Write a critical commentary on Cicero Against Verres 2.1.62-64.
Cicero Against Verres is a published set of speeches that Cicero gave and planned to give in the hearings against Verres in 69 BC. Verres was accused of misconduct and extortion during his term of governor n Sicily from 73 to 71 BC. The second hearing never took place, as Verres went into voluntary exile after the first hearing and was found guilty in absentia, therefore negating the need for a second hearing. The reason Cicero wrote and published his speeches for the second hearing, despite it not taking place, were likely to assure his position as an orator by displaying his impressive body of work. Cicero was a ‘new man’, someone who had no ancestors who were senators before him. He rose to power through good education and military prowess and success.[footnoteRef:1] Proving his worth as an orator was therefore a priority of his. [1:  Ingo Gildenhard, Cicero, Against Verres, 2.1.53–86: Latin Text with Introduction, Study Questions, Commentary and English Translation (Cambridge: Open Book Publishers, 2011) pp. 1-5.] 

Verres 2.1.62-64 is a particularly nasty account of Verres actions in Lampsacus where he attempted to kidnap and rape a Lampsacene noblewoman. Verres would then use the riots of the Lampsacus people as a result to execute Philodamus and his son. When Cicero gives his orations, he is not stating the truth, he is explaining events in a distorted manner with the intention of eliciting a specific response from his audience. The purpose of recounting the events at Lampsacus is to establish Verres’ character in a way that makes a case for his guilt.
One thing that Cicero considered important, therefore, is to represent the Lampsacenes in the most favourable light to the audience of Roman people, which would make Verres’ actions against them all the more egregious.  Cicero describes the Lampsacenes as ‘not just in the highest degree obliging to all Roman citizens, but are, moreover, also extremely calm and peace-loving’ [footnoteRef:2]. Likening them to Roman citizens will make the Romans reading the account much more sympathetic to the Lampsacenes and promote their anger towards Verres, as if he attacked the Lampsacenes, who are very similar to Romans themselves, then that means he has no respect for reputable Roman people.  [2:  Ingo Gildenhard, Gobbet passages from the Verrines, < https://moodle.uwtsd.ac.uk/pluginfile.php/1022355/mod_resource/content/0/Gobbet%20passages%20from%20the%20Verrines.pdf> [Accessed 6 February 2025].] 

On the other hand, Cicero represents Verres and his companions in a negative light. He describes Verres’ companions as ‘human beings of the most worthless and disgraceful type’ [footnoteRef:3] and Verres himself as a man with ‘criminal lusts’ [footnoteRef:4]. As Catherine Steel observes in her chapter Being Economical with the Truth: What Really Happened at Lampsacus?, the purpose of Cicero disparaging the characters of Verres and his companions is to accustom the audience to his bad behaviour, so that they are more likely to believe and agree with any later attacks on his character and expect violence from him, making future accounts of his aggression more plausible.[footnoteRef:5]  [3:  Ibid.]  [4:  Ibid.]  [5: Catherine Steel, 'Being Economical With The Truth: What Really Happened At Lampsacus?', in Cicero the Advocate, ed. by Jonathan Powell and Jeremy Paterson (Online Edition: Oxford University Press, 2010) < https://academic.oup.com/book/2533/chapter/142846634> [Accessed 9 February 2025].] 




Cicero cleverly uses repetition to emphasise the relevance of Verres’ lustful urges, referencing them frequently throughout the passages as his ‘untamed and unbridled lusts’ or his ‘criminal lusts’.[footnoteRef:6] In Ingo Gildenhard’s Cicero, Against Verres, he describes how Cicero uses his oration skill to convince the audience of what he says happens, not what actually happens.[footnoteRef:7] Catherine Steel also mentions this, and how Cicero’s lack of stated evidence of Verres’ behaviour is masked by his insistence and reiteration of his lust as though it were a fact.[footnoteRef:8] Cicero claims he ‘shall omit to mention anything that can be denied’,[footnoteRef:9] implying the fact that he’s mentioning Verres’ lust at all must mean it is an undeniable fact that the audience has to believe, even though he hasn’t provided any proof of it. [6:  Gildenhard, Gobbet passages from the Verrines.]  [7:  Gildenhard, Cicero, Against Verres, pp. 97-98.]  [8:  Steel, 'Being Economical With The Truth: What Really Happened At Lampsacus?'.]  [9:  Gildenhard, Gobbet passages from the Verrines.] 
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