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[bookmark: _GoBack]Assignment 1: 
Commentary on Cic. in Verrem 2.1.66-68

This passage comes from Cicero’s published set of speeches from the prosecution of Gaius Verres, the ex-governor of Sicily, in 70 BCE on the charge of extortion. The speech that this passage comes from was never delivered in court; Verres had left Rome and departed to Massilia (Marseilles) in exile after Cicero’s introductory speech that began on 5th August 70 BC[footnoteRef:21508]. This speech concerns Verres’ time as quaestor; although this is not part of the main charge against him, it was common practice for prosecutors in Rome to prove how the accused was capable of this type of behaviour throughout their life[footnoteRef:8032]. In the first half of the speech he details the numerous artworks and money he has stolen during his time as quaestor, before going into detail about this event at Lampsacus to highlight Verres’ sexual misconduct, which he believes will help to create such a disgraceful picture of Verres’ conduct and encourage the jurors to convict him. Immediately prior to this passage, Cicero has introduced the town and people of Lampsacus in complimentary terms and stated how Verres had sent his men out looking for a woman. He had organised for one of his men, Rubrius, to be stationed at Philodamus’ house instead of Ianitor’s as Philodamus had a beautiful daughter that Verres desired. Philodamus has decided to hold a feast for Rubrius and tells him to invite whoever he pleased; the passage in question begins here and describes the events of that night. CIcero goes on after the passage to describe the continued events at Lampsacus afterwards, including the trial and execution of Philodamus and his son.  [21508:  Cic. Verr. 1.31]  [8032:  Rhet. Her. 2.5] 


Cicero creates an atmosphere of drama and tension at the beginning of this passage to draw his audience in. His use of historic presents, such as “invitat... facit... veniunt... discumbitur” help to create the impression of these events unfolding before their eyes. The short clauses he uses at this point also increase the pace of the action and heighten the tension to see how these events will play out; this is further augmented by the asyndeton in “mature veniunt, discumbitur”, which also increases the pace of the plot. Cicero encourages the audience to think of this event as pre-meditated by emphasising that Verres was the one to give instructions, “eos omnis Verres certiores facit quid opus esset”. After this, Verres is not mentioned by name in these sections; as Steel points out, there is no mention of Verres being at the banquet which implies that he was not actually there[footnoteRef:16180], but Cicero suggests that it happened due to his desires and painting him as the instigator. Verres is referred to throughout the rest of this section as different variations of the derogatory pronoun “iste”[footnoteRef:1016], encouraging the audience to view him as unworthy and dishonourable. Indeed, Verres is referred to by this pronoun twenty-eight times in the whole of the Lampsacus episode, deepening the tone of disgust and contempt towards him.  [16180:  Steel, C. (2004) 'Being Economical with the Truth: What really happened at Lampsacus’ in Powell, J. and Paterson, J. (eds.) Cicero the Advocate. Oxford: Oxford University Press]  [1016:  e.g. "istius" in Cic. Verr. 2.1.68, "istum" in Cic. Verr. 2.1.62, "iste" in Cic. Verr. 2.1.84.] 


The feast itself begins on a positive note in Cicero’s retelling of events, with a tricolon of activities suggesting that all of the guests and the host were enjoying themselves, “hortatur hospes, poscunt maioribus poculis, celebratur omnium sermone laetitiaque convivium”. The chiastic structure of the last clause also emphasises the amicable atmosphere and is the last positive note before the banquet turns sour and ends with the fight breaking out. Cicero had earlier suggested that the host, Philodamus, viewed this feast as a Greek symposium, rather than a Roman dinner party, by stating that that there had been an invitation to drink “Graeco more”. This contextualises Philodamus’ shock at Rubrius’ request for his daughter to join them, as the only women who would be present at a symposium were hetairai[footnoteRef:21963] and the request is a deeply offensive insult to Philodamus. Cicero sets up the contrast between the honourable Philodamus and the shameless Rubrius by using the polyptoton of “homo” and “hominis” to refer to each of them, stressing that it is only in the very basest of ways are they similar; both are human-beings and that is where the resemblance ends. The tricolon of “et summa gravitate et iam id aetatis et parens esset” further contrasts Philodamus’ astonishment at such impropriety with the curtness of Rubrius’ rude demand for the daughter to be summoned, highlighted by the use of the infinitive, “instare Rubrius”. Cicero again reminds his Roman audience, for whom it would be surprising not to have women present at a dinner party, that it was not customary for women to be present at Greek dinner parties; he separates out the “virorum” from the “mulieres” with the verb to further emphasise this point and encourage the audience to be outraged by this insult too. Steel (2004) suggests that this was a cultural misunderstanding on the part of the Romans which quickly escalated, no doubt due to the fact that there had already been a lot of drinking, as Cicero alludes to earlier in this section, rather than a detailed plan to kidnap and rape a woman. However, the escalation is so swift and so many of the citizens of Lampsacus also get involved that this throws doubt on the event being due to a cultural misunderstanding. Perhaps it was Rubrius himself that wanted Philodamus’ daughter and brought this about, and Cicero has linked the crime of Verres’ companion to Verres himself to support his argument against Verres.  [21963:  Oxford Cambridge and RSA (2011), TEACHER SUPPORT: Cicero, in Verrem II.1.53-69. Available at: https://www.ocr.org.uk/images/71197-cicero-in-verrem-ii-teacher-support.pdf  (Accessed: 31 January 2023).
] 


Cicero returns to the theme that the whole event is pre-meditated, with “alius ex alia parte” joining in the demands. No name is mentioned here, suggesting that it did not matter who said it and that there has been prior co-ordination among the guests over what to do if their demands are not initially met.  The pre-meditated plan is given more credence with Rubrius’ order to his slaves to shut and guard the door. Cicero emphasises the swiftness of these orders by placing the indirect commands before the main verb[footnoteRef:31395], hinting that the slaves already knew what to do and had carried it out before Rubrius himself had given the order. The threatening nature of this order is also enhanced by the sibilance in “simul servis suis”, offering an evil note to Rubrius’ order and forewarning of the dreadful events that are about to happen.  [31395:  Cic. Verr. 2.1.66 “et simul servis suis Rubrius ut ianuam clauderent et ipsi ad foris adsisterent imperat”.] 


The next section of the speech concentrates on the fight at Philodamus’ house. Cicero uses the tautology of “id agi atque id parari” to emphasise the monstrosity of the plan that had been put in place to his audience, all in order to rape a man’s daughter. This would have appalled his Roman audience, whether the planned audience at the trial or those reading his speeches afterwards, as the Romans prided themselves on their honour and conduct[footnoteRef:20436]. He further involves his audience by using historic presents for many of the verbs in this section[footnoteRef:23897], encouraging them to support Philodamus and wait to see what the outcome of the despicable plan is.  This is enhanced by the asyndeton in Philodamus’ tricolon of orders, “ut se ipsum neglegant, filiam defendant; excurrat aliquis”, which, as Gildenhard (2011) suggests, could show Philodamus breathlessness and the urgency of the orders, making the retelling of this incident more vivid and invoking pathos. This urgency is also shown by the promotion of “excurrat” within its clause, emphasising the need for swift action and also highlighting Philodmaus’ need for extra support to save his daughter from the Romans.  [20436:  “haec laud eximiae virtutis et innocentiae” Cic. Verr. 2.1.56]  [23897:  Cic. Verr. 2.67 - “vocat... imperat... fit... iactatur... adfert... perfunditur... occiditur... vulneratur... sauciatur”] 


Withing this section of the speech, Cicero continuously uses nouns and adjectives about the house to remind his audience that this is an attack on a private home, to rouse sympathy from his audience and encourage their hostility towards Verres, “domestici... domo... domi suae... ad aedis... ad aedis...”. His use of “domus” show that this is an individual’s home and this is the tale of one individual family and how they have suffered due to Verres’ lust. Cicero’s use of “aedis” later on in the section emphasises that the respectability of Philodamus and his standing among the Lampsacians, as this is a word also used of temples, shrines and larger houses, highlighting that this is the dwelling of a very important man and enhancing the monstrosity of the plan. The superlative adjectives used in the description of Philodamus as a “vir primarius et homo honestissimus” also encourage Cicero’s audience to be sympathetic towards Philodamus and what he is suffering. The use of the passive in “iactatur” also evokes pathos as it highlights how Philodamus has no control within his own house; this would anger the Roman audience at seeing how a pater familias has been treated in a shameful way and makes Rubrius, Verres and the others appear to be ruining the Roman name. Cicero further shows this by using “ipso” to emphasise how Rubrius himself assaulted his host, which again highlights the dishonour in his actions and the insult to Philodamus, a very respected member of the community. 

[bookmark: _Int_f7ccetpu]In the final sentences of this section of the speech, Cicero uses hyperbole and metaphor to heighten the drama of the uproar and encourage sympathy towards Philodamus and his family. The metaphorical use of “exanimatus” shows the devotion between the family members and portrays the son in an excellent light; the Romans believed that sons should look after their fathers[footnoteRef:22080]. It also foreshadows the terrible conviction and execution of Philodamus and his son. Cicero does not name either the son or daughter, but only refers to them by their familial relationships to Philodamus and each other[footnoteRef:7792], which invokes pathos at seeing how terribly this one family was treated. They also look after each other and protect each other, heightening the comparison between their honourable actions and the dishonourable, un-Roman actions of Rubrius and the other guests. Cicero concludes this section of the speech by highlighting a tricolon of injuries that took place. All of the verbs in this tricolon are in the passive and no agents are mentioned; by not assigning anyone the blame for the injuries or the death of the lictor Cornelius, Cicero allows the blame for this to rest with the originator of everything, Verres. As Steel (2004) points out, Cicero then misleads his audience by suggesting that Verres wanted to escape the disturbance; the word “tumultus“ could mean the situation in Lampsacus in general, but its placement suggests it means the fight at Philodamus’ house itself and suggests that Verres is to blame for all these events. This blame is emphasised by the use of “aliqua”, suggesting that Verres is a coward and desperate to escape from any sense of danger or responsibility for his actions. The mention of Cornelius is brief and Cicero is very careful in mentioning him; there is no clarity on when he arrived at Philodamus’ house. Cicero states that he was stationed among the slaves, but this could be due to him being summoned to impose Roman authority when Romans have been attacked, as Steel (2004) suggests. By linking him to Verres with the use of “istius“ and the sarcasm in the phrase "quasi in praesidio ad auferendam mulierem” showing the depths to which a Roman official has sunk, Cicero sidesteps the shock of a lictor being killed in the melee and instead paints the blame for this on Verres to encourage the jurors to condemn him.  [22080:  Cic. Rosc. Am. 18, 41-44, where Cicero discusses the love and duty of sons to fathers and vice versa.]  [7792:  “filiam”, “filio”, “patris”, “sororis” in Cic. Verr. 2.1.67] 


Cicero then needs to ensure that the Lampsacians are not viewed as rebellious, troublesome provincials; this was often the prevailing view of provincials at Rome and indeed, Cicero plays on this viewpoint in other speeches of his to convince his audience[footnoteRef:18367]. The chiastic structure of the phrase “omnes eodem animo Lampsaceni” draws attention to it and highlights the unity of the town in their judgement about the uproar; not one person believes that Verres, Rubrius and the others are in the right. The word “contionem” also emphasises that the Lampsacians are clearly civilised and have political structures akin to the Romans. This prevents them from being viewed as a mob of rebellious provincials and lends credence to their grievance. The fact that all can speak in turn suggests how ordered they are and how calm their response is, which further supports that their grievance is legitimate. By using the imperfect tense for “loquebatur”, Cicero highlights that the assembly and this discussion take time and that it was clearly thought through, to such an extent that there was a total consensus of the Lampsacians about what should be done, which the tautology of “et sententia esset et oratio” strengthens. However, as Gildenhard (2011) points out, there is no mention here of Themistagoras and Thessalus, who Cicero names as the leaders of the uproar in section 83, as Cicero wishes to create more sympathy for the Lampsacians and suggest that their cause is righteous, rather than a political uproar and revolt with two leaders whipping up the crowd.  [18367:  Cic. Flac. 9] 


Cicero completes this section by focusing on the criminal aspect of the uproar. He calls it a “nefarium scelus”; his word choice of “nefarium” emphatically shows how deplorable this crime was, and reminds the audience that Verres is currently charged with extortion during his time as governor of Sicily. He continues to remind the audience of this with his reference to “hoc iure”, a reminder of the law that Verres is being tried under, the lex Cornelia de repetundis. This also links back to his introductory speech in the law court, where he claims that provinces would prefer for this law, which was set up to protect them, not to exist, as they cannot bear the burden of governors stealing more from their provinces in order to bribe the jurors to prevent their conviction upon return to Rome[footnoteRef:698]. The hendiadys of “vi atque acerbitate” also serves to highlight the severity of how the provincials have been treated, especially coming after the hyperbaton of “pudicitiam... tutam”, which highlights the simplicity of what these provincials demanded, to feel confident that their families’ chastity was safe from the predilections of whichever Roman officials were currently in charge, and reminds the audience that Verres is charged with sexual misconduct in Sicily as well.  [698:  Cic. Verr. 1.41] 
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