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[bookmark: _Hlk536743741]After the men learnt those things, men to whom belonged in abundance all the evil things but not a single (lit. not any) good thing, nor a single good hope, the majority of them, although the creating of disorder (lit. to create disorder) did seem to them a great reward, nonetheless demanded that he state the terms of war and the rewards. Then Cataline promised the cancellation of debts, a proscription of the rich, magistracies, priesthoods, forcible seizures of property, (and) all the other things that war and the desire of the victors bring (in their train).	Comment by Magdalena Ohrman: All good here!


English into Latin
I shall make all these things which have lain hidden in long-lasting obscurity so 
clear that you may seem to see them with your own eyes.

haec (res) omnia, quae se in obscuritate diutina latuerunt, tam clara faciam ut 	Comment by Magdalena Ohrman: Perhaps better an imperfect here – the perfect implies the point at which they were hidden. 
ea tuis oculis videre videaris / videare.


Vercingetorix ordered the gates to be closed in order that the camp not be left 
defenceless. After many were killed, and many horses captured, the Germans 
retreated.

Vercingetorix iussit / imperavit portas claudi ne castra indefensa relinquerentur.	Comment by Magdalena Ohrman: NB: different constructions after iubeo (ACI) and impero (ut/ne). 
multis interfectis, multisque equis captis, Alemanni se receperunt. 
[Queries:
1. imperavit portas claudi rather than imperavit ut portae clauderentur is suggested as an alternative to the iussit construction on the basis of the Ciceronian example at T&V 4E(i), lines212-3, notwithstanding G&E paragraph 136. Would it in any case be thought poor style to have two ut/ne clauses in succession, at least if there were an  easy and obvious paraphrase available?	Comment by Magdalena Ohrman: Hmm. Interesting. I think the most elegant way is what you already sketch above – use iussit to achieve variation and sidestep the issue. Impero with ACI is less common – although as you note, paralleled in Cicero too. 

2. As any use of se/suus in the ut/ne clause is taken as referring to the subject of the main verb, as in the ACI construction, is a paraphrase / alternative verb the only way of dealing with a potential need for an ut/ne clause to contain a reflexive referring to the subject of the ut/ne clause? For example, ‘he ordered them to retreat’ could not therefore be translated with the use of se recipere, but would need a non-reflexive verb, e.g., regredi?	Comment by Magdalena Ohrman: Strictly speaking, yes. Having said that, you do see more lax use of se as well, where one simply has to draw on the context to bring it to the right noun. 


3. The accusative is used to express ‘time throughout which’ (G&E L(c)3). T&V 4E(i), line 202 has qui multis diebus non erat visus, which G&E 145.3 translates as ‘who had not been seen for many days’. Is this use of the ablative instead of the accusative a (or another) Ciceronian irregular usage, or is it a legitimate alternative (at this period), i.e. showing that in some circumstances there is little, if any, difference between ‘time (with)in which’ (ablative) and ‘time throughout which’ (accusative)? 	Comment by Magdalena Ohrman: The accusative of time answers the question of ‘for how long’, but yes, at times it’s a fine difference to the ablative of time. It is all about focus – ablative is about pinpointing the time within which something happens, whereas the accusative is more concerned with the extent and stretch of time itself, and the movement of time from a to be, if you will. Here, where Cicero uses ablative, we might see an emphasis on the vacuum that arises in Verres absence during the many days he is invisible. 

4. G&E 147 has a chart concerning the use of the subjunctive in reported speech at the top of page 216, the interpretation of which is unclear. It states that when the ‘unreported’ verb ‘was originally’ present or future indicative, secondary sequence is possible as well as primary. Similarly, for past indicative, primary sequence is shown as well as secondary. 	Comment by Magdalena Ohrman: Gosh, they make things a bit complicated… The unreported verb here refers to the verb in the indirect statement, i.e. ‘was’ in ‘he said that it was difficult’. 	Comment by Magdalena Ohrman: I think this should be clearer now, by thinking of the unreported verb as the one within the indirect statement, rather than the governing verb. 

So, the second row in the box might read:

“There is a citizen, who is calling.”

In primary sequence: Dicit civem esse, qui uocet.
In secondary sequence: Dixit ciuem esse, qui uocaret.

If the statement was future, we get ‘there is a citizen, who will call’

In primary sequence: dicit ciuem esse, qui uocaturus sit.
In secondary sequence: dixit ciuem esse, qui uocaturus essem.

If the statement was imperfect/perfect:
There is a citizen, who called out [a day ago].

Dicit ciuem esse, qui uocaverit… (perfect subj)
Dixit ciuem esse, qui uocauisset. 

Firstly, is it correct to assume that ‘unreported’ means the introductory verb to the reported speech, e.g. dicit/dixit, i.e. what elsewhere is referred to as the ‘main’ verb? Secondly, it is not clear what the significance of ‘was originally’ is in this context. Thirdly, although a case can be advanced to explain how a past (perfect) indicative could be followed by primary or secondary sequence (depending on whether the meaning would include ‘have’ or would just be a simple past/aorist), it is not clear how the present and future indicatives can lead to secondary sequence.

5. G&E 147.1 on page 215 has the following as the final part of the last sentence: “... the relative clause in the subjunctive does not imply ‘when/although/since’ (cf. 145).” The reference to section 145 would explain why the causal (145.2) and concessive (145.3) meanings would be excluded. However, it is not clear why section 147.1 refers to ‘when’ also being excluded, as the word ‘cum’ is not being used. Is there any other reason for assuming that ‘when’ might be a legitimate translation in such circumstances? 	Comment by Magdalena Ohrman: Ah, this applies specifically to that sentence only. There is no reason to assume that relative clauses in the subjunctive (subjunctive because they are embedded in indirect speech) cannot be causal or concessive. 

Have you come into this city for this reason: in order that you may corrupt the laws 
and examples of this city?

venistine in hanc urbem eo consilio/idcirco ut huius urbis leges et exempla 
corrumparis / corrumpare? (Primary sequence assumed because main verb is 	Comment by Magdalena Ohrman: The use of perfect in Latin strictly speaking puts you in secondary sequence. However, one can argue for present subjunctive by restating the question slightly “are you here in order to…”.
perfect tense with ‘have’.)

