
INTRODUCTION 

IN the ancient world, for century after century, public speaking ('ora
tory') was central to public life, and the ability to influence people 
with the spoken word brought power, money, and fame to the 
speaker ('orator'). Assemblies could be persuaded to pass laws and 
decrees, declare war and peace, assign commands, provinces, and 
even kingdoms, or redistribute land. Debates were real, their out
comes decided by the force of argument and the power of persua
sion; there were no parties, as in a modern parliament, dictating to 
politicians the line they should take. The courts, too, were highly 
politicized. Political opponents prosecuted each other for crimes real 
and imaginary, and in this way the persuasive speaker could influ
ence the course of events, determining who would or would not be 
removed from political life, and reaping the political and financial 
rewards. It was not easy to become a successful orator. Years had to 
be spent mastering the techniques of rhetoric (the term denotes the 
theory, not the practice of speaking). But for those who applied 
themselves, and who possessed in addition an outstanding natural 
ability, the rewards could be great. 

Of all the speakers in the ancient world, Cicero can plausibly be 
reckoned the best. The first-century AD rhetorician Quintilian 
wrote: ' "Cicero" has come to be regarded as the name not of a 
person, but of eloquence itself', adding that 'if a student is a keen 
admirer of Cicero, he will know that he has made real progress' (Jnst. 
ro. r. I rz). Cicero's dates were ro6-43 BC: so he lived through the fall 
of the Roman republic. This was a period of national instability and 
unprecedented political competition, and the power of persuading 
others through speech became as important as it has ever been. 
Cicero rose to prominence not because of his birth (his non
aristocratic, Italian origin was a severe handicap to him), but because 
of his ability. He could persuade the ordinary citizens of Rome to 
vote down proposals that were in their interest, and he could (it 
seems) persuade just about any jury that black was white. In a ges
ture of triumph he published his speeches for his contemporaries 
and posterity to admire and imitate. Fifty-eight of these still survive 
today in whole or part. They are in every sense classics-works 
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which have been read, enjoyed, quoted from, studied, and imitated 
by people in western societies, off and on, for two millennia. And 
in a world in which mass-communication becomes ever more 
important, they retain their interest, relevance, and vibrancy. 

Cicero excelled in both of the two main types of oratory, 'forensic' 
(the oratory of the forum, i.e. of the law courts, also known as 
'judicial') and 'deliberative' (the oratory of the political assemblies); 
a third type, 'epideictic' (the oratory of display), was less important at 
the higher political level at this period. It is just forensic that we are 
concerned with in this collection-and only with a subset of foren
sic, in fact, since all five orations are speeches for the defence (a 
companion volume, Political Speeches, will contain speeches for the 
prosecution, and deliberative speeches). Many of Cicero's defence 
speeches are masterpieces of oratory, deal with events of historical 
significance, and are of considerable human interest. These five have 
been chosen because they have historically been the best known and 
the most appreciated, Pro Roscio Amerino ('For Roscius of Ameria') 
and Pro Milone ('For Milo') for their rhetorical brilliance at, respect
ively, the beginning and the end of Cicero's career as an advocate; 
Pro Murena ('For Murena') and Pro Caelio ('For Caelius') for their 
humour (these are perhaps the funniest works of literature to have 
emerged from the ancient world); and Pro Archia ('For Archias') for 
the beautiful encomium of literature which occupies the greater part 
of the speech. Pro Milone is also of particular interest because there 
happens to have survived an independent account of the facts of the 
case-strikingly at variance with Cicero's account-written by the 
first-century AD scholar Quintus Asconius Pedianus. Asconius' 
account is also translated in this volume. 

I will say something below about the courts in which Cicero's 
defences were given. But first an account of his public career is 
required. 

Cicero's Public Career 

Thanks to his voluminous writings, particularly his letters, we know 
more about Cicero than about any other person in ancient history. 
He was the elder son of a wealthy eques from Arpinum, a town about 
70 miles south-east of Rome that had possessed full Roman citizen
ship since as early as 188 Be; his younger brother Quintus was also to 



Introduction Xlll 

pursue a public career with distinction, and share his brother's 
brutal end. Arpinum was notable for being the home town of Gaius 
Marius, the seven-times consul and in 102 and IOI the saviour of 
Rome from the northern invaders; Cicero's paternal grandmother 
was in fact a relation of Marius by marriage. In c.95 the Ciceros 
bought a house in Rome so that the two boys should have the best 
education possible, and Cicero studied rhetoric under the two most 
famous orators of the day, Lucius Licinius Crassus (consul in 95) 
and Marcus Antonius (consul in 99); both men were later rewarded 
by being given parts in one of Cicero's mature rhetorical works, De 
Oratore ('On the orator', 55 BC). During the Social War, Cicero saw 
military service: in 89 he served under Pompey's father, Gnaeus 
Pompeius Strabo, and in 88 he served under Sulla. In 87 Marius 
occupied Rome and murdered his opponents, including Antonius. 
During the Cinnan regime which followed, Cicero continued his 
studies at Rome, studying rhetoric and, less usually, philosophy. In 
82 Sulla recaptured the city, had himself appointed dictator, and 
'proscribed' his enemies by posting in the forum lists of those to be 
killed. It was now (81), at the age of 25, that Cicero undertook his 
first court case, a civil case for Publius Quinctius afterwards pub
lished as Pro Q}tinctio ('For Q.1inctius'). He lost; but he lost to the 
most distinguished advocate in Rome, Q.1intus Hortensius Hortalus. 

The next year (So) he undertook his first criminal case, Pro Roscio 
Amerino ('For Roscius of Ameria'). This was a defence of a man, 
Sextus Roscius of Ameria, who had been charged with the murder of 
his father. The trial became sensational when Cicero boldly exposed 
the unscrupulous profiteering of one of Sulla's cronies, the freedman 
Chrysogonus, who was behind the prosecution; he won his case and 
became famous overnight. Among the briefs which came to him as a 
result of this success was the politically sensitive defence of the 
freedom of a woman from Arretium (a town in Etruria). This time 
Cicero argued successfully that Sulla had not been justified in strip
ping Arretium of its citizen rights. Both these cases helped Cicero to 
gain the support of the Italians on whom he relied throughout his 
political career. 

From 79 to 77 Cicero studied abroad. The many cases which he 
had taken on immediately after the Roscius case had damaged his 
health (oratory was physically very demanding), and his defence of 
the woman from Arretium may also have made his absence from 
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Rome politically expedient. The two brothers travelled to Greece, 
Rhodes, and Asia Minor (to which Quintus, who was also to pursue 
a political career, would later return as governor). They studied 
philosophy in Athens, and Cicero studied rhetoric under Molon of 
Rhodes. Molon, he later maintained, helped him to make his oratory 
a little more restrained, less 'Asianist' (elaborate and florid) in style. 
This toning down of his oratorical style was in keeping with the 
direction in which taste at Rome was moving, and it was also sensible 
in view of the risk to his health. 

In 76 he was elected quaestor at Rome, and he served his term of 
office in western Sicily the following year. Election to the quaestor
ship brought life membership of the senate, and Cicero was the first 
member of his family to attain this distinction; thus he became in 
Roman terms a 'new man' (novus homo, the first man of a family to 
reach the senate). 

This success was followed up in 70 by his election as plebeian aedile 
for 69. But, more significantly, he decided in 70 to undertake a 
prosecution: having served as an honest quaestor in Sicily five years 
earlier, he was only too happy to help the Sicilians by bringing a 
charge of extortion against the rapacious governor, Gaius Verres, 
who had systematically fleeced the province from 73 to 71. Verres' 
defence, however, was undertaken by Hortensius, who was to be 
consul in 69, and he was also aided by one of the leading families in 
Rome, the Metelli. One Metellus had become Verres' successor in 
Sicily, and made it difficult for Cicero to collect evidence; another 
was to be Hortensius' consular colleague the following year; and a 
third would be praetor in charge of the court if, as the defence 
hoped, the case could be prolonged into 69. But in the event Cicero 
overcame all these obstacles. He collected his evidence quickly, 
delivered a brief opening speech, and then brought out his witnesses. 
In his speech he dwelt upon the political aspect of the case: if some
one as obviously guilty as Verres were let off, the people would judge 
the exclusively senatorial juries (prescribed by a law of Sulla's) to be 
unfit to try cases, and a law would be passed handing the courts over 
to the equites instead. Once the evidence had been presented, Verres 
went into exile, without waiting to hear more; and Cicero then pub
lished the speeches he would have gone on to deliver-In Verrem 
('Against Verres') or, in English, the Verrines, a damning and some
times hilarious expose of Verres' crimes. With this success Cicero 
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took Hortensius' place as Rome's foremost advocate: Hortensius all 
but abandoned the courts, returning only when Cicero had reached 
the consulship, and then as Cicero's partner, not his opponent. 

Cicero's irresistible rise continued. In 67 he was elected praetor, 
by all the centuries (voting units in the centuriate assembly), three 
times over (because the election had to be repeated), and at the 
earliest age permitted by law (he was by now 39). He served his year 
of office as praetor in charge of the extortion court, the scene of his 
success against Verres; and in 66 he also gave his first deliberative 
speech, Pro lege Mani!ia ('For the Manilian law'). Rome had recently 
suffered a serious reverse in the Third Mithridatic War (73-63). 
Public opinion wanted the command of the Roman forces, held by 
Lucullus since the start of the war, to be given to Pompey, who had 
just enjoyed a spectacular success in wiping out the pirates of the 
Mediterranean, and was already on the scene; the traditionalists 
in the senate, however, such as Hortensius, did, not wish to see 
Pompey's career advanced any further. The tribune Gaius Manilius 
proposed a bill to have the command transferred to Pompey, and 
invited Cicero to support it. As a praetor, Cicero could not avoid 
expressing an opinion-and yet he did not wish to alienate either the 
senate or the people, given that he would shortly be standing for the 
consulship. His solution was to give the bill his enthusiastic support, 
while also taking care to compliment Lucullus. The bill was passed, 
Cicero published his speech, and Pompey concluded the war in 63. A 
non-political speech, but a celebrated one, was also delivered in 66, 
Pro Cluentio ('For Cluentius'). This was an oratorical triumph in 
which Cicero, as he afterwards boasted, 'threw dust in the eyes of the 
jury' (Quint. Inst. 2.17.21). The remark should make us aware of the 
deception which may (or may not) be taking place whenever we read 
one of Cicero's defences. 

In 64 he was elected to the consulship for 63, again at the earliest 
age permitted by law (he was 43 in 63). With this success his family 
entered the ranks of the nobility (a 'noble' was a direct descendant of 
a consul through the male line). It was certainly unusual for new men 
to rise as high as the consulship: the last one to do so had been Gaius 
Norbanus twenty years previously. Cicero's consulship was an event
ful one, and one that afforded further scope for the exercise of his 
oratorical talents. It began with Cicero in four speeches De lege 
agraria ('On the agrarian law') successfully opposing the land 
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redistributions proposed by the tribune Publius Servilius Rullus; the 
speeches demonstrate Cicero's ability to persuade the people to vote 
down a proposal that was in their interest. He claimed to be a popu
lar consul acting in the people's interest, but was actually taking a 
conservative line. Now that he had reached the highest place in the 
'sequence of offices' (cursus honorum), he was always to follow the 
conservative, traditional, and republican line which by nature he 
preferred. Having been allowed to join the club, he would defend its 
rules to the death. 

But the major event of Cicero's consulship, and indeed of his life, 
was his controversial suppression of the C:atilinarian conspiracy. The 
conspirators were a small group of failed politicians some of whom 
had ruined themselves financially in their attempts to secure political 
advancement and live up to their social status; some, in marked 
contrast to Cicero, were high-ranking aristocrats. Led by the patri
cian Lucius Sergius Catilina ('Catiline' in English), they hoped, by 
assassinations, arson, and a march on Rome, to seize power; after 
which they would reward themselves with political office and put 
forward legislation for a general cancellation of debts (there is no 
evidence of any plans for wider reform, or of any genuine social 
concern). The conspiracy began in earnest with C:atiline's failure to 
be elected consul in July, and by mid-November he had thrown in 
his lot with an agrarian rising in Etruria led by one Gaius Manlius, a 
former Sullan centurion. Cicero's vigilance and prompt action saved 
his own life from an assassination attempt and prevented the con
spiracy from breaking out at Rome-but at the cost of executing 
without trial five leading conspirators (including one ex-consul, 
Publius Cornelius Lentulus Sura), who had been arrested and had 
confessed their guilt. His illegal execution of the five men on 5 
December had the explicit backing of the senate and overwhelming 
public support (he was hailed by Cato as the father of his country), 
and probably saved a great many lives. Nevertheless, it was to lay him 
open to attack for years afterwards, and required him constantly to 
be justifying the action that he had taken (something which has 
unfairly caused him to be perceived as boastful and vain). His publi
cation in 6o of his four magnificent speeches against Catiline (In 
Catilinam ('Against Catiline') or, in English, the Catilinarians) was a 
major exercise in self-justification. The effectiveness of his attack 
ensured that Catiline's name was blackened for all time. Catiline 
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himself, together with his army, was destroyed in the field by Cic
ero's colleague as consul, Gaius Antonius Hybrida, at the beginning 
of62. 

In the midst of the Catilinarian crisis (in November) Cicero also 
found time to undertake the defence of one of the consuls-elect for 
62, Lucius Licinius Murena, who had been prosecuted for electoral 
malpractice by one of the unsuccessful candidates; the law under 
which the case was brought was Cicero's own bribery law, the lex 
Tullia de ambitu, which he had successfully carried earlier in the year. 
Together with Hortensius and Crassus, Cicero secured his acquittal, 
arguing that, in the face of the danger from Catiline, the necessity of 
having as consul an experienced military man such as Murena over
rode all other considerations. Pro Murena ('For Murena') is Cicero's 
funniest and most enjoyable speech (unless one prefers Pro Caelio). 
Much of it is taken up with making fun of the prosecutors, the 
lawyer Servius Sulpicius Rufus and the Stoic philosopher Marcus 
Porcius Cato, both men for whom Cicero had in reality a consider
able regard. 

Cicero's suppression of the Catilinarian conspiracy won him 
enormous prestige, and on 1 January 62 he was the first senator to be 
asked for his opinion in the senate: he was viewed as the leading 
senator present (Pompey was still in the east). We have two speeches 
of his from this year, Pro Sul!a ('For Sulla') and Pro Archia ('For 
Archias'). Pro Sulla is a defence of a wealthy aristocrat, the nephew 
of the dictator Sulla (and probably the brother-in-law of Pompey), 
on a charge of participation in the conspiracy; Cicero secured his 
acquittal by arguing that he of all people would hardly have under
taken his defence if he had believed him to be guilty. In this speech 
we see Cicero seeking to present himself as a mild and compassionate 
person, to counteract his enemies' portrayal of him as cruel and vin
dictive in his execution of the conspirators. Pro Archia, by contrast, 
is one of the least political of Cicero's forensic speeches. A defence 
not of a Roman aristocrat but of a Syrian poet, Cicero's old teacher, 
on a charge of illegally assuming Roman citizenship, it contains not 
just a legal defence of Archias' claim, but a lengthy encomium of 
literature. This is of great interest to literary historians, and shows 
the degree to which Cicero had to go to present Archias' profession 
to a Roman jury in a favourable light. Archias was acquitted. 

At the end of the year a scandal occurred at Rome which was to 
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have disastrous consequences for Cicero. A young aristocrat, Publius 
Clodius Pulcher, was discovered to have dressed up in women's 
clothes and attended the festival of the Bona Dea, to which only 
women were admitted, and which was being held at the house of 
Caesar, the pontifex maximus. The suggestion was that he had taken 
advantage of Caesar's absence from his house to commit adultery 
with his wife. Caesar divorced his wife on the grounds that 'Caesar's 
wife must be above suspicion' (Plutarch, Life of Caesar ro.6). At 
Clodius' trial for sacrilege in May 6r, Cicero gave evidence which 
disproved his alibi. Nevertheless, Clodius managed to bribe his way 
to an acquittal; and he was henceforward to be a far more trouble
some enemy to Cicero than Catiline had been. 

At the end of 6o, Caesar, who was consul-elect for the following 
year, formed a political alliance with Pompey and Crassus con
ventionally known as the 'first triumvirate'. He tried to persuade 
Cicero to join the alliance: Cicero would have lost his political 
independence, but would have been protected from Clodius and 
from the increasing attacks on his execution of the Catilinarians. He 
preferred to keep his independence-and was to pay for it. In 59 
Caesar sanctioned Clodius' adoption into a plebeian family (he was 
of patrician birth), thus enabling him to stand for election to the 
tribunate of the plebs, the office traditionally sought by popular 
politicians who wished to propose radical legislation or, in conserva
tive eyes, to stir up trouble. Clodius was duly elected and, as tribune 
in 58, he proposed a bill outlawing anyone who had put a Roman 
citizen to death without trial. The senate put on mourning for Cicero 
and the towns of Italy passed resolutions in his favour. But Clodius, 
who had earlier carried a law to provide the people with free grain for 
the first time, had the support of the urban plebs. More importantly, 
he also had the tacit support of the triumvirs, who were angered at 
Cicero's rejection of their advances and worried that he might lead 
the conservatives in the senate in an attack on their position. The 
consuls Piso and Gabinius did as the triumvirs wanted, and 
instructed the senate to resume normal dress. Cicero's support melt
ed away, and he himself left for exile in Macedonia on the day that 
Clodius' law was passed. His house in Rome was plundered and 
burned, and Clodius consecrated the site as a shrine to Libertas 
('Liberty'), in order to portray Cicero as a tyrant and to prevent 
rebuilding. 
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Cicero's exile, which lasted almost eighteen months, was the big
gest disaster of his life. He had saved Rome, and had been exiled for 
his pains. The charge was executing citizens without trial; yet he had 
been denied a trial himself. In his despair he thought of suicide. 
Publicly he represented his departure as a deliberate act of self
sacrifice, intended to save Rome from the likelihood of civil war-the 
second time he had saved the city. But privately he felt he should 
have stood his ground. He was recalled to Rome the following year, 
when the triumvirs concluded that Clodius had become an obstacle 
to their plans. His actual return was glorious and gratifying. On 
Pompey's motion the senate passed a decree, unanimous with the 
single exception of Clodius, describing Cicero as the saviour of his 
country; and the people passed a bill authorizing his recall. His 
journey through Italy resembled a triumphal procession: towns 
passed resolutions honouring him, and he was escorted by cheering 
crowds. But he never recovered from the blow to his pride; and, as 
the price of his recall, he had had to assure the triumvirs that in 
future he would serve their interests. 

The speeches he gave in 57 and 56 are known as the Post reditum 
('After his return') speeches. Post reditum in senatu ('in the senate', 
57) and Post reditum ad quirites ('to the citizens', 57) offered thanks 
for his restoration. De domo sua ('On his house', 57) and De haruspi
cum responsis ('On the answers of the omen-interpreters', 56) dealt 
with the religious aspects of Cicero's feud with Clod ius; Cicero suc
cessfully persuaded the pontiffs that Clodius' consecration of the 
site of his house in Rome had been invalid, and he secured compen
sation to allow him to rebuild. Other speeches of this period 
included defences of people who had campaigned for his recall and 
opposed Clodius. Publius Sestius and Titus Annius Milo were trib
unes in 57 who had used violence against Clodius and worked tire
lessly for Cicero's recall. Sestius was prosecuted in s6 by dependants 
of Clodius, was defended by Hortensius, Crassus, and Cicero (the 
same team that had defended Murena in 63), and was unanimously 
acquitted. Cicero's Pro Sestio ('For Sestius') contains a full 
exposition of the orator's own political standpoint: the state can be 
divided into patriots and traitors, with Sestius and Milo and the 
majority of Roman citizens of all classes belonging to the former 
category, and Clodius, Piso, and Gabinius to the latter. 

A month later Cicero was to revenge himself on Clodius in a more 
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personal way. A former friend of Clodius', Marcus Caelius Rufus, 
was prosecuted on an array of charges: violence, murder, and the 
attempted poisoning of Clodius' sister, Clodia Metelli, with whom 
Caelius had previously had an affair. Caelius had originally been a 
pupil of Cicero's, before switching allegiance to the Clodii, and now 
that he had broken with the Clodii he was to become a friend of 
Cicero's again. In taking on his defence, Cicero saw his chance to 
hurt Clodius by publicly humiliating his sister, whom he had reasons 
for hating: she had persecuted his family during his exile. In Pro 
Caelio ('For Caelius') the charges are largely ignored, and Cicero 
instead focuses on Caelius' affair with Clodia, portraying her as a 
common prostitute (she was a high-ranking society lady) and hold
ing her up to ridicule. Ingeniously, he manages to do this while 
exempting Caelius from moral blame. The speech is wonderfully 
funny, and very cruel: Cicero won his case by avoiding the issue and 
making the jury laugh at his enemy. After the trial, Clodia (who has a 
one-in-three chance of being the same person as Catullus' 'Lesbia') 
vanishes from history. 

Cicero owed his recall from exile to Pompey's influence, and in 
return he had reluctantly undertaken to give the triumvirs his polit
ical support. But he soon detected an apparent rift between Pompey 
and Caesar (who was absent in Gaul from 58 to 49), and decided to 
drive the two men further apart by opposing Caesar. First he pub
lished an attack on Publius Vatinius which he had made at the time 
of Sestius' trial (In Vatinium, 'Against Vatinius'): Vatinius was a 
legate of Caesar's who as tribune in 59 had procured for him his 
Gallic command. Secondly, he put a motion before the senate calling 
for discussion of Caesar's controversial agrarian law of 59· This 
challenge to Caesar's position did not split the triumvirate as Cicero 
had hoped: instead it drove the three men closer together. They 
reaffirmed their alliance, and Pompey and Crassus held a second 
joint consulship in 55 (they had held the consulship together in 70), 
with commands for each of them to follow afterwards. Caesar's 
command in Gaul was extended for a further five years. 

Cicero now realized that resistance to the triumvirs would be 
futile, and in any case he needed their protection against Clodius' 
continuing attacks; he also felt that the conservatives in the .senate, 
such as Hortensius, were failing to give him their full support. He 
therefore publicly declared his allegiance to the triumvirs: in De 
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provinciis consularibus ('On the consular provinces', 56) he lavishes 
praise on Caesar and advocates the extension of his Gallic command. 

The later 50s were unhappy years for Cicero. In 54 he had to 
defend Vatinius; although he won, he apparently chose not to pub
lish his defence. Soon afterwards (in 54 or 53) he was compelled to 
defend Gabinius, the consul of 58 who had allowed Clodius to exile 
him; at least this time he had the satisfaction of losing. In his private 
moments he consoled himself by starting to write a series of philo
sophical treatises in which he explained the various philosophical 
systems of the Greeks (he was the first person to do this in Latin; the 
work involved formulating a Latin philosophical vocabulary, which 
then became standard). At the same time he began a series of trea
tises on oratory and rhetoric; some of these works also explore, in 
theoretical terms, his own political philosophy. In 53 (or 52) he was 
gratified to receive, on Hortensius' nomination, an important polit
ical honour: he was elected to a place in the coll~ge of augurs, in 
succession to Crassus' son, who had been killed with his father at 
Carrhae. 

Clodius during these years had become a powerful independent 
force in Rome with a large popular following. He had assembled a 
gang of thugs and used it to attack his enemies, most of all Cicero, 
and to terrorize the city. His chief opponent was Titus Annius Milo, 
who used similar tactics against him in return. The increasing will
ingness of politicians to resort to violence to achieve their ends was a 
symptom of the collapse of the republic; in the next decade, urban 
violence would be superseded by civil war. Clodius and Milo had 
fought numerous battles against each other, Milo defending Cicero's 
interests; and in one such battle outside Rome on I8 January 52 
Clodius was accidentally wounded, and then killed on Milo's orders. 
Cicero must have been overjoyed. Amid the chaotic scenes which 
followed, Clodius' supporters cremated his body in the senate
house, which was burned down. Pompey was appointed sole consul 
to restore order (the violence in Rome had prevented the elections 
for 52 from taking place), and Milo was put on trial and defended by 
Cicero. The evidence for his guilt was unimpeachable, and Pompey 
wanted him removed from public life, so Cicero's defence stood no 
chance of success: he was convicted, and went into exile at Massilia 
(Marseilles). But later in the year public opinion swung against 
Pompey and the Clodians, and in Milo's favour. Milo's accomplices 
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were tried and acquitted, whereas Clodius' supporters, who were put 
on trial for the burning of the senate-house, were convicted. Cicero, 
who had played a leading part in these trials, now regarded himself 
and Milo as having been vindicated, and he wrote and published a 
new, more confident version of his unsuccessful defence. This is our 
Pro Milone ('For Milo'), which has always been accepted as the 
oratorical masterpiece that Cicero intended it to be. 

During his consulship in 52 Pompey had legislation passed which 
ruled that consuls and praetors should have to wait at least five years 
before going out to govern their provinces (the purpose of the law 
was to discourage electoral bribery by delaying the period at which a 
magistrate would be able to recoup the money he had spent when 
standing for office). This created a short4erm shortage of provincial 
governors, and as Cicero had not previously held a provincial gover
norship he was made to serve for a year (51-50) as governor of 
Cilicia, on the south-east coast of Asia Minor (the province also 
included Cyprus). He was very distressed at having to be away from 
the political scene at Rome: his governorship seemed like a second 
exile, and his greatest fear was that his term of office might be 
extended. But he resolved to make the best of the situation by acting 
as a model provincial governor-no easy matter, when fairness to the 
provincials ran directly counter to the financial interests of promin
ent men at Rome. He also led a successful campaign against the 
brigands of the interior; but on his return to Rome the impending 
civil war prevented him from obtaining the triumph he had hoped 
for. 

At the outbreak of the Civil War in 49 Cicero agonized over what 
to do. He was put in charge of the Campanian coast, but, being 
unable to raise recruits in any number, soon gave up and retired to 
one of his villas. Caesar repeatedly tried to win him over to his side, 
even coming to visit him at home: to win the endorsement of such a 
senior republican would serve to legitimize his position. But Cicero 
could not in conscience give his support to a man who had invaded 
Italy and declared war on his country. On the other hand, he had 
little confidence in Pompey, the man into whose hands the republic 
had been placed: Pompey's decision to abandon Italy and cross over 
to Greece seemed to Cicero a catastrophic misjudgement, and, he was 
disgusted by the motives and behaviour of Pompey's followers. 
Eventually he concluded, despairingly, that his duty was to join 
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Pompey in Greece. He crossed over to him in June 49; but once in 
Pompey's camp he declined to accept a command, and irritated the 
Pompeian leaders with his criticisms. He was not present at Pom
pey's defeat at Pharsalus in August 48, and after Pompey's flight and 
murder he was invited to assume command of the surviving repub
lican forces, but declined. In October 48 he returned to Brundisium 
in Italy, but it was not until September 47 that he was pardoned by 
Caesar and allowed to move on to Rome. 

Under Caesar's dictatorship there was no free political debate in 
which he could participate, and in any case his advice on political 
matters was not sought; he attended meetings of the senate, but 
without speaking. It was now that he found time to resume work on 
his many philosophical and rhetorical treatises, the bulk of which 
were written during this period; and he also taught rhetoric to aristo
cratic pupils. These activities helped take his mind ~way from the fall 
of the republic, Caesar's increasing autocracy, and (in 45) the death 
of his beloved daughter Tullia. In September 46 he broke his silence 
in the senate. Caesar had unexpectedly agreed to pardon an enemy, 
one of the most die-hard of the republican leaders, Marcus Claudius 
Marcellus, and Cicero made a speech of thanks. Pro Marcello ('For 
Marcellus') praises Caesar's clemency and urges him to proceed with 
his work of reform; it also sets out Cicero's case to be accepted as a 
mediator between Caesar and the former Pompeians. Pro Ligario 
('For Ligarius', 46) and Pro rege Deiotaro ('For King Deiotarus', 45) 
are other speeches of this period in which Cicero begs Caesar to 
spare Pompeian enemies. In their circumstances of delivery and in 
their tone they are a far cry from the speeches in which Cicero 
addresses a jury and is free to say what he wishes. Here he is address
ing a monarch in his palace. 

Caesar's autocracy led of course to his assassination in the senate 
on the Ides (I 5th) of March 44, just a few weeks after he had had 
himself made dictator perpetuo ('dictator for life'). Cicero had offered 
discreet encouragement to the assassins, or 'liberators' as he calls 
them, but had not been let into the plot. He was actually present at 
the murder: Brutus raised his dagger and congratulated him on the 
recovery of their freedom. As the last of the senior republicans still 
surviving, Cicero had a symbolic value: he had become a token of the 
republic. And this time we do have evidence for· his joy at the death 
of his enemy (if Pam. 6. I 5 does indeed refer to it). 
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After the assassination, political life began again. The surviving 
consul, Mark Antony (in Latin, Marcus Antonius), arranged a 
settlement under which Caesar's assassins would not be prosecuted, 
but his laws and appointments would remain in force. In April, 
however, the situation changed with the arrival in Italy of Caesar's 
principal heir, his rS-year-old great-nephew Gaius Octavius (who 
from his posthumous adoption as Caesar's son is known as Octavian, 
and from 27 is known as the first emperor, Augustus): calling himself 
Gaius Julius Caesar, he showed himself to Caesar's veterans, held 
games in Caesar's honour, and began paying Caesar's legacies to the 
Roman people. In September, Cicero made an enemy of Antony, for 
a relatively trivial reason: Antony had denounced him for his failure 
to attend a meeting of the senate at which posthumous honours for 
Caesar were to be voted. Cicero replied the next day with the First 
Philippic; Antony then delivered a bitter invective against him in the 
senate in his absence; and Cicero wrote (but did not deliver) a savage 
reply, the Second Philippic. This speech attacks and ridicules 
Antony's entire career, but particularly his behaviour under Caesar 
and his appropriation of state funds in the months since Caesar's 
death; it closes with a warning of assassination. It was Cicero's view 
that Antony ought to have been murdered at the same time as 
Caesar: if Cicero had been invited to the feast (i.e. let into the plot), 
there would have been no left-overs (Fam. Io.28.r, 12-4-1). 

In November Antony left Rome for Gaul, which he had taken as 
his province; and Cicero assumed unofficial leadership of the senate. 
In the Third Philippic, he persuaded the senate to approve the refusal 
of Decimus Brutus, the governor of Cisalpine Gaul and one of 
Caesar's assassins, to hand over his legions to Antony; and in the 
Fourth Philippic, delivered before the people on the same day, he 
argued that Antony was in effect a public enemy. At the same time, 
he urged both senate and people to give their support to Octavian. In 
thinking that the young man could be praised, honoured, and then 
disposed of (to his embarrassment, his words (Fam. II.2o.r) were 
reported to Octavian), Cicero made a serious misjudgement. It 
was also unrealistic of him to suppose that Octavian would stay for 
long on the same side as Caesar's assassins. But Antony's destruc
tion seemed to Cicero the immediate priority, and an alliance with 
Octavian was the only way to bring it about. 

From this point, Cicero controlled events at Rome: nineteen years 
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after his consulship, he was once again leading the republic at a 
moment of supreme national crisis. In a further ten Philippics 
Ganuary to April 43), he directed the senate in its actions against 
Antony, urging it not to compromise, and presented his view of 
events to the people. It was his 'finest hour'. In April43 Antony was 
defeated near Mutina and declared a public enemy. Cicero, it 
seemed, had saved his country a second time. But events then took 
an unwelcome turn. Antony escaped and succeeded in acquiring 
further legions from Marcus Aemilius Lepidus, the governor of 
Narbonese Gaul and Nearer Spain; and Decimus Brutus was 
deserted by his troops and killed on Antony's orders. Octavian, 
though only 19, demanded the consulship (both consuls had been 
killed in battle); he may have considered having Cicero as his 
colleague, but the evidence for this is doubtful. When his demand 
was refused by the senate, he marched on Rome and, in August, held 
an irregular election and took the consulship, \Vith his uncle as 
colleague. With nothing more to be got from Cicero and the senate, 
he then changed sides, holding a meeting with Antony and 
Lepidus near Bononia. The 'second triumvirate' was formed, and 
the three men gave themselves supreme power for five years, and 
divided out the empire between them. To rid themselves of 
their enemies and raise funds for their veterans they initiated a 
proscription, as Sulla had done in 82. So once again the lists of those 
to be killed were posted in the forum. Cicero met his end, on 
7 December, with great courage. He was 63. His head and hands 
were cut off and displayed on the rostra in the forum-the scene of 
so many of his successes. 

Octavian defeated Antony at Actium in 31, and in 30 he chose 
Cicero's son as his colleague in the consulship. Many years later, as 
the emperor Augustus, he happened to catch his grandson reading 
one of Cicero's books. He took the book, looked through it, and 
handed it back saying, 'He was a master of words, child, a master of 
words and a patriot' (Plut. Cic. 49.3). 

The Criminal Courts 

Before 149 BC trials were held before the people at assemblies. Then 
in 149 the first permanent court (quaestio, 'public inquiry') was 
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established, to try charges of extortion. Further courts were added in 
time, both permanent and temporary, with different rules governing 
each one; from 123, the juries seem usually to have been made up 
exclusively of equites. If an individual was accused of a crime, he 
would be brought before the relevant court; or if no court existed to 
try that crime, he could be tried before the people at an assembly (for 
convenience, this discussion will refer to male defendants, although 
women could also be prosecuted). For minor offences, summary 
action might be taken by a magistrate. 

This system of criminal justice, which had been created piece
meal, was replaced by the dictator Sulla in 81. Seven new permanent 
courts were established to try the major crimes, namely murder and 
poisoning (the first trial to take place in this court \vas that of 
Roscius); forgery; extortion; treason; electoral malpractice; 
embezzlement; and assault. Each court was presided over by a prae
tor, but the praetor had no discretion over the sentence: the penalties 
were fixed by law. There was no appeal to the people. The juries were 
composed exclusively of senators. 

Sulla's courts survived virtually unchanged until the principate: 
they were the only reforms of his which lasted. The senatorial juries, 
however, proved controversial (as Cicero implies in Pro Roscio 
Amerino and explains at length in In Verrem I), and in 70 the lex 
Aurelia replaced them with new juries consisting of one-third 
senators, one-third equites, and one-third tribuni aerarii ('treasury 
tribunes'). It is not clear precisely what the tribzmi aerarii were, but 
Cicero treats them as equites (there was probably a lower property 
qualification); essentially, then, the new 'mixed' juries were one
third senatorial and two-thirds equestrian. This happy compromise 
ended the bitter controversy over whether juries ought to be com
posed of senators or of equites. Roscius was tried before a senatorial 
jury, but Murena, Archias, Caelius, and Milo were tried before 
mixed juries. 

Later other permanent courts were added to Sulla's original 
seven, for example the court for violence, the court in which Caelius 
was tried, established in (perhaps) 70. There were not enough prae
tors to preside over these courts, however, so the magistrate in 
charge would be a more junior iudex quaestionis ('court judge'), 
chosen from among those who had been aediles the previot1s year. 
Temporary courts continued to be set up as and when needed, for 
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example the sacrilege court, appointed to try Clodius after the Bona 
Dea scandal in 6r. 

There was no public prosecutor at Rome: criminal prosecutions 
were always undertaken by private individuals. A man who had 
broken the law would generally be prosecuted by the person who had 
suffered as a result of his crime: thus Murena was prosecuted by 
Sulpicius, his unsuccessful rival for the consulship of 62. Some
times, however, he might be prosecuted simply by an enemy, in 
pursuance of a feud (inimicitiae). The courts were one of the princi
pal arenas in which the business of politics at Rome was played out: 
if you wanted to get rid of a political opponent, you prosecuted him 
and brought about his exile; if you failed, he might then prosecute 
you. No one could be prosecuted while holding a senior public office, 
so politicians would sometimes seek election to a magistracy in order 
to escape an impending prosecution; Clodius and Milo dodged each 
other in this way in the sos. 

Sometimes, again, a man who had broken the law would arrange 
for a friend to prosecute him: the friend would deliberately put up a 
weak case, and he would be acquitted of his crime. But in cases 
where more than one person came forward with the same charge, a 
divinatio ('inquiry') was held, and the jury would decide which one 
should be allo·wed to undertake the prosecution. It was by this means 
that Cicero was chosen to prosecute Verres in 70, rather than Verres' 
crony Caecilius. 

Prosecutors were often young men, hoping to attract attention 
and make a name for themselves. Successful prosecutors, if senators, 
were awarded their victim's insignia ('marks of honour', such as the 
purple-bordered toga (toga praetexta) of a curule magistrate), and 
also acceded to his rank in the senatorial hierarchy; but this must 
have been an invidious honour. It was not advisable for a young man 
to make a habit of prosecuting: it would make him enemies, and 
prosecuting was in any case seen as a hateful business, to be avoided 
unless there were a special reason or duty requiring one to undertake 
it. The best policy was perhaps to prosecute once, so as to be noticed, 
and then keep to defence. This is what Cicero did (with the excep
tion of one prosecution in 52 or 5 I); and in prosecuting Verres (in 
70) he had the advantage of accusing someone whose guilt was 
manifest and shocking. 

In fifth-century Athens, defendants spoke for themselves in court, 
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employing a speech-writer (logographos) if necessary, but at Rome it 
was more normal to find an advocate (patronus) to speak on one's 
behalf Patronage was a key feature of Roman society: patrons gave 
assistance and protection to their clients, who in return waited on 
their patrons at home and in the street and voted for them at elec
tions. But of course the situation in court was different in that the 
defendant could be of higher social status than the advocate: Cicero 
was not socially of as high a rank as many of his clients. Advocates 
were not supposed to accept fees or gifts for their services in court 
(this was specifically forbidden by the lex Cim·ia de donis et muneribus 
of 204): they were acting as patrons, out of duty, and not for mercen
ary motives. Usually, therefore, an advocate would undertake a 
defence in order to repay a favour (Cicero defended various people 
who had supported him in the Catilinarian crisis or at the time of his 
exile); or he would do it in the hope of receiving support at an 
election, or even in the expectation of a legacy. If there was really no 
other kind of repayment that the defendant could make, a low
interest or interest-free loan might be accepted, as happened when 
Cicero defended Publius Sulla in 62. No one worried very much 
about the lex Cincia, which probably seemed rather quaint. 

The tradition of advocacy had an important effect on the speeches 
that were made. It meant, first, that the speeches would be of a 
highly professional standard: a defendant would naturally seck out 
the most eloquent advocate he could find to speak for him. Secondly, 
advocacy introduces into the speeches an additional, complicating 
element. If a man is defending himself, he will merely have to pres
ent his own character in a good light and his opponent's in a bad 
light (Roman juries put great weight on a man's character, partly 
because evidence was often unreliable). But if an advocate is speaking 
on behalf of someone else, his speech will naturally seek to make 
capital out of his own character as well as that of the defendant and 
of his opponent. Sometimes the advocate's character and standing 
might compensate for his client's character failings: if the jury like 
the speaker and approve of him, they may perhaps give his client the 
benefit of the doubt. In the speeches of his consulship and after
wards, Cicero makes much of his own authority (auctoritas): this is 
something he could deploy against an opponent, particularly a 
young one, with devastating results. 

Trials were held in the forum (hence the term 'forensic' oratory), 
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in the open air. The presiding magistrate with his scribes and attend
ants sat up on a high platform (tribuna[) at the front of the court, 
while the jury probably sat on benches raised only slightly off the 
ground (the ancient evidence on these points is unclear). Facing 
them and also seated on benches \vere the two opposing parties, the 
prosecutors on one side and the defendant with his advocates on the 
other, each party accompanied by their legal advisers (advocates were 
not necessarily experts in the law), family, friends, and witnesses. 
Behind the benches a ring (corona) of bystanders stood to watch the 
performance, allowing the speakers when they wished to turn from 
the jury to address the public directly. 

The defendant wore the shabby dress of mourning and neglected 
to wash or shave. It was taken amiss if he did not comply with these 
requirements. Publius Rutilius Rufus, put on ·trial for extortion in 
92, refused (being a Stoic) to put on mourning, and was convicted. 
The case was famous as a miscarriage of justice by an equestrian 
jury: Rutilius, who had protected the provincials from the exactions 
of the equestrian tax-farmers (publicani), went into exile at Smyrna, 
to live as an honoured citizen among the provincials he was alleged 
to have oppressed. Milo likewise proudly refused to put on mourn
ing (although he had done so for Sestius in 56), and was convicted. 

The prosecutors' speeches were heard first, then those of the 
defence, and only after the end of the speeches was the evidence 
taken. In his speeches we therefore find Cicero speculating about 
what the evidence is going to be. The only speeches in which he 
refers to evidence as having already been taken are extortion 
speeches. Trials for extortion were held in two stages (separated by 
an adjournment of at least one day, or comperendinatio), so that in the 
speeches of the second hearing reference could be made back to the 
evidence taken at the end of the first hearing. If slaves gave evidence, 
it had to be under torture. They were not allowed, however, to be 
examined against their master, except in trials for incest and in the 
specific case of the Catilinarian conspiracy. The value or worthless
ness of evidence extracted under torture was a standard topic (locus 
communis) in oratory, and is found a number of times in Cicero's 
speeches. The cruelty of torture was not relevant to the orators' 
arguments, and receives no comment. 

The number of jurors was specified individually for each court, 
but seventy-five seems to have been a usual number, twenty-five 
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jurors being selected from each of the three categories. Milo, how
ever, was tried by an entirely different method, under the lex Pom
peia de vi: 360 jurors heard the evidence (which, contrary to usual 
practice, was taken first); eighty-one of them, chosen by lot, heard 
the speeches; each side then rejected fifteen jurors, and the remain
ing fifty-one (eighteen senators, seventeen equites, and sixteen tribuni 
aerarii) cast their votes. 

The jurors were not allowed to confer amongst themselves (since 
some might attempt to intimidate others), and they voted in a secret 
ballot immediately after the evidence had been taken. The presiding 
magistrate gave no summing-up (he was unlikely to be an expert in 
the law, and was only holding his office for a single year); he had no 
means of determining or influencing the verdict, and did not vote. 
The jurors were given wax tablets with 'A' (for absolvo, 'I acquit') 
inscribed on one side and 'C' (for condemno, 'I convict') on the other, 
and they would rub out one letter or the other (or both, to abstain), 
and drop the tablet into an urn. The verdict was reached by a 
majority vote; if the votes were equal the defendant was acquitted. 

If the defendant was found guilty, the penalty was officially death. 
But since he was at no point taken into custody, even after the pro
nouncement of the sentence, it was always possible for him to evade 
his punishment by retiring into self-imposed or 'voluntary' exile in a 
federate (thus technically non-Roman) state. He ceased to be a 
Roman citizen, and suffered aquae et ignis interdictio ('debarment 
from water and fire'), in other words outlawry. Should he ever return 
to Italy, he could be killed with impunity. Exile was therefore not a 
penalty, but a means of avoiding· a penalty (and it was a recourse 
available only to the wealthy: humbler persons seem to have been 
summarily executed). Before the enfranchisement of Italy in 9o-89, 
a convicted criminal could retire to Praeneste (only 23 miles from 
Rome) or Naples, but in the Ciceronian period he would have to 
leave Italy: Massilia (Marseilles), an oasis of Greek culture and 
refined living, was a favoured place, the refuge of both Verres and 
Milo. Criminals' property was supposed to be confiscated, but very 
little seems actually to have been seized. They conveyed it to their 
friends and relatives, and lived out their exile in luxury. To many of 
them perhaps, the heat of the city, the interminable debates in the 
senate, and the constant struggle to keep up with the Luculli were 
things that, in time, they could learn to live without. 
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CICERO's orations are not written in the language of ordinary 
speech: instead, they are composed in a highly artificial style which 
must have impressed, astonished, and mesmerized those who lis
tened to it. Sentences are long, commonly as long as a third of a page 
of a modern printed text and sometimes longer. The style is 'peri
odic'; that is, once the sentence or 'period' has begun, the listener 
has to wait some time before the various subordinate clauses have 
been delivered and the sense is complete. While the period is evolv
ing, the listener has certain expectations about how it is going to 
continue and end (grammatically, and in sense);and when it is finally 
completed these expectations are either fulfilled (giving the listener a 
sense of satisfaction) or, more rarely, cheated (startling the listener). 
The clauses which make up the period can sometimes be mere pad
ding, but this is unusual; often they make the argument more 
impressive or powerful, and in addition they serve to delay the com
pletion of the period, providing a greater feeling of satisfaction when 
the grammar and sense are finally completed. The clauses them
selves and the words or groups of words within them are often 
arranged in carefully balanced pairs, sometimes so as to form a con
trast, or sometimes in a symmetrical pattern; or they can be arranged 
in threes, with increasing weight placed on each item, or greater 
weight placed on the final or second and final item. Formal English 
style also uses these techniques; thus I have written 'impressed, 
astonished, and mesmerized' above, providing more terms than is 
strictly necessary for the sense ('mesmerized', the strongest term 
and therefore placed last, would have sufficed). In periodic style, the 
most important part of the period is the end (the beginning is the 
next most important), because it is here that the sense of completion 
is delivered. In accordance with the techniques of Hellenistic Greek 
oratory, Cicero always makes sure that the ends of his periods, and 
even of the more important clauses ('cola'), sound right: certain 
rhythmical patterns ('clausulae') are favoured and others (mainly 
those which resemble verse) avoided. This 'prose rhythm' is one 
of the most prominent features of his style. Scholars have tried to 
analyse it, with varying results. It must have taken a great deal of 
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training to be able to achieve the appropriate rhythms automatically, 
without thinking about it, in the way that Cicero could (Orat. zoo). 
Roman audiences were discriminating, and appreciated the skilful 
use of prose rhythm: there is an anecdote about a group of listeners 
bursting into applause when an orator produced some striking 
cadences (Orat. 213-14; cf. 168). Besides rhythm, there are many 
other techniques used by Cicero to enliven his prose, such as rhet
orical questions (questions that do not expect an answer), anaphora 
(repetition of a word or phrase in successive clauses), asyndeton 
(omission of connectives), apostrophe (turning away to address an 
absent person or thing), exclamation, alliteration and assonance, 
wordplay, and metaphor. 

The policy I have adopted in this translation has been to preserve 
as much of Cicero's style and artistry as possible; and I have tried to 
make the translation strike the reader in as near as possible the same 
way as I think the Latin text would have struck its original reader
ship. I am emphatically not of the view that Cicero's rhetoric must be 
sacrificed in order to achieve readability. It may sometimes be the 
case that reading a translation in which the rhetoric has been pre
served involves a little more effort than reading one in which it has 
been removed. But Cicero meant his speeches to involve some effort 
on the part of the reader: he was not writing in the language of 
ordinary speech. 

I have chosen to render long Latin sentences by long English ones. 
If a sentence would have struck its original readers as a long one, 
then I think it needs to be rendered by one or more sentences that 
would strike a modern reader as long. So a sentence that is ten lines 
long (i.e. for Latin, long but not excessively long) might best be 
rendered by two English sentences of five lines each (i.e. two sen
tences that in English are long but not excessively so). To chop up 
the original sentence into five sentences of two lines each, or ten of 
one line each, may conceivably make the text more readable, but it 
will misrepresent the original as surely as if the wrong words are 
chosen in the translation. 

Where possible, I have retained the periodicity of the Latin: I have 
tried to keep the clauses and sometimes even the actual words in the 
same order as they occur in the original. Each word or clause con
tains an idea, and in the original these ideas are conveyed to the 
reader in a particular order; so the translator should as far as possible 


