzy. The tricolon of verbs reaches its climax with ‘I will pick some other one from that man’s criminal deeds’ (unum aliquod de nefariis istius factis eligam, Ver. 2.1.62), the word order deployed so that Verres’ pronoun is framed by his criminality, conveying the sense that although Verres may be a rampaging monster, he is also hemmed in by his own wicked actions. This sense of a raging animal trapped by examples of its own monstrous behaviour is artfully juxtaposed in the following purpose clause, ‘so that I may now at last come to Sicily more easily’ (quo facilius ad Siciliam possim aliquando, Ver. 2.1.62). Here, the adverbs facilius (‘more easily’) and aliquando (‘now at last’) suggest that ignoring all the transgressions ‘which can be denied’ or ‘are most definite and clear’ (quae negari poterunt […] certissima sunt et clarissima Ver., 2.1.62) is the surest way for the speaker to emerge from the morass of immorality his argument is in danger of being overwhelmed by. Verres’ vices are again depicted as doubly unjust; not just as an assault on the citizens of Lampsacus (and the Sicilians after them), but also an impediment to the justice that would defend them, a justice embodied by Cicero and highlighted by the hendiadys expressing the ‘burden of business’ (oneris negotique Ver. 2.1.62) imposed on him by his Sicilian clients which he is now free to turn to. It is a nice irony that Cicero’s portrait of Verres would depict his crimes as representing a considerable challenge for his prose to extricate itself from.
     Cicero’s reference to his Sicilian clients also creates an implicit contrast between prosecutor and defendant which again works to isolate Verres. Cicero describes his obligations to the Sicilians as negotium, and in honourably discharging this he strengthens one of the fundamental ‘‘chains of connections through Roman society’’ (Beard and Crawford, 2005, p.63) – the complex system of patrons and clients which connected the sharply stratified divisions of Roman society. Where Cicero’s negotium is seen to serve societal coherence and stability, Verres’ negotium, the sordid ‘business he immediately gives to his friends’ (statim negotium dat illis suis comitibus Ver. 2.1.63) on arriving at Lampsacus, is as disruptive to society as it is degenerate, and ‘‘Verres has, through his behaviour, put himself outside the Roman state, and, further, is in some sense a danger to it’’ (Steel, 2001, p.167).
    Verres’ victims, the citizens of Lampsacus, are also used to articulate a series of ‘‘sensational and satisfying contrasts between heroes and villains’’ (Gildenhard, 2011, p.93). Cicero’s first description of them, ‘moreover, the Lampsacene men themselves […]’ (homines autem ipsi Lampsaceni Ver. 2.1.63) stresses their humanity in contrast to the subhuman monster who has victimised them, with homines, emphasised by its position as the first word of the clause, also redundant considering they are adequately identified by both Lampsaceni and ipsi. This contrast is also applied to Verres’ cronies, with Cicero deigning to grant them, unlike their master, human status, but insisting that unlike the Lampsacenes they are the ‘most depraved and most loathsome’ (nequissimi turpissimisque, Ver. 2.1.63) of men.
     Studiously avoiding any negative portrayals of Greeks so as not ‘‘to diminish the jurors’ sympathy for Verres’ Sicilian victims, who were, of course, Greek’’ (Steel, 2001, p.46), Cicero uses the Lampascenes’ civic virtue to affect a contrast: where the Lampsacenes are ‘extremely dutiful to all Roman citizens’ (summe in omnis civis Romanos officiosi Ver. 2.1.63), Verres is the opposite, having the temerity to ‘imperiously demand’ (efflagitasset Ver. 2.1.63) favours from the commander he should by rights show deference to. Where the Lampsacenes are ‘greatly calm and peaceful’ (maxime sedati et quieti Ver. 2.1.63), Verres’ frenzied appetites have the sudden violence of a natural disaster, resulting in a ‘great ruin and near destruction of the citizens’ (magna calamitate et prope pernicie civitatis Ver. 2.1.63), the Lampsacenes’ tranquillity completely at odds with the volatility of a man who can combust at reports of a woman ‘he had heard from someone who had not even seen her himself’ (ne audierat quidem ab eo qui ipse vidisset Ver. 2.1.64). These pointed contrasts further depict the Lampsacenes as constitutionally incapable of the sexual violence that is Verres’ hallmark, as ‘nearly beyond the other Greeks they are suited to the greatest leisure rather than any violence or disturbance’ (prope praeter ceteros ad summum Graecorum otium potius quam ad ullam vim aut tumultum adcommodati Ver. 2.1.63). The civility with which this benevolent community treats Verres is therefore grimly ironic, Cicero highlighting the scene via the chiasmus of passive verbs and subjects when Verres ‘is led towards a host, a certain Janitor, and his companions are also arranged among other hosts’ (deducitur iste ad Ianitorem quendam hospitem, comitesque eius item apud ceteros hospites conlocantur Ver. 2.1.63), additionally emphasising the civilised ties of hospitality which are about to be violated via the polyptoton with which he treats hospes (both ‘guest’ and ‘host’).
     In what amounts to a systematic ‘‘conceptual disenfranchisement’’ (Gildenhard, 2011, p.80) of his opponent, Cicero strips the defendant of several layers of identity across Verrines 2.1. 62-64: his bestial nature ensures that he cannot be considered human, his total capitulation to desire means that he cannot be considered masculine, and as he is incapable of governing himself, it is an aberration to regard him as a magistrate who has held proconsular authority. Hopelessly corrupted, and exerting a corrupting force on everything around him, ‘‘Verres is one of Cicero’s most memorable creations’’ (Steel, 2001, p.24).
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