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Republican Prose - Further Advanced Latin
Unassessed Assignment 1

Translation of Cicero, in Verrem 2.1.62

But I believe that in these matters alone he had untameable and unbridled desires; his other lusts were restrained by some reason or method. How many free-born, how many family matrons do you think that man sexually assaulted in that hideous and depraved time as legate? Is there any town in which Verres set foot where he did not leave more tracks of his perversions and scandals than of his own arrival? But I will pass over everything which could be denied; even those which are most assured and most clear I will leave behind. I will choose one in particular from that man’s wicked deeds, through which I can more easily come to Sicily at last, which placed on me this burden and business.


Commentary on Cicero, in Verrem 2.1.63

Cicero begins this section on the incident at Lampsacus by explaining its location to his audience. He first needs to locate where this town is by stating its broader geographical location, the Hellespont, so that the jurors and the audience will know where it is found. Cicero’s text is the only source surviving to us for this episode and this plus the fact that he needs to explain where it can be located suggests that few Romans would know about this town. This in turn allows Cicero the opportunity to describe it in the most glowing terms, to heighten the outrage at Verres’ acts of indecency there. He leaves the positive adjectives to describe the town, “clarum et nobile”, to the end of the clause, building up his description of the town. Cicero choses to use these words, which he regularly uses to describe other senators (such as P. Servilius in Cic. Verr, 2.1.56) and other towns which Verres has looted (such as Aspendus in Cic. Verr. 2.1.53), to align the town with traditional Roman values. This will make the audience much more sympathetic to the town’s inhabitants and more disposed to condemn Verres for the events that take place there. This is continued when he uses the superlative adverb “summe” to strengthen his description of the citizens as “in omnis civis Romanos officiosi”, which shows that the Lampsacians were well-disposed towards the Romans and makes the killing of the lictor and uproar much more serious and likely to be caused by an outside influence, namely Verres. Cicero reinforces this by comparing the Lampsacians to the “summum Graecorum otium”, with the superlative to emphasise their passiveness, to the “vim” and “tumultum” that occurs only once Verres has arrived at the town. 

Cicero recounts why Verres happened to be at this town, and continues to refer to Verres using the derogatory “iste”. The continued use of this pronoun throughout in Verrem 2.1 to describe the defendant helps to remind Cicero’s audience throughout of all that he has been accused of and his unsavoury history. The verb “efflagitasset” highlights Verres’ greed and his unrelenting badgering of Dolabella to ensure that he was given the duty with the greatest opportunity to enhance his own personal wealth at the expense of the provincials. The intensive form also encourages Cicero’s audience to be appalled at how Verres has spoken to his superior officer, as Gildenhard (2011) notes. This brusque, imperious tone is continued with the use of the intensive “depoposcisset” in the next sentence. Gnaeus Cornelius Dolabella himself had a reputation for. He was the propraetor of Cilicia between 80-79 BC and was prosecuted for extortion on his return to Rome by Marcus Aemilius Scaurus. Verres himself gave evidence against Dolabella in that case, as Cicero mentions in Verr. 1.11; he attributes there this seemingly moral action of Verres as a way to avoid being prosecuted for extortion himself. Cicero also highlights Verres’ greed when he names the two men that he was demanding to go and see: Nicomedes IV Philopator, the king of Bithynia, and Sadalas, the king of Thrace. The repetition of “regem” highlights their status and wealth, but also would taint Verres in the eyes of Cicero’s audience; the Romans’ hatred of kings would mean that those who sought them out for their own profit and benefit would be seen as more suspicious and lesser in their eyes. This hatred and suspicion of kingship held true for the Romans, to the extent that Julius Caesar refused a diadem twice from Mark Antony in 44 BCE[footnoteRef:2075] due to the hesitance of the people around them watching this, despite Caesar’s popularity with the plebians. There may have been a legitimate reason for visiting these kings as Mitchell (1986) points out, due to diplomatic tensions in the area after the end of the first Mithridatic war in 85 BCE and Mithridates’ acceptance of Sulla’s terms to end the war, but that knowledge would not support Cicero’s aim in securing Verres’ conviction and therefore he suggests Verres’ visit is due to his avarice. Cicero uses the adjective “adcommodatum” to describe Verres’ journey and contrasts his desire for profit with his earlier use of “adcommodati” to describe the peacefulness of the Lampsacians.  [2075:  Plutarch, Life of Julius Caesar, 61.5-7] 


Cicero then moves onto to the event at Lampasacus itself and describes it in both an ominous and hyperbolic fashion. Verres arrived “cum magna calamitate et prope pernicie civitatis”. The chiastic structure of this phrase emphasises the extent of destruction that Lampasacus faced in the wake of Verres’ visit and the plosive alliteration within it also highlights the outrage that he caused such destruction to a town that was allied to the Roman people. The move to the historic present tense in the following verbs (“deducitur... conlocatur”) also serves to make Cicero’s recounting of events more vivid and encourage his audience to feel as if they are watching the events unfold. The contrast between Verres’ “mos” and his “libidines flagitiosae” furthers stains his character; “mos” often could have an elevated tone and referred to Roman customs or traditions, and to have this then linked to Verres’ sexual perversions, as Cicero sees them, suggests that Verres is subverting Roman ancestral customs and their morals. The use of the near redundant “flagitiosae” serves to further highlight how far Verres’ character strays from the expected, honest, moral Roman character. These “libidines” are then contrasted with the use of “negotium dat” to give an even more tawdry air to Verres’ conduct, as well as the audience’s horror that such shocking behaviour is so normal that it is given an everyday quality as a task for Verres’ men to complete, namely to find women for Verres to assault. Cicero’s use of polyptoton when describing Verres’ men as “comites” and “comitibus” creates a more farcical note. “Comes” is often used when describing heroes and their companions in myth, giving it an elevated tone[footnoteRef:25990], but it is clear that Verres is no hero and his men are of a similar unheroic nature. Indeed, Cicero makes this very clear with his use of superlatives to describe them as “nequissimis turpissimisque” men, highlighting their degenerate nature. He even shows how worthless they are by not granting them the use of the more civilised “viris” to describe them, but instead using “hominibus” to further separate them from the upright Roman men. Cicero’s use of antithesis to highlight who these men were to look for also shows how undiscriminating Verres is in his choice of women to sexually assault and rape; he does not care whether they are a “virgo” or a “mulier” and the affect that his unwanted attentions will have on these women and their standing within their communities. This contrast is also foreboding, as any “virgo” who has the misfortune to be selected by Verres or his men will soon no longer be a “virgo” but a “mulier”, and this allows Cicero to hint at how the episode at Lampsacus will unfold in the following sections of his speech.  [25990:  See for example Ov. Met. 3.377 or Verg. Aen. 9.765 ] 


	
	
	



