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List of abbreviations
AcI
A(P)
BTL
C(P)
Dem
DNP
D(P)
FinP
FocP
ForceP
G
Interr
IP
LP(P)
N(P)
Part(P)
Poss
P(P)
Q(P)
Rel op
ScrP
Spec
TopP
V(P)

Accusativus cum Infinitivo
Adjective (phrase)
Bibliotheca Teubneriana Latina
Complementizer phrase
Demonstrative
Discontinuous noun phrase
Determiner (phrase)
Finiteness phrase
Focus (phrase)
Force phrase
Genitive
Interrogative
Inflection phrase
Left peripheral (projection)
Noun (phrase)
Participial (phrase)
Possessive
Prepositional (phrase)
Quantifier (phrase)
Relative operator
Scrambled (phrase)
Specifier
Topic (phrase)
Verb (phrase)

*

Indicates that the clause is ungrammatical
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1. INTRODUCTION

aurea purpuream subnectit fibula vestem
– Virgil, Aeneid 4,139

In the line above, taken from Virgil’s Aeneid, we see a classic example of the stylistic
figure called hyperbaton, where an adjective (or any other modifier) is separated from
the noun it describes by insertion of words external to the noun phrase. Common in
poetry, this phenomenon also appears rather frequently in Latin prose, which has often
led scholars to the conclusion that Latin word order is free and that variations are
basically the result of “stylistics”, i.e. the individual preferences of the author,
embellishments or even mannerisms.
While less constrained than in many other languages, Latin word order is not free.
Some structures are clearly not allowed, as the following examples should demonstrate:
(1) a. Gallia est omnis divisa in partes tres (Caes. BG 1.1)
b. *In divisa partes est omnis tres Gallia
c. In partes tres Gallia omnis divisa est.

One evident constraint here is that a preposition must be directly followed by its
nominal complement, which is the main reason why (1b) is ungrammatical. Latin word
order is not random either: the example in (1c) is grammatically correct, but its
information structure makes it unsuitable as an opening line to the first book of Caesar’s
work on the Gallic war. The latter is an issue to which we will have the occasion to
return in the present study.
Since word order in Latin is neither free nor random, we need to find another way
to explain the phenomenon of hyperbaton. Traditional accounts are essentially
descriptive and only make very sketchy attempts at explaining the motivations behind
it, for instance “emphasis” or “personal involvement” of the author (cf. for instance
Marouzeau (1922), Sjöstrand (1953), and Hofmann, Szantyr & Leumann (1965)). Also,
since the focus is generally on identifying a typology of categories, the data in the
examples is normally collected from a wide and incoherent range of sources, including
poetry, other metrical texts such as Plautus, the epistolary genre, and prose. Without
any strict criteria for selection, scholars have been able to find examples in support of
widely divergent suppositions. Comparison with continuous examples from the same
(or at least similar) texts are rare.
These tendencies are often present also in more recent scholarship on the issue, in
which motivations for hyperbaton have been examined within different modern
linguistic frameworks, ranging from pragmatics to generative grammar. However, they
have a common denominator in that data is collected from a wide variety of prose
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authors, and the texts can vary greatly in terms of chronology, genre, and style.1
Comparisons with continuous data occur only occasionally and usually in order to
indicate the existence of so-called “minimal pairs” of examples that are identical apart
from the occurrence of hyperbaton in one of them.2 Due to these mainly methodological
issues, the proposed explanations are often rather inconclusive in nature.
1.1 Aim
In this study, I propose to examine the use of hyperbaton within a single text, namely
Cicero’s speech Pro Milone.3 Whereas I do not expect this more restricted material to
yield a large number of “minimal pairs”, it is, on the other hand, uniform in regard to
genre, time period, author, and audience. This will allow me to concentrate on the
importance of discourse dynamics and text-internal considerations.
Focus will be on possible triggers and motivations for hyperbaton, and why such a
structure occurs rather than a continuous one. In particular, the following questions will
be examined:
I)

What are the relevant parameters for describing hyperbaton in noun phrases?
Are there any types that are more frequent than other? Significant variables
in view of establishing a typology may be:
a. type of modifier,
b. whether the modifier or the head is moved to the left-ward position,
c. what kind of material intervenes between the two.

II)

Can any tendencies be observed about the motivations for hyperbaton on the
basis of its use in Cicero’s Pro Milone?

III) Is there any variation in the use of hyperbaton throughout the speech and if so,
why may this be? How well does the data in this study correspond with the
results of previous research? What explanations could be given for possible
deviations?
1.2 Structure of this study
The study is divided into eight chapters. The introductory chapter introduced the issue
and the aim of the study. Chapter 2 presents the chosen material, method, and the
theoretical framework used in the analysis. Chapter 3 reviews some of the previous
research on the matter, focusing on three different approaches to the question. Chapters
4–7 discuss the data yielded by the speech. In Chapter 4, I investigate the conditions
for hyperbaton, including a discussion of different types of intervening material.
1

It is remarkable that Plautus is often included among these “prose” authors, without any comment on
the metricality of his texts.
2
As in the following examples with a prepositional head, taken from Devine & Stephens (2006:571):
in tres partes (Cic. De Inv 1.57)
tres in partes (Cic. De Nat Deor 2.75).
3
All textual references henceforth concern this text, unless otherwise specified.
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Chapter 5 examines hyperbaton with different types of modifiers, whereas Chapter 6
treats the cases where the discontinuous element is a genitive. Chapter 7 discusses some
minor types of hyperbaton. In Chapter 8, lastly, I attempt some more general analyses
of the material presented, before drawing the conclusions. An appendix containing
English translations of all the Latin examples was added at the end.

2. MATERIAL, METHOD AND THEORY
This chapter presents the text chosen for the study and the grounds for its selection.
Furthermore, it specifies the principles applied in the collection, classification and
interpretation of the data. Lastly, it places the study within an appropriate theoretical
framework, and provides the reader with definitions of the terms and concepts used in
the discussion and analysis of the data.
2.1 Material
2.1.1 Prose, Cicero, rhetoric
In selecting material for this study, a prose text was preferred over poetry, in order to
eliminate metrics as a decisive factor for whether hyperbaton occurs or not. Cicero is a
central author for Latin prose. He was a model for correct and stylistically pure Latin
already in Antiquity and still is. Among the different genres in which Cicero wrote,
lastly, the choice fell on oratory. While the epistolary texts are often rather short and
contain many elliptic sentences, and the philosophical works are clearly aimed at a
restrained, highly literate audience, the speeches were generally aimed at a somewhat
wider audience.
2.1.2 The speech
The speech chosen, Pro Milone, is one of Cicero’s longer speeches, approximately
10 700 words. My expectation was that the length of the speech would increase the
number of instances to analyse, as well as the chances to find appropriate continuous
material for comparison.
Pro Milone is a central speech in Cicero’s political career. It was held in 52 BC
before a special court where Cicero’s friend and political ally Milo was on charge for
the brutal murder of his political enemy Clodius Pulcher on the Via Appia. Milo, who
had been elected consul for the following year, was one of the men who had contributed
to the efforts made in favour of Cicero’s recall from his forced exile from Rome in 58
BC. Moreover, the other protagonist of this speech, P. Clodius Pulcher, who had been
a candidate for the praetorship of the year of 51 BC, was also Cicero’s own political
enemy and the man responsible for his forced departure from Rome.
Cicero mainly builds the defence upon a comparison between the characters of
Milo and Clodius respectively, claiming that everything points to that it was Clodius,
rather than Milo, who planned to murder the other. This contrast between the two
protagonists is thus a frequently recurrent theme throughout the speech.
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It should be pointed out that the preserved text is unlikely to give the exact wording of
the speech as delivered before the court; it was probably modified and rewritten before
its subsequent publication by the author, as we know often happened with speeches
both by Cicero and other orators at that time. The fact that the case was lost may also
have induced some changes in the speech before its publication. If one is to believe
Cassius Dio, these changes were quite substantial.4
2.1.3 Edition
In this study, I used the LOEB online edition of Pro Milone, since it is readily available
and contains a parallel translation for the reader who is unfamiliar with the Latin
language. Nevertheless, I am aware of the problem of “unstable” word order in the
transmission process of ancient texts.5 In further research, one might thus prefer to
consult a critical edition that indicates variations in word order. For the purposes of the
present study, however, I estimated a standard edition to be satisfactory.
2.2 Method
First, a brief comment on terminology seems necessary: instead of “hyperbaton”, the
term “discontinuous noun phrase” is often used within contemporary linguistics: the
two concepts are essentially synonymous and will be used interchangeably in the
present study.
2.2.1 Corpus building and organization of data
As a first step of data collection for the study, I excerpted all noun phrases from Pro
Milone and inserted them into an Excel-file. Subsequently, the noun phrases consisting
of more than a bare noun were tagged in the following way:
•
•
•

Type of head
Type of modifier
Intervening element (only discontinuous NPs).

The most pertinent criteria in this proved to be the last two: type of modifier and type
of intervening element. This information enabled easy classification and organisation
of the DNPs into different categories, in preparation for the examination of the data. In
addition to these criteria, a column for constituent order was added, and one for glossing
of the examples.
4

Cassius Dio 40.54.3: “When Milo, in banishment, had read the speech sent to him by Cicero, he wrote
back saying that it was lucky for him those words had not been spoken in that form in the court; for he
should not be eating such mullets in Massilia (where he was passing his exile), if any such defence had
been made. This he wrote, not because he was pleased with his condition,—indeed, he made many
efforts to secure his return,—but as a joke on Cicero, because the orator, after saying nothing useful at
the time of the defence, had later composed and sent to him these fruitless words, as if they could then
be of any service to him.” (Transl. Earnest Cary)
5
Variations in word order are rather common in different manuscripts, and one can easily see how a
scribe may be tempted to normalize a highly marked word order, or even do so unconsciously when
copying, automatically writing the words in a more basic order.
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2.2.2 Definition of hyperbaton
The noun phrases were defined as discontinuous when one or more of its components
were separated from the other(s) by insertion of elements that should not be interpreted
as part of this noun phrase. The dislocated components appearing in the leftward
position comprise heads of the noun phrase as well as any kind of modifier or argument
of the noun. However, what kind of elements should be considered as external to the
noun phrase is sometimes less straight-forward than it might at first seem, and this issue
will be further discussed in chapter 4.
Nevertheless, some categories were immediately discarded. Only attributive
adjectives were considered whereas predicative ones were excluded, since they are
external to the first NP, rather constituting the predication of the clause. Secondary
predicates were treated in the same way.
Relative clauses, as well as some other types of clauses,6 can be interpreted as
attributes to a noun. Such clauses are not necessarily adjacent to the noun they modify,
as in:
(2) neque eorum quisquam, quos undique intuentis, unde aliqua fori pars aspici potest, et
huius exitum iudicii exspectantis videtis (3).

Though attributive in nature and thus similar to adjectives, their function is most
frequently to add a predication about the noun and therefore comparable to predicatives,
hence excluded from my study. Similarly, participles have been convincingly argued to
be derivable from relative clauses (they are “reduced relative clauses”, cf. Cinque 2010)
and were therefore also excluded.
Lastly, there are a number of instances of what we may call “null head modifiers”
(cf. Devine & Stephens 2006:593), where the modified head is ellipsed:
(3) …cum T. Annius ipse magis de rei publicae salute quam de sua perturbetur (1).

Sua here is not to be considered as an additional, discontinuous modifier to salute in
the preceding prepositional phrase, but to an individual head, ellipsed in order to avoid
repetition. This is particularly clear in the case above, where the preposition de is
repeated, since prepositions without a nominal complement are usually not allowed in
Latin.7 Even if other examples may not be quite as clear-cut as this one, it is normally
unproblematic to distinguish the null head modifiers from instances of hyperbaton: they
are usually parallel to another modifier in the clause (as rei publicae in the example
above). Null head modifiers have not been included among the discontinuous noun
phrases in my corpus; nor have they been counted among the continuous ones, since
this would unjustly “dope the statistics”.

6

E.g. certain ut-clauses.
Devine & Stephens present a few exceptions to this rule, most of them in verse, or in deliberately
archaizing language (2006:572).
7
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2.2.3 Data
In Table 1 below, I present the result of my data collection. The figures include:
•
•
•
•

Bare NPs (consisting of a single noun without any modifiers or complements)
Simple NPs (noun + modifier)
Projecting NPs (consisting of a noun that projects a genitive argument)
Complex NPs (consisting of a noun and more than one modifier and/or
complement).

Complex NPs have been indicated as separate category, but were not included when
calculating the rate of discontinuity, since I preferred to classify the hyperbaton
according to the type of modifier instead. The figures in the “Total” column thus reflect
the sum of the other columns, complex NPs excluded. The two last rows were added in
order to give an easy overview of the number of discontinuous instances in these
categories; they are included in the figures above (e.g. among the 15 DNPs with an
adjective modifier, 4 are head-first and 1 involves raising over a prepositional head).
Not included in the table are the five instances of conjunct hyperbaton collected
from the corpus (cf. section 7.2).
Table 1: Noun phrases in Cicero’s Pro Milone
Contin.
Disc.
Total
%

Bare N
–
–
1668
–

NA/AN
296
15
311
4,8

NDem/DN
168
8
176
4,5

NPoss/PN
151
13
164
7,9

NPP/PPN
37
6
43
14,0

NQ/QN
87
28
115
24,3

InterrN
20
9
29
31

NG/GN Complex NPs
270
189
21 (28)8 29
291 (298) 218
7,2
13,3

Total
1029
107
2804
9,4

Head
PP

–
–

4
1

2
1 (+2)9

4
1

4
0

2
5

0
1

10
(3)10

26
14

7
0

There are several factors that make statistics problematic in a corpus such as this: how
does one for instance consider adjectives in nominal or adverbial clauses such as
appositions and ablative absolutes, where there is no other constituent that might
intervene? Can these confidently be considered as continuous? Would this not disturb
the statistics in favour of this category? And how does one count series of conjoined
adjectives where perhaps only one (or none) of them is discontinuous? Should one
count the first ones as continuous null head modifiers and the last as discontinuous, not
count the first ones at all, or count all of them as discontinuous? The ambiguous
instances are many.11
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I have excluded seven instances of relative genitive possessors (three of them occur with a
prepositional head), cf. the discussion in chapter 8.
9
In addition to one instance with the regular demonstrative eo, there are two instances with a linking
relative, semantically parallel to demonstratives.
10
These only include relative possessors.
11
I have counted appositions, e.g. virum optimum, as continuous, ablative absolutes as predicatives
(thus not included), and conjoined adjectives as a single modifier.

10

In addition to this, there is an important discussion to be held about what kinds of
intervening elements that really cause “true” hyperbaton (see chapter 4), which further
complicates the picture.
The risk of giving too much importance to statistics is that “one substitutes
statements of the probability of occurrence for statements of the precise conditions
which lead to the actual occurrence” (Tomlin, 1995). In the present study, we are
particularly interested in such “precise conditions” and not in the figures themselves.
The percentages in the table above thus mainly have the function to provide the reader
with an overview of the amount of data analysed, as well as a very general idea about
the proportions of the phenomena discussed within the corpus. They are also useful for
comparing different categories.
Out of the circa 2800 noun phrases in the speech, about a third (1136) consist of a head
and at least one attribute. Of these, 107 were analysed as discontinuous, i.e. slightly
under 10%. Complex noun phrases, consisting of a head and at least two modifiers
and/or genitives, were considered discontinuous when at least one of these attributes
was found separated from the head. As is clear from the figures in Table 1, the
proportion of discontinuous noun phrases varies greatly across categories, ranging from
4,5 % with demonstratives to 31 % with interrogatives.
Simple proper names were counted along with the bare noun phrases, but where there
is more than one name, they were analysed as N + N (a kind of apposition), since these
noun phrases also occur as discontinuous (cf. section 4.2):
(4) Cum se ille fugiens in scalarum tenebras abdidisset, magnum Miloni fuit conficere
illam pestem nulla sua invidia, M. vero Antonii maxima gloria? (40).

There are also some very close lexical units such as rem publicam, nescio quo and
tribunus plebis that are comparable with compounds and therefore counted with the
bare nouns. Fossilized lexical items, such as quam ob rem, have not been considered as
DNPs. In fact, due to the adverbial nature of this expression, I have not counted it as a
NP at all.
2.2.4 Interpreting the data
A major difficulty when it comes to evaluating Latin data is the fact that the language
has no living native speakers. In researching modern languages, scholars normally have
recourse to mother tongue speakers when deciding if an expression is grammatical,
clarifying nuances of meaning, and inquiring about differences in intonation and stress.
Since this possibility is not available for Latin material, scholars have to scrutinise the
surviving texts for any such evidence instead.
In the present study, the evaluation of the discursive, semantic and syntactic
qualities of each instance of hyperbaton was mainly done on the basis of the
surrounding text (both preceding and following). In the discussion of the data in
chapters 4–7 below, larger segments of the textual context have been included for
11

clarity of argumentation and to enable the reader to easily check the claims made. It is
inevitable that there is a large component of interpretation involved when analysing
Latin texts; the reader may of course come to different conclusions.
Subsequently, the discontinuous noun phrases have been systematically compared
to continuous examples within the same corpus. These function as a sort of “control
group”, in order to rule out as many other possible motivations for hyperbaton as
possible. Because of the large number of continuous NPs in the corpus, only a few were
chosen as comparative material in each instance. Important aspects for their selection
were:
•
•
•
•

identical lexical items (if examples with the same lexical items could be found,
these were preferred, if not, semantically close examples were chosen);
syntactic parallelism (e.g. both examples are indirect objects);
similarities in the discourse context (e.g. both examples are in indirect
questions);
vicinity within the text.

2.3 Theory
When producing or interpreting language, we generally expect that words belonging
together semantically should also be adjacent in the spell-out. In this sense, hyperbaton
represents a kind of “violation” (cf. Oniga 2014:223) of the regular expectations on
language, a violation that needs to be explained.
The analysis in this study will mainly refer to syntactic theories within the tradition
of generative grammar, and in particular some recent minimalistic proposals. In
addition to this, concepts from the field of pragmatics will be central to the discussion.
Some features pertaining to semantics or prosody will occasionally be mentioned.
However, following Giusti (2018), I believe that the syntactic considerations are
paramount, and that no pragmatic (or other) factors can produce constructions that are
syntactically unacceptable. Syntax describes how lexical elements are mapped onto a
structure by a speaker in a way that allows them to convey a message that is readily
interpretable by the receiver. In this perspective, word order merely represents the
surface structure of language, and frequently does not reflect how single elements
combine into larger chunks of meaning. This is what we need the theoretical models to
explain.
The brief survey presented here makes no claims of being exhaustive. The reader
unfamiliar with the topics treated may therefore want to consult some of the works
cited, where Oniga’s (2014) Latin. A linguistic introduction is an excellent starting
point. For coherence of exposition, I will first present some concepts from pragmatics,
then move on to account for the syntactic framework, before closing with some useful
notions of a semantic and prosodic character.

12

2.3.1 Pragmatic functions
Pragmatics is the linguistic field concerned with language in terms of its communicative
function. In this perspective, discursive context is of major importance for the analysis.
A central concept is that of information structure of an utterance, asking questions such
as: What is the statement about?, What is the core of the information it provides?,
Which elements constitute presuppositional knowledge?
In spoken language, such features are usually encoded in the prosody. Consider the
following examples (capitals are used to indicate a heavily stressed element):
(5) a. You gave him FLOWERS?
b. You gave HIM flowers?
c. You GAVE him flowers?
d. YOU gave HIM flowers?

Without this kind of marking, and without access to intonation, the four sentences above
may easily be taken to have identical meanings, when in fact they do not. In (a), the
focus is on the flowers, as opposed to any other object that could have been given. In
(b), the question concerns the receiver of the gift, and in (c) the act of giving itself
(instead, for example, selling them). The last example (d) implies that the relation
between giver and receiver might have been reversed.
The terminology that will be used in my study in the one developed within
Functional Grammar (FG). The examples in (5) above all involve a focalized
constituent (in capitals), but FG also identifies a number of other functions and features;
the ones relevant for the present study are presented here. The topic of a clause is the
constituent, usually a noun phrase, that it provides information about. It is usually either
old or presuppositional information and typically appears in initial position. The focus,
on the contrary, is the constituent that provides (the main piece of) new information in
the clause. Tails, like topics, are typically old information but do not identify what the
sentence is about. Devine & Stephens (2006:17) suggest that their function is to
“lexically instantiate” obligatory verbal arguments, and to “confirm the hearers’
assumptions or refresh their memory about old or inferable information”. As their name
indicates, they appear at the end of the clause.
In addition to these pragmatic functions, there are also so-called pragmatic features,
that can be combined with the former. The most important such feature is contrast,
which can be combined with both topics and foci. The constituent can either be
explicitly contrasted with another element in the discourse context, or implicitly with
some other element easily identified by the audience. Spevak (2010:47) also mentions
emphasis as a pragmatic feature that stresses the author’s personal evaluation of a piece
of information. I have not found this concept very useful for my own analysis. The term
is also, inconveniently enough, easily confused with the prosodic feature.
While linguists usually agree on these general categories of pragmatic functions,
those working within different pragmatic frameworks usually identify a number of
subtypes within the categories, such as strong and weak focus, and even sub-subtypes
of these, such as narrow and broad scope focus. This kind of very fine distinctions have
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not been considered useful for my analysis. There are also some competing perspectives
on how the pragmatic functions can be combined. For instance, while Devine &
Stephens (2006) frequently identify both topicalized and focalized constituents in the
same clause, Rizzi (1997) distinguish two main types of information structure in
clauses: topic–comment and focus–presupposition. These two types can actually be
combined in his proposal as well, but under more restrictive conditions (cf. section 2.3.2
below).
The identification of pragmatic functions in Latin texts has far-reaching
consequences for their interpretation. Indeed, the fact that specific positions in the
clause are not reserved for specific syntactic functions seems to make them sensible to
pragmatic considerations instead. However, the fact that some word orders never appear
in our sources and that there are considerable variations in frequency among those that
do (cf. Giusti 2018), suggests that we also need a structural model that accounts for
how constituents are allowed to combine.
2.3.2 Syntactic model
The main syntactic framework in the study is that of generative grammar, including the
functional projections proposed by Rizzi (1997), Giusti (2006), and Giusti & Iovino
(2016) that allow us to account for discourse oriented features.
Central to the theory is the idea that word order is not just the matter of mere
ordering, but the result of how constituents combine with each other in order to convey
a meaning that is more than just the sum of the separate words. Lexical items project
structure with empty positions where other words can be positioned in order to merge
with them. Each such projection contains three positions: head, complement and
specifier, as in Figure 1.
XP
X´
Spec
Head = X

Comp

Figure 1: Phrasal positions

These positions are obligatory, but that does not mean that they have to be filled – they
can be interpreted even though they are not represented by an overt element at spellout. The highest node of such a projections represents the full phrase, named after its
head. The intermediate node, where the head merges with its complement, is called X´.
If the head has more than one complement, as for instance a trivalent verb has, an
additional X´-node is added. Apart from these positions, the phrase can also contain
non-mandatory elements, so-called “adjuncts”, usually adjectives or adverbs. These are
not full projections, and their insertion into the structure is less strictly regulated than
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that of complete phrases. However, following Giusti & Iovino (2016), I will assume
that they are always adjoined to the left of the head.
The present study is concerned with noun phrases, which can be described
according to the schema in Figure 1. However, it is important to note that most nouns
do not project argument structure; in fact, only event nouns seem to have the full
structure parallel to verbs, where the specifier and complement positions are filled with
elements parallel to the subject and the direct object in the verb phrase respectively.
Many generative accounts also project a determiner phrase-layer above the NP,
which can host elements such as demonstratives and articles. However, it seems that
this DP-layer is interpreted simultaneously with the NP and we will therefore treat
discontinuous elements in the DP as cases of hyperbaton. Giusti & Iovino (2016) opt
for the term “nominal expression” instead of noun phrase in order to avoid the issue of
the highest projection of the N in Latin. In the present study I will use the term noun
phrase for convenience, although demonstratives will also be considered as part of the
nominal projection. The fact that quantifiers can co-occur with other determiners, as in
“all these books are interesting”, has led scholars to posit a QP-layer above the DP (cf.
Oniga 2014:193).These modifiers have also been included in the present study.
Concerning the clause, generative grammar posits that it consists of three layers:
• The VP-layer, where V stands for “verb”. It contains a description of an event
and this is where the verbal head satisfies its empty positions and assigns
thematic roles to its complements.
• The IP-layer, where I stands for “inflection”, and which corresponds to
elements of verbal morphology.
• The CP-layer, where C stands for “complementizer”, and which allows the
description of the event to enter into discourse.
Rizzi (1997) has convincingly argued that the CP-layer consists of more than one
projection.12 Evidence from a number of languages suggests that one needs to postulate
two complementizer positions, where some Cs choose the higher one (for instance,
“that” in English) and others the lower one (for instance, the 0 complementizer in
English). Rizzi calls the higher projection ForceP, for “declarative force”, which is the
projection that allows the clause to enter the discourse as, for example, the argument of
a declarative verb. The lower position he calls FinP, for “finiteness”; this projection
decides whether the verbal morphology in IP should be finite or non-finite.
Between these two C-projections, Rizzi postulates another two projections: TopP
(topic phrase) and FocP (focus phrase), that both relate to the pragmatic status of the
constituents that are placed there (cf. Figure 2). Some languages, he claims, have overt
particles that are placed in the head of these projections (1997:287); topicalized and
focalized constituents are placed in the specifier of the TopP and the FocP respectively.
In many clauses, either one constituent is topicalized and moved to the TopP while the
12

Similarly, many scholars working within generative grammar postulate more than one projection for
the IP-layer, which however will not be relevant in the present study.
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rest of the clause functions as a comment (e.g. “(as for) the flowers, you gave (them) to
him”); or one constituent is focalized and moved to the FocP, the rest of the clause then
functioning as a presupposition (e.g. “FLOWERS, you gave him”). In addition to these
syntactic movements, Rizzi points out that cross-linguistically, pragmatically marked
constituents are often accompanied by particular accentuation: topics have “comma
intonation”, whereas focalized elements carry heavy stress (1997:285).

Figure 2: Functional projections in the clause

Oniga (2014) postulates a TopP and FocP also at the left edge of the NP for Latin,
but in the present study I will follow the alternative theory presented by Giusti (2006).
She suggests that the functional projections at the left periphery of the NP are not an
exact parallel to that of the clause. Instead, she argues that the DP-layer at the left edge
of the NP is split into two projections (realising the features Case and Number
respectively) sandwiching a functional projection that most likely bears the feature
Contrast:
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Figure 3: Functional projections in the NP according to Giusti (2006).

This Contrast projection replaces TopP and FocP for the NP and allows us to explain
how an element of the NP can be contrastively fronted in some languages (e.g. in Italian,
cf. Giusti & Iovino 2016), but still appear below the article, thus clearly inside the
DP/NP. She also suggests that this projection, which can only host one single element,
also functions as an “escape hatch” from which the contrasted element can be further
extracted to one of the discourse functional projections in the CP-layer, thus causing
the NP to become discontinuous.
2.3.3 Semantic and prosodic notions
The semantics of hyperbaton will not be exhaustively treated in the present study. For
a more complete account on the matter, I refer the reader to the dedicated section in
Devine & Stephens (2006:591–602).
However, the notion of semantically light or “semantically vacuous” nouns
(Devine & Stephens 2006:455) will be relevant in this study. This phrase refers to nouns
such as homo and res, which essentially only stipulate that an entity is animate or
inanimate respectively. In such cases, the modifier carries a heavier semantic load in
the noun phrase, and it is more likely that the noun is placed in tail position.
Last in this theoretical survey, I will briefly mention some prosodic features. We
essentially lack any data concerning accentuation features such as stress and intonation
for Latin. However, there are some elements of information available: for instance, we
know from the scansion of metrical texts that forms of the copula/auxiliary esse can be
enclitic. But in general, the lack of this kind of data sometimes makes it difficult to
decide between two different pragmatic interpretations.
On a cross-linguistic scale, research has shown that the accentuation of a clause (or
a phrase) often corresponds to some general way to pragmatics: for instance, the first
element is usually the most heavily accentuated and often corresponds to either a topic
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or focus constituent. After this, the most important drop in accent in the clause occurs.
This second position in the clause (or phrase) often hosts unstressed (or weakly
stressed) elements, like the copula, auxiliaries, weak pronouns or enclitics of any kind,
and is called the “Wackernagel” position after Swiss linguist and philologist Jacob
Wackernagel who first formulated this principle. While this position represents the
largest accent drop in the accent, the least accentuated position in the clause in absolute
terms is often the final one, which makes it suitable for hosting tail material.

3. PREVIOUS RESEARCH
In this short survey of previous research, I will mainly focus on questions of
methodology, material and conclusions about the motivations for hyperbaton in the
previous investigations. Three different approaches will be discussed: the study of J. N.
Adams (1971) and Powell (2010), working within a traditional syntactic framework;
the pragmatic survey conducted by Spevak (2010); and lastly, the theoretically more
multifaceted analysis carried out by Devine & Stephens (2006).
3.1 Adams (1971) and Powell (2010)
J. N. Adams’s (1971) article can be considered a landmark in studies on hyperbaton in
Latin for two main reasons. First, he drew attention to the problem of overgeneralizations about hyperbaton in some standard Latin grammars of the day, citing
among others Hofmann–Szantyr, Marouzeau and Fraenkel. These generalizations were
sometimes even diametrically opposed, as concerning the stylistic register of the
phenomenon, classified both as elaborate and colloquial by different scholars. Second,
Adams underlined the need for further, methodologically more systematic studies on
the subject, and inaugurated this path with his study of the type of hyperbaton where a
noun and its adjectival modifier are separated by an intervening verb.
A first significant point in Adams’s study is a redefinition of hyperbaton, where he
excludes for instance predicative adjectives because he finds it “doubtful if a reader
would have been aware of any disjunction at all” (1971:1). In fact, separation in these
cases, he adds, rather seems to be the standard solution.
In general, his study is a diachronic survey of the phenomenon, where he compares
its frequency from Cato (where it is rare) to the Empire (where it becomes a literary
mannerism), and in so-called Vulgar Latin. His hypothesis is that hyperbaton is an
artistic device, and that the main criterion for its appearance is the stylistic register of
the text. He supports this theory with material from a number of different authors,
genres and periods. In particular, he provides a quantitative survey of six of Cicero’s
speeches13 that employ different stylistic registers, which according to Adams would
explain the different rates of hyperbaton in them. He also notes its more frequent

13

The speeches examined are: Pro Rosc. Am., Pro Caec., Pro Marcell., Pro Arch., Pro Planc., Pro Rosc.

Com.
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occurrence in the conclusions of the speeches, which would also indicate a stylistic
motivation (1971:5).
Adams also discusses two other motivations for hyperbaton that are secondary to
the stylistic level. The first one is “emphasis” on one of the two disjoined words, where
one of them is “thrown into relief to highlight its antithesis” to another word. This is
comparable to the feature we will call contrast in the present study. He also mentions
that the phenomenon is particularly common with “emphatic adjectives expressing
quantity and size” (1971:2). Most of the examples he provides, however, are what we
today would classify as quantifiers, which most likely are external to the NP, and which
would explain why they are more prone to become discontinuous from the nominal
head. The last motivation for the employment of hyperbaton is prosody, and in many
cases the movement results in a double trochee which would have been considered more
euphonious. On this point, he supports his claim with references to the Rhetorica ad
Herennium and Quintilian, which both agree that it can be used as a tool for achieving
a good clausula (1971:2–3).
A last interesting observation made by Adams is that depending on the position
adjectives have in the neutral word order, they are positioned differently when
emphasised in hyperbaton, and what is significant is that they appear where they are
not expected. Thus, adjectives that usually precede their noun will be “thrown into
relief” by being placed in an unexpected postposition, and vice versa (1971:12).
Powell’s (2010) article takes as its point of departure this study by Adams and the
statement that the frequency of hyperbaton is largely dependent on the stylistic level it
aims at. Powell extends Adams’s survey of Ciceronian speeches to other genres, and
concludes that the phenomenon is not so much an indicator of stylistic register as of
orality (2010:184). However, he is careful to underline that one should not conflate the
two parameters oral/written and formal/informal (2010:168), and claims that a
stylistically elaborate text can also bear a mark of orality.
As a prior to his discussion of the different texts, Powell sets down a typology for
hyperbaton, arguing for a tripartite distinction based on the size of the intervening
material. Thus, he distinguishes:
•
•
•

Long-range hyperbaton, where the two components of the NP generally are
found at the extreme opposites of the clause.
Short-range hyperbaton, where a single word intervenes.
Double-focus hyperbaton, which is similar to the previous, but in addition
encloses a focalized word. However, he argues that this type is rare and decides
to ignore it in the further discussion.

Some types of attributes tend to occur more frequently in long-range hyperbaton, e.g.
determiners and quantifiers.
Furthermore, Powell also includes a welcome discussion on how to define
hyperbaton, not unlike the one found in chapter 4 below. In particular, he argues that
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any element that is part of the NP syntactically does not cause hyperbaton (cf. section
4.1 below). On the other hand, he considers that particles, weak pronouns, and forms
of esse cause “genuine hyperbaton” (2010:175), but at the same time refrains from
discussing them further, choosing to “treat them as invisible” in his further analysis.
Also noteworthy is that topicalized constituents are not considered as being part of the
same NP as their modifiers (at least not when the head is topicalized, which is the only
case he mentions).
3.2 Spevak (2010)
Spevak devotes a section at the end of her (2010) volume on Latin constituent order to
the phenomenon of hyperbaton. Her own investigations on this matter are rather
restricted, but in addition she provides an overview of previous studies on hyperbaton
within a pragmatic framework. Her own approach, more specifically, is that of
functional grammar, and her position in general is that Latin word order is the result of
a linearization of the constituents according to their discursive values. Where no such
motivation can be found she simply provides the data and tempts no further explanation.
Spevak regularly has recourse to statistics, though generally does not attempt to analyse
them. Instead, different word orders are simply labelled “frequent”, “common”, or
“rare” according to the figures, and in many cases, her investigations remain
inconclusive.
A rather general problem with the study is that the analysed corpora change from
one section to another, without any explanation as to why a certain material was deemed
more suitable for analysis in that specific case. The texts most frequently cited are the
historical narratives of Caesar and Sallust, sometimes with the addition of different
works by Cicero, or other classical authors. In other parts of the study, the BTL corpus
is used instead. This tendency also affect her treatment of hyperbaton, which represents
a subsection in her chapter on word order in the Latin noun phrase, and where she gives
an account of the frequency of the phenomenon in three works of different authors:
Caesar, Cicero and Sallust. She concludes that the figures are quite high (12 %), but
also that they vary greatly from one author to another (4 % in Sallust, 13 % in Caesar,
and 24 % in Cicero). A major problem of this discussion is that her sample is extremely
limited, consisting of only three hundred NPs in total, collected from different genres
(historical and philosophical respectively).
In addition to this survey, Spevak discusses previous studies within a pragmatic
framework on the matter, and concludes that the discontinuity can concern a topical
constituent as well as a focalized one, whereas the intervening material is not
“concerned with focality” (2010:276, citing de Jong 1986:22). The principal motivation
for hyperbaton, according to Spevak, is pragmatic and a means to assign either topic or
focus function to a constituent. However, she also refers to J. N. Adams (1971) for
examples of hyperbaton that seem to be prosodically motivated (2010:279), although,
she concludes that some of these cases may also have a pragmatic explanation. Last in
her examination of hyperbaton, Spevak mentions a case of hyperbaton where the
intervening words are not “only instrumental”, but where “two semantically related
words are brought close together and contrasted, as suam and quisque”. Apart from
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these cases though, she concludes that the interposed words in hyperbaton are of no
importance.
Apart from her main section on hyperbaton, Spevak also discusses what she calls
“obligatory hyperbaton” in the introductory chapter of the book. This phenomenon
occurs (more or less) automatically when “second sentence-position” particles such as
autem, enim and vero intervene between a nominal head and its modifier (2010:16–17,
23). Spevak does not consider these cases any further, but I will discuss their
significance in the present study (cf. section 4.3 below).
Another type identified by Spevak is that of “internal hyperbaton”, which concerns
the respective order of adjective modifiers and genitive complements within the noun
phrase. If the genitive intervenes between the adjective and the head noun, this is
considered a case of such internal hyperbaton, a classification that comes across as
rather odd, seeing that Spevak herself strongly opposes the idea of a neutral word order
for Latin (2010:2).
3.3 Devine & Stephens (2006)
Devine & Stephens’s (2006) study on Latin word order is conducted within a more
multifaceted theoretical framework than the studies discussed above, applying elements
from pragmatics, generative grammar, formal semantics, as well as some basic notions
of prosody. Their chapter on hyperbaton comes last in the volume, following a
discussion of word order in various continuous structures.
In general, they argue for the existence of a neutral, “unmarked” word order in
Latin prose (2006:8); alternative orders need to be explained by pragmatic, semantic,
or prosodic considerations (or a combination of these). The resulting constituent order
is the outcome of an “optimality calculus” (2006:17), where syntax is weighed against
these other factors in order to make communication as efficient and effective as
possible.
The syntactic model used in their analysis is derived from generative grammar,
including the discourse functional Top and Foc phrases theorized by Rizzi (1997).
However, they oppose the more minimalistic approaches developed within this
framework since the middle of the 1990’s (2006:7–8), and postulate discourse
functional projections not only for the CP-layer, but also in the VP, the NP and the AP
(2006:25–26). In addition, they postulate a “scrambling phrase” in the IP-layer,
available for movement of constituents without assignation of pragmatic functions.
This projection is used for evacuating unfocused elements from the base structure in
VP, since the verb and its arguments otherwise tend to receive a default, “broad scope
focus”. Figure 4, taken from Devine & Stephens (2006:28), provides an overview of
the structure they postulate (although, they add, these positions are not exhaustive):
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Figure 4: Clausal structure postulated by Devine & Stephens (2006).

Within the phrase, each complement has access to three different positions
(corresponding to the three main pragmatic functions: topic, focus and tail), and
chooses the one suitable for its pragmatic status (2006:26). The position of the
constituent in the structure is thus “determined primarily by discourse properties like
topic and focus rather than by grammatical properties like subject and object” (ibid.).
This proliferation of projections allows the authors to be vague about the exact positions
of constituents in the syntactic structure, since a number of different topic and focus
positions are available. In addition, Devine & Stephens only rarely cite the surrounding
textual environment in their analysis of the examples, making it impossible for the
reader to check their conclusions without consulting the source texts.
The main motivation for hyperbaton, according to Devine & Stephens, is focalizing
of the fronted element, or in other ways divergent pragmatic functions of the head and
the attribute. Similar to what they postulate for word order in continuous syntax though,
other factors may also come into the equation (e.g. prosody), and different types of
hyperbaton behave differently.
To sum up this brief survey, the previous studies presented above differ in a number of
regards. In particular, as was also mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, they
work within different theoretical traditions. But the divergences do not end there. While
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Adams’s and Powell’s articles are limited to the question of the stylistic register of the
device, the scope of Spevak’s and Devine & Stephens’s chapters is more general. While
the two former have a clear focus on the works of Cicero (though Adams also expands
his study with a diachronic dimension) and support their theories on the basis of statistic
comparison of different texts by this author, the two latter include works from a range
of authors. Spevak’s more limited survey accounts for previous studies conducted
within a pragmatic framework and also sketches some conclusions based on her own
inquiries. Devine & Stephens collect data from a variety of texts and their examples are
abundant, taking very fine-grained distinctions of a number of parameters (including
for instance the semantic category of intervening verbs, syntactic functions, etc.) into
account.
The approach in the present study takes a single text as its point of departure and
proposes to work with the data it yields for the establishment of a typology, and with
intratextual comparative examples to investigate the possible motivations behind the
device.

4. CONDITIONS FOR HYPERBATON
This chapter examines cases of discontinuity from the perspective of the intervening
material, in order to determine whether they are indeed cases of “true” hyperbaton
according to my definition, or if the discontinuity is merely apparent. It takes as its point
of departure the discussion of the noun phrase in the theoretical framework presented
above and our definition of hyperbaton as two elements of the NP separated by external
material. In particular, I will discuss whether different types of intervening elements
should be considered as part of the NP or external to it. As we will see, unorthodox
word order does not necessarily imply hyperbaton.
4.1 So-called “internal” hyperbaton
I will begin this chapter by briefly mentioning the phenomenon that Spevak (2010:272)
calls “internal hyperbaton”. This occurs when a genitive argument of the noun is placed
between it and an adjective (or other type of) modifier. Instead of a genitive noun, the
intervening element may also be a prepositional phrase modifying the noun. These are
some examples taken from my corpus (the first sentence counts no less than three cases
of medial PPs):
(6) a. quae quidem si potentia est appellanda potius quam aut propter magna in rem
publicam merita mediocris in bonis causis auctoritas aut propter hos officiosos
labores meos non nulla apud bonos gratia, appelletur ita sane, dum modo ea nos
utamur pro salute bonorum contra amentiam perditorum. (12)
b. …cum uxore veheretur in raeda, paenulatus, magno et impedito et muliebri ac
delicato ancillarum puerorumque comitatu. (28)
c. Quis enim erat civium qui sibi solutam P. Clodii praeturam sine maximo rerum
novarum metu proponeret? (34)
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Since these intervening elements themselves are internal to the noun phrase, instances
like the ones above cannot be considered cases of hyperbaton. In fact, subjective
genitives (as in (6b)) are regularly placed before the noun, whereas adjectives are
adjuncts and probably adjoined directly below the highest projection of the NP (Oniga,
2014:191–2). This would imply that the order A (Subj)GEN N is actually unmarked,
and referring to it as hyperbaton (whether “internal” or not) does not make much sense.
Indeed, Spevak’s account of the matter is all the more peculiar since she argues against
any unmarked constituent order for Latin (2010:2), and thus against any hierarchy
between different types of attributes of the noun.
No cases where the intervening material is internal to the NP will be considered as
instances of hyperbaton in the present study.

4.2 Proper names in apposition
Next, we will examine the case of appositional nouns which can be considered as
attributes to another noun. They are often directly adjacent to this noun, although not
necessarily. In particular, my corpus contains some interesting cases with appositional
proper names discontinued from the noun they describe:
(7) a. Itaque in eadem ista Appia via cum ornatissimum equitem Romanum P. Clodius M.
Papirium occidisset (18)
b. Quid? si haec non dico maiora fuerunt in Clodio quam in Milone, sed in illo
maxima, nulla in hoc, quid voltis amplius? Quid enim odisset Clodium Milo, segetem
ac materiem suae gloriae, praeter hoc civile odium, quo omnis improbos odimus?
(35).

In both these examples, the inserted material is another proper name and the effect
created is one of stark contrast to the expectations of the audience. This is particularly
evident in (7a), where the two proper names which function as subject and object
respectively of the verb ‘to kill’ are juxtaposed in an unexpected way. There is also
contrast between the preceding ornatissimum equitem Romanum and P. Clodius, since
Clodius first of all was not an eques and secondly certainly not ornatissimum in
Cicero’s eyes.
Despite the obvious stylistic values of examples like the ones above, my judgment
is that such discontinuous appositions do not fill the requirements for DNPs. Following
the discussion in Oniga (2014:213–6), I will assume that appositional nouns constitute
separate NPs, parallel to the predicative NP in a sort of reduced copular clause (Oniga
calls them “small clauses” (SC)):
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SC

NP

NP

Figure 5 (cf. Oniga 2014:214)

Instances like these will thus not be considered as cases of hyperbaton in the present
study.
From the next section on, we will encounter intervening material that is more
ambiguous as regards being internal or external to the NP. The first category discussed
comprises particles and adverbs.
4.3 Particles and adverbs
A particle or adverb intervening in a NP can either modify a word within the phrase
itself, or the clause as a whole. While in the former case it clearly does not cause
hyperbaton, the latter is more difficult to judge. This is particularly evident in cases
involving discourse particles, some of which are regularly found in the second position
in a clause, i.e. enim and vero, as for instance in examples (8a) and (8e) below.
Spevak (2010:16) refers to this phenomenon as “obligatory hyperbaton” and does
not discuss it further. However, although these particles regularly occur second in the
clause, their position is not necessarily insignificant. As Spevak also admits, these
words are not “true enclitics”,14 and their placement in the Wackernagel position thus
cannot depend solely on prosody.
My corpus contains a number of instances with enim and vero, and the examples
discussed below are not exhaustive. Instances with igitur and tamen were also included
in the same category:
(8) a. Itaque in eadem ista Appia via cum ornatissimum equitem Romanum P. Clodius
M. Papirium occidisset, non fuit illud facinus puniendum; homo enim nobilis in suis
monumentis equitem Romanum occiderat (18)
b. Ille erat ut odisset primum defensorem salutis meae, deinde vexatorem furoris,
domitorem armorum suorum, postremo etiam accusatorem suum; reus enim Milonis
lege Plotia fuit Clodius, quoad vixit (35)
c. Cur igitur eos manu misit? Metuebat scilicet ne indicaretur, ne dolorem perferre
non possent, ne tormentis cogerentur occisum esse a servis Milonis in Appia via P.
Clodium confiteri. Quid opus est tortore? Quid quaeris? Occideritne? Occidit. Iure an
iniuria? Nihil ad tortorem: facti enim in eculeo quaestio est, iuris in iudicio. (57)
d. Hanc vero quaestionem etsi non est iniqua, numquam tamen senatus constituendam
putavit; (13)

14

As is another category also mentioned by Spevak (2016:17), namely the enclitics -que, -ne and -ve.
These do not possess any individual accent and their position is due strictly to prosodic conditions. I do
not believe that these are relevant in a study on hyperbaton.
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e. Cum se ille fugiens in scalarum tenebras abdidisset, magnum Miloni fuit conficere
illam pestem nulla sua invidia, M. vero Antonii maxima gloria? (40)
f. …cum honoris amplissimi contentio et dies comitiorum subesset… Hunc igitur
diem campi speratum atque exoptatum sibi proponens Milo, cruentis manibus scelus
et facinus prae se ferens et confitens ad illa augusta centuriarum auspicia veniebat?
(42–43)
g. Si ipse Cn. Pompeius, qui ea virtute ac fortuna est, ut ea potuerit semper, quae nemo
praeter illum, si is, inquam, potuisset aut quaestionem de morte P. Clodii ferre aut
ipsum ab inferis excitare, utrum putatis potius facturum fuisse? Etiam si propter
amicitiam vellet illum ab inferis evocare, propter rem publicam non fecisset. Eius
igitur mortis sedetis ultores, cuius vitam si putetis per vos restitui posse, nolitis… (79)
h. … si neque omnis confessio facti est inusitata, neque de causa nostra quicquam
aliter ac nos vellemus a senatu iudicatum est, et lator ipse legis cum esset controversia
nulla facti, iuris tamen disceptationem esse voluit et ei lecti iudices isque praepositus
est quaestioni, qui haec iuste sapienterque disceptet… (23)

In a language with few constraints on word order, it is not insignificant to place a
particular constituent first in the clause (i.e., the “obligatory hyperbaton” could easily
have been avoided by placing another constituent first). Indeed, when we examine the
examples above closer, we discover that the constituents in clause initial position are
all assigned topic function.
In examples (8a–c), the particle enim resumes an element from the preceding
discourse context which is presented as the topic of the next clause. In (8d–e), vero
introduces a weakly contrasted topic: in (8d), the preceding paragraphs discuss some
general slander against both Milo and Cicero himself mentioned by the prosecutor, so
vero marks the return to the case at hand; in (8e), Antonii is contrasted with Miloni in
the preceding clause. Since the constituent split by the particle is a proper name in this
example, it is clear that it is the whole constituent that is contrastively topicalized and
not just the first word (e.g. not “Marcus Antonius, rather than his brother Lucius”).
Similar to enim, igitur in examples (8f–g) also resumes an element from the previous
context, and places it as topic of the clause. In (8h), lastly, tamen identifies iuris
(disceptationem) as a contrasted topic (cf. controversia … facti in the preceding).
In addition to these examples, there are a number of similar instances with adverbs that
occur less regularly in second position (either in the clause as a whole or in the noun
phrase):
(9) a. Unum genus est adversum infestumque nobis eorum, quos P. Clodii furor rapinis
et incendiis et omnibus exitiis publicis pavit; qui hesterna etiam contione incitati sunt
(3)
b. sin hoc et ratio doctis et necessitas barbaris et mos gentibus et feris etiam beluis
natura ipsa praescripsit (30)
c. … si denique umquam locus amplissimorum ordinum delectis viris datus est, ut sua
studia erga fortis et bonos civis, quae voltu et verbis saepe significassent, re et
sententiis declararent, hoc profecto tempore eam potestatem omnem vos habetis…
(4)
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d. Domi suae nobilissimus vir, senatus propugnator atque illis quidem temporibus
paene patronus… tribunus plebis M. Drusus occisus est. (16)
e. Et aspexit me illis quidem oculis, quibus tum solebat, cum omnibus omnia
minabatur. (33)
f. Quo, ut ante dixi, fuit insanissima contio ab ipsius mercennario tribuno plebis
concitata: quem diem ille, quam contionem, quos clamores, nisi ad cogitatum facinus
approperaret, numquam reliquisset. Ergo illi ne causa quidem itineris, etiam causa
manendi; Miloni manendi nulla facultas, exeundi non causa solum, sed etiam
necessitas fuit. (45)
g. Non est humano consilio, ne mediocri quidem, iudices, deorum immortalium cura
res illa perfecta: religiones me hercule ipsae, quae illam beluam cadere viderunt,
commosse se videntur et ius in illo suum retinuisse. (85)
h. Negant intueri lucem esse fas ei, qui a se hominem occisum esse fateatur. In qua
tandem urbe hoc homines stultissimi disputant? (7)
i. …reus enim Milonis lege Plotia fuit Clodius, quoad vixit. Quo tandem animo hoc
tyrannum illum tulisse creditis? (35)
j. Sed hic ea mente, qua natus est: quid vos, iudices? Quo tandem animo eritis? (101)
k. Nunc me una consolatio sustentat, quod tibi, T. Anni, nullum a me amoris, nullum
studii, nullum pietatis officium defuit:… hoc denique ipso die, si quae vis est parata,
si quae dimicatio capitis futura, deposco. (100)
l. Atqui si res, si vir, si tempus ullum dignum fuit, certe haec in illa causa summa
omnia fuerunt: insidiator erat in foro conlocatus atque in vestibulo ipso senatus; ei
viro autem mors parabatur, cuius in vita nitebatur salus civitatis; eo porro rei publicae
tempore, quo, si unus ille occidisset, non haec solum civitas, sed gentes omnes
concidissent. (19)
m. [Clodius] Eius igitur mortis sedetis ultores, cuius vitam si putetis per vos restitui
posse, nolitis, et de eius nece lata quaestio est, qui si lege eadem reviviscere posset,
lata lex numquam esset. Huius ergo interfector si esset, in confitendo ab eisne poenam
timeret, quos liberavisset? (79)

Some of these are ambiguous between clausal adverbs and modifiers of the preceding
element only. In (9a–b), for instance, etiam contributes to adding focus to the adjective
preceding it. In (9c), profecto seems to have a similar focalising function. Quidem in
examples (9d–e) likewise adds focus to a fronted demonstrative. In (9f–g), the particle
ne… quidem (itself discontinuous), straddles a contrastively focused element: causa in
(9f) is explicitly contrasted with the following facultas; in (9g), the scalar adjective
mediocri is implicitly contrasted with maxima (or a similar word). In examples (9h–j),
tandem enhances the focus on the constituent that it discontinues. Denique in (9k) has
a similar function, as does porro in (9l). In (9m), lastly, the function of ergo is similar
to that of igitur in (8f–g) above: it resumes an element from the previous discourse and
places it as topic of the clause.
Lastly, the corpus also contains a few instances where the intervener is more clearly
identifiable as a clausal modifier:
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(10) a. Quam ob rem si cruentum gladium tenens clamaret T. Annius: “Adeste, quaeso,
atque audite, cives: P. Clodium interfeci, eius furores, quos nullis iam legibus, nullis
iudiciis frenare poteramus, hoc ferro et hac dextera a cervicibus vestris reppuli, per
me ut unum ius aequitas, leges libertas, pudor pudicitia in civitate maneret,” esset
vero timendum, quonam modo id ferret civitas! (77)
b. Vos enim iam, Albani tumuli atque luci, vos, inquam, imploro atque obtestor,
vosque, Albanorum obrutae arae, sacrorum populi Romani sociae et aequales…
vestrae tum arae, vestrae religiones viguerunt, vestra vis valuit, quam ille omni
scelere polluerat; (85)

In both these examples, we note that the modifier separated from its head by the particle
is subsequently repeated with other nouns, and it is probably focalized, the intervening
particle reinforcing this focus. The example in (10b) may also be partly motivated by
euphonic reasons, avoiding close repetition of two identical endings. We can also note
the increasing alliterative pattern in this clause.
The particles and adverbs discussed above all seem connected with the identification of
pragmatic functions in the clause. The fact that a large majority of them are bi- or even
trisyllabic also makes a purely prosodic explanation less plausible. In fact, a parallel
might be drawn between particles like enim and igitur and Rizzi’s claim that some
languages have an overt head in TopP and FocP (1997:286–7). He refers to the studies
carried out by Aboh (1995, 2014) on the African language Gungbe, identifying both
topic and focus particles. Considering the evidence above, I believe that the particles
discussed above could be seen as Latin counterparts to these.
The NPs interrupted by a particle or adverb like these will not be included in my
study, since the whole constituent is obviously moved to the LP of the clause.

4.4 “Parenthetical” elements
In connection with this discussion of particles and how they contribute to identify
pragmatically marked constituents, I wish to briefly examine another phenomenon, that
I will call “parenthetical” elements. These have a function similar to the particles above,
and include vocatives, discourse markers like inquam, some instances of ut-clauses, etc.
Because they are like phrasal parentheses and do not require a syntactic explanation,
they are usually not mentioned in the literature. The examples below will give the reader
an idea of how they function:
(11) a. Est igitur haec, iudices, non scripta, sed nata lex (10)
b. Ubi denique tua illa, M. Tulli, quae plurimis fuit auxilio, vox atque defensio? (94)
c. nisi forte hoc etiam casu factum esse dicemus, ut ante ipsum sacrarium Bonae deae,
…, ante ipsam, inquam, Bonam deam (86)
d. “Ubi equites Romani illi, illi” inquit “tui”? (94)
e. Non est humano consilio, ne mediocri quidem, iudices, deorum immortalium cura
res illa perfecta: religiones me hercule ipsae, quae …, commosse se videntur et ius in
illo suum retinuisse. (85)
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f. Contulit se ad eius competitores, sed ita, totam ut petitionem ipse solus etiam invitis
illis gubernaret, tota ut comitia suis, ut dictitabat, umeris sustineret; (25)

In (11a), a vocative is inserted before a focused element, creating a pause and a sort of
suspense. The situation is the same in (11b), where the vocative is accompanied by a
relative clause that also adds to this effect. In examples (11c–d), the inserted
inquam/inquit adds contrast to the constituent they interrupt. In (11e), emphasis is
added to the focused constituent religiones… ipsae by the inserted oath. In our last
example, the inserted ut-clause functions as a comment to the preceding suis.
Although these elements obviously contribute to the assignation of pragmatic
functions in the clause, like the particles above, they will not be considered as causing
true discontinuity of a noun phrase.
Statistics for the categories excluded from my study are presented in Table 2 below.
For the sake of clarity, I also chose to include some of the types discarded already in
section 2.2.2.
Table 2: Number of excluded instances according to category
“Internal” hyperbaton
Appositional pronouns
Particles and adverbs
“Parenthetical” elements
Relative clauses (and other clauses)
Participles

25
3
45
13
78
7

4.5 “Wackernagel” elements
Next, we will examine the case of prosodically weak elements that are found in second
position in the clause. In two articles published in 1994, Adams investigated the clausal
positions of copular esse and of weak (unaccented) pronouns respectively. Similar to
the second position particles above, these are often placed in the so-called Wackernagel
position. However, Adams argues that the deciding factor is not that it is second in the
clause per se, but rather that it follows immediately upon a focalized constituent
(1994b:111–112). Five instances in the corpus involve an intervening weak pronoun,
of which three are the subjects of an AcI:
(12) a. Divisa sententia est postulante nescio quo: nihil enim necesse est omnium me
flagitia proferre. (14)
b. Quod si locus Miloni datus esset, probasset profecto tibi ipsi, neminem umquam
hominem homini cariorem fuisse quam te sibi; nullum se umquam periculum pro tua
dignitate fugisse (68)
c. Nisi vero gratius putat esse vobis sui se capitis quam vestri defensorem fuisse…
(81)

29

In (12a), omnium is contrasted with the pronoun me, and it is difficult to decide if the
pronoun in this case really should be considered unstressed. In (12b), however, this
seems to be the case, and the focus on nullum is confirmed by the following umquam.
Likewise, in (12c), sui is explicitly contrasted with vestri and plausibly carries focus.
The remaining two examples involve anaphoric pronouns:
(13) a. magnam ei causam, magnam spem in Milonis morte propositam, magnas utilitates
fuisse. (32)
b. Ubi denique tua illa, M. Tulli, quae plurimis fuit auxilio, vox atque defensio?
Mihine ea soli, qui pro te totiens morti me obtuli, nihil potest opitulari?” (94)

In (13a), the focus on magnam is evident from its repetition, whereas in (13b), mihi is
explicitly contrasted with plurimis in the preceding clause.
Generally, I have not considered subjects of finite clauses as being weak, given the
fact that weak pronominal subjects in Latin are inherent in the verb inflection.
Occurrence of a pronominal subject is therefore in itself an indication of a certain stress,
and they have been considered fully stressed constituents, thus causing hyperbaton
when inserted into a noun phrase.
Instances with (copular or auxiliary) esse15 as the intervening element include both
finite and infinitival forms of the verb:
(14) a. Quid? Quod caput est audaciae, iudices, quis ignorat maximam inlecebram esse
peccandi impunitatis spem? (43)
b. In Milone, qui etiam nunc reus est facti aut praeclari aut certe necessarii, an in
Clodio, qui… (43)
c. Magna vis est conscientiae, iudices, et magna in utramque partem, ut neque timeant
qui nihil commiserint et poenam semper ante oculos versari putent qui peccarint. (61)
d. …quis ignorat maximam inlecebram esse peccandi impunitatis spem? (43)
e. Non timeo, iudices, ne odio inimicitiarum mearum inflammatus libentius haec in
illum evomere videar quam verius. Etenim si praecipuum esse debebat, tamen ita
communis erat omnium ille hostis, ut in communi odio paene aequaliter versaretur
odium meum. (78)
f. sed tamen ex omnibus praemiis virtutis, si esset habenda ratio praemiorum,
amplissimum esse praemium gloriam. (97)

In the first two examples, the copula follows the head of the discontinued noun phrase,
which indeed seems to carry a certain focus. In (14c–d), the copula likewise follows a
head, this time preceded by an adjective which in both cases seems to carry a certain
focus, and stranding a genitive complement. In (14e), communis is focalized, whereas
amplissimum in (14f) could be either topicalized or focalized.

15

Existential esse is excluded, since it is considered as a regular verb, bearing individual stress.
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Although both these types of elements syntactically belong to a different constituent
than the NP they discontinue, their prosodically weak status may have attenuated the
effect of interruption in a way that makes it questionable if the audience would have
perceived them as such. Whether such instances should be considered discontinuous or
not is therefore ambiguous, but keeping this in mind I have still chosen to include them
in the analysis below. The examples with weak pronouns above are exhaustive of the
instances in the corpus; the DNPs interrupted by a copular/auxiliary esse amount to a
total of nine instances.

4.6 “True” hyperbaton
In the last section of this chapter, I will give a brief survey of some examples that are
undoubtedly cases of hyperbaton, to be further discussed in chapters 5–7. In most of
these instances, the intervening element is either a verb or a verbal argument. The verb
can occur in a number or different tenses and modes:
(15) a. cum videat aliquando gladium nobis ad hominem occidendum ab ipsis porrigi
legibus? (9)
b. Quamquam hoc animo semper omnes fuimus in patriae proditoribus opprimendis,
ut, quoniam nostra futura esset gloria, periculum quoque et invidiam nostram
putaremus; (82)
c. Eius igitur mortis sedetis ultores, cuius vitam si putetis per vos restitui posse,
nolitis, et de eius nece lata quaestio est, qui… (79)
d. Quod vero te, L. Domiti, huic quaestioni praeesse maxime voluit, nihil quaesivit
aliud nisi iustitiam, gravitatem, humanitatem, fidem. (22)
e. An vero, iudices, vos soli ignoratis, vos hospites in hac urbe versamini, vestrae
peregrinantur aures neque in hoc pervagato civitatis sermone versantur… (33)
f. Deinde—non enim video cur non meum quoque agam negotium—scitis, iudices,
fuisse… (47)
g. Ecquid adferebat festinationis, quod heres erat? (49)
h. “De me” inquit “semper populus Romanus, semper omnes gentes loquentur, nulla
umquam obmutescet vetustas (98)

It can also involve additional elements, or consist of a predicative:
(16) a. Insidiatori vero et latroni quae potest inferri iniusta nex? (10)
b. Addit haec, quae certe vera sunt, fortis et sapientis viros non tam praemia sequi
solere recte factorum quam ipsa recte facta; (96)
c. Quae si non probaret, si tibi ita penitus inhaesisset ista suspicio, nullo ut evelli modo
posset, si… (68)
d. Quis non arsit dolore, quem immortalem, si fieri posset, omnes esse cuperent, eius
ne necessariam quidem exspectatam esse mortem! (16)
e. Cum se ille fugiens in scalarum tenebras abdidisset, magnum Miloni fuit conficere
illam pestem nulla sua invidia, M. vero Antonii maxima gloria? (40)
f. nisi forte magis erit parricida, si qui consularem patrem quam si quis humilem
necarit, aut eo mors atrocior erit P. Clodii… (17).
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The intervening element may not be the superordinate verbal head itself, but one of its
arguments, most often the subject of the clause:
(17) a. quod suos quisque servos in tali re facere voluisset (29)
b. cuius illi conatus, ut ipse ratiocinabatur, nec cuperent reprimere, si possent… (32)
c. Cn. Pompeius, …, cuius sententiam senatus omnis de salute mea gravissimam et
ornatissimam secutus est… (39)
d. Huius vos animi monumenta retinebitis, corporis in Italia nullum sepulcrum esse
patiemini? (104)
e. cuius enim de illo incesto stupro iudicium decernendi senatui potestas esset erepta,
de eius… (13).

It can also be a superordinate nominal head:
(18) a. et huius exitum iudicii exspectantis videtis… (3)
b. vos tanti conservatorem populi, tanti sceleris ultorem non modo honoribus nullis
adficietis, sed etiam ad supplicium rapi patiemini? (80)

Lastly, it can be the head of a prepositional phrase to which the NP belongs, a
complementizer, or an entire PP that modifies the verb:
(19) a. Cur neque ante occurrit, ne ille in villa resideret, nec eo in loco subsedit, quo ille
noctu venturus esset? (51)
b. Contulit se ad eius competitores, sed ita, totam ut petitionem ipse solus etiam invitis
illis gubernaret, tota ut comitia suis, ut dictitabat, umeris sustineret. (25)
c. … cum omnes a meis inimicis faces invidiae meae subiciantur… (98)

In the following chapters, I will leave behind the parameter of the intervening element
and the analysis will instead focus on type of attribute in the NP. The exception to this
is the case of raising with prepositional heads, discussed in section 7.1.

5. MODIFIERS IN HYPERBATON
This chapter discusses instances of hyperbaton in the corpus according to a typology of
modifiers, treating in turn adjectives, prepositional phrase modifiers, possessives,
demonstratives, interrogatives and quantifiers. The different rates of discontinuity that
they display (cf. Table 1 above) justifies this separate treatment. In a majority of the
instances, the fronted element is the modifier rather than the head. However, there are
some cases of fronted heads, that will be discussed apart in section 5.7.
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5.1 Adjectives
Adjectival modifiers are adjuncts, and as such optional (not required by the syntax for
the clause to be grammatical). Their basic position is inside the NP, and in an unmarked
word order they would thus be preceded by any element present in the DP, such as a
demonstrative. Adjunction can be iterated, i.e. a single nominal head can in theory have
an infinite number of adjectival (or PP) adjuncts. Following Giusti & Iovino (2016), I
assume that all kinds of adjectival modifiers, as well as prepositional phrase modifiers,
are adjoined to the left of the head, and that postposed modifiers are obtained by
movement of the head (see section 5.7). Among the DNPs in this section, a majority
involve an evaluative (20) or descriptive (21) adjective:
(20) a. Quis non arsit dolore, quem immortalem, si fieri posset, omnes esse cuperent, eius
ne necessariam quidem exspectatam esse mortem! (16)
b. Quod igitur in causa quaerendum est, indagamus hic; quod tormentis invenire vis,
id fatemur. Manu vero cur miserit, si id potius quaeris, quam cur parum amplis
adfecerit praemiis, nescis inimici factum reprehendere (57)
c. si Milonem times, …,[si] contra Milonis impetum armata est, atque illa omnia in
hunc unum instituta, parata, intenta sunt, magna in hoc certe vis et incredibilis animus
et non unius viri vires atque opes iudicantur… (67)
d. multas tamen iam summorum imperatorum clarissimas victorias aetas nostra vidit,
quarum nulla neque tam diuturnam attulit laetitiam nec tantam. (77)
e. Prope ad immortalitatis et religionem et memoriam consecrantur: vos tanti
conservatorem populi, tanti sceleris ultorem non modo honoribus nullis adficietis, sed
etiam ad supplicium rapi patiemini? (80)
f. Quas res divinas talibus institutas viris! (80)
g. nisi qui nullam vim esse ducit numenve divinum… Est, est profecto illa vis… Ea
vis igitur ipsa, quae saepe incredibilis huic urbi felicitates atque opes attulit, illam
perniciem exstinxit ac sustulit (84);
(21) a. Potuitne Q. Fabricio, viro optimo, cum de reditu meo legem ferret, pulso,
crudelissima in foro caede facta (38)
b. Nuper vero cum M. Antonius summam spem salutis bonis omnibus attulisset
gravissimamque adulescens nobilissimus rei publicae partem fortissime suscepisset
(40)
c. sed tamen ex omnibus praemiis virtutis, si esset habenda ratio praemiorum,
amplissimum esse praemium gloriam (97)

In (20a), necessariam (mortem) is contrasted with immortalem in the preposed relative
clause and the adjective is moved to a focus position. Its focalized function is further
enhanced by the (discontinuous) particle ne… quidem. In the following example, Cicero
answers the prosecutor’s question why Milo rewarded the slaves that killed Clodius by
manumitting them. These “scanty rewards” are focalized and implicitly contrasted (or
perhaps explicitly, depending on how they were mentioned by the prosecuting side).
The discontinuous adjective magna in (20c) is a measure adjective, and a comparison
with other degrees is close at hand. The passage discusses the safety measures
surrounding Milo’s trial and Cicero is obviously ironic: “…then the force that this man
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is ascribed is indeed big”. In (20d) too, the adjective tam diuturnam is moved to a
focalized position; it is explicitly contrasted by means of the particle tam, “such a longlived…”. This clause also displays an instance of conjunct discontinuity (see section
7.2). (20e), like (20c), involves a measure adjective, in this case tanti. In (20f) an
implicitly contrasted talibus is separated from its head noun by a predicative participle.
In (20g), finally, the discontinuous adjective has been moved to a focalized phrase,
probably sandwiched by two topic phrases, *“which, often incredible, to this city,
fortunes and riches brought”.
It is also interesting that many of the discontinuous instances above are
superlatives, namely the examples in (21a–c). Devine & Stephens (2006:544) argue
that superlatives intrinsically attract focus since they “pick out members of a set that
are higher on a scale of comparison”. What they describe as focus may however be
better defined as contrast rather than focus (even though the two can be associated). It
should also be underlined that even if the superlative in example (21a) (and probably
also in (21b)) is absolute, this intrinsic quality of contrast still holds: the murder is “most
cruel” in comparison with murders in general.
The last occurrence of a discontinuous adjective to be discussed here is probably
best classified as relational, “of all” or “of common”:
(22) Non timeo, iudices, ne odio inimicitiarum mearum inflammatus libentius haec in
illum evomere videar quam verius. Etenim si praecipuum esse debebat, tamen ita
communis erat omnium ille hostis, ut… (78).

In this example, the adjective communis is discontinuous from the head hostis by
insertion of the subject of the clause ille. In its turn, the genitive complement of the
adjective (omnium) is separated from its head by the raised copula. Communis is
focalized and explicitly contrasted with Cicero’s own hatred for Clodius mentioned in
the previous clause (inimicitiarum mearum).
We will now examine some of the continuous examples in the speech and compare
them to the DNPs above, starting with evaluative adjectives:
(23) a. Quid enim nobis duobus, iudices, laboriosius, quid magis sollicitum, magis
exercitum dici aut fingi potest, qui spe amplissimorum praemiorum ad rem publicam
adducti metu crudelissimorum suppliciorum carere non possumus? (5)
b. quae quidem si potentia est appellanda potius quam aut propter magna in rem
publicam merita mediocris in bonis causis auctoritas aut propter hos officiosos
labores meos non nulla apud bonos gratia, appelletur ita sane (12)
c. P. Clodii mortem aequo animo ferre nemo potest: luget senatus, maeret equester
ordo, tota civitas confecta senio est, squalent municipia, adflictantur coloniae, agri
denique ipsi tam beneficum, tam salutarem, tam mansuetum civem desiderant. (20)
d. Laudabam equidem incredibilem diligentiam Cn. Pompeii, sed dicam, ut sentio,
iudices: nimis multa audire coguntur neque aliter facere possunt ei, quibus tota
commissa est res publica. (65)
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If we compare (23a) with (20b), we notice that in the continuous instance, the entire NP
(spe) amplissimorum praemiorum is contrasted with the parallel metu crudelissimorum
suppliciorum, whereas in the discontinuous example, it is the adjective parum ampliis
only that is contrasted and focalized, whereas the head is implied. Example (23b) is
interesting because in this example, there is explicit contrast on the adjective magna
compared to the following mediocris. However, being part of a constituent that
represents non-focalized, circumstantial material, the adjective is prohibited from
moving to one of the pragmatic projections in the left periphery. It can be compared
with the measure adjectives in (20c) and (20e) where such movement to the FocP does
take place. Example (23c) was included because similar to (20d), it contains the particle
tam, although unlike the dislocated tam diuturnam, these adjectives are not contrastive.
Comparing (23d) with (20f) lastly, we note that focus in this clause is on the VP,
whereas the object NP is part of the presuppositional material (the preceding passage
discusses the safety measures taken against a violent resistance from Milo).
Let us next match the discontinuous superlatives in (21) above with some
continuous instances:
(24) a. nam si umquam de bonis et fortibus viris, si umquam de bene meritis civibus
potestas vobis iudicandi fuit, si denique umquam locus amplissimorum ordinum
delectis viris datus est, …hoc profecto tempore eam potestatem omnem vos habetis
(4)
b. Quid enim nobis duobus, iudices, laboriosius, quid magis sollicitum, magis
exercitum dici aut fingi potest, qui spe amplissimorum praemiorum ad rem publicam
adducti metu crudelissimorum suppliciorum carere non possumus? (5)
c. Nuper vero cum M. Antonius summam spem salutis bonis omnibus attulisset
gravissimamque adulescens nobilissimus rei publicae partem fortissime suscepisset
(40)

Remembering that superlatives are prone to carry intrinsic contrast, we must explain
why they fail to rise in these examples. In (24a), unlike the example in (21c), the NP
containing the superlative is non-focalized material, since the focus of the clause is
rather on the subject locus. Comparing (24b) with (21b), we recall from the analysis of
(23a) above that it is the entire NP including the head metu that is contrasted, and that
raising of the adjectival element would result in infelicitous pragmatics. In our last
example, the superlative is postnominal and thus cannot be contrasted. This may be
explained as a combination of two factors: first, the superlative is absolute, “a most
noble youngster”; second, neither the adjective nor the NP as a whole carries any
pragmatic function and is thus prohibited from rising to the left periphery of the clause.
Last in this section, we will compare (22) to some other instances with the
relational adjective communis:
(25) a. fuisse illum sibi inimicum, familiarem Milonem; in communi omnium laetitia si
etiam ipse gauderet, timuit ne videretur infirmior fides reconciliatae gratiae; (21)
b. Etenim si praecipuum esse debebat, tamen ita communis erat omnium ille hostis,
ut in communi odio paene aequaliter versaretur odium meum. (78)
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c. Quodnam ego concepi tantum scelus aut quod in me tantum facinus admisi, iudices,
cum illa indicia communis exitii indagavi, patefeci, protuli, exstinxi? (103)

In (25a), the whole PP of which the adjective is part is moved to a functional projection
at the left periphery. (25b) is interesting in view both of its textual proximity to and its
semantic affinity with (22). It is probably precisely the fact that the discontinuous
example directly precedes it that has rendered in communi odio presuppositional
material, which prevents hyperbaton. In (25c), lastly, communis exitii is simply
unfocalized, untopicalized material.
This section has treated NPs with adjectives of different classes as well as superlatives,
and systematically compared continuous and discontinuous instances from the corpus.
Many of these comparisons involve identical (or almost) lexical items; some also take
the syntactic function of the examples into account. As a result, these factors can be
ruled out as motivations for hyperbaton. Instead, the discussion above points to the
following parameters:
•
•
•

The adjective is part of a constituent that receives a pragmatic function (either
topic or focus);
The adjective is contrasted (either explicitly or implicitly)
The head that the adjective modifies is not contrasted; if it is, the adjective does
not becomes discontinuous.

Adjectives are the most frequent modifiers in the corpus (311 instances). However, only
15 of them16 are discontinuous from their noun, which is the second lowest rate (4,8 %)
for any modifier in my corpus.
5.2 Prepositional phrases
Prepositional phrase modifiers, like adjectives, are adjuncts to the noun phrase and thus
optional. According to Devine & Stephens (2006:214), this kind of modifier is
generally rare in Latin. However, my rather limited corpus counts 43 instances of it, of
which six are discontinuous from their head (14,0 %).17
The only two instances where the PP precede their head noun both involve the noun
quaestio:
(26) a. Sed quaestiones urgent Milonem, quae sunt habitae nunc in atrio Libertatis.
Quibusnam de servis? Rogas? De P. Clodii… De servis nulla lege quaestio est in
dominum nisi de incestu, ut fuit in Clodium. (59)
b. Eius igitur mortis sedetis ultores, cuius vitam si putetis per vos restitui posse,
nolitis, et de eius nece lata quaestio est, qui si lege eadem reviviscere posset, lata lex
numquam esset. (79)
16

Three instances will be discussed in section 5.7 (Head-first hyperbaton) and one in section 7.1
(Raising in prepositional phrases).
17
Four of these are head-first and will be discussed in section 5.7.
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In (26a), de servis is a topic continued from the preceding context, moved across an
adverbial to the beginning of the clause. The PP in dominum could also be interpreted
as a second discontinuous PP modifier of quaestio, if esse is interpreted as existential.
In (26b), the PP de eius nece is likewise topicalized and contrasted with qui…
riviviscere in the following relative clause. The focus constituent (lata) quaestio is in
its turn contrasted with the following (lata) lex.
The following two continuous NPs were chosen as comparative material:
(27) a. Quantum luctum in hac urbe fuisse a nostris patribus accepimus, cum P. Africano
domi suae quiescenti illa nocturna vis esset inlata? …num igitur ulla quaestio de
Africani morte lata est? Certe nulla. Quid ita? (16)
b. Potuitne illo die, cum est lata lex de me, cum totius Italiae concursus, quem mea
salus concitarat, facti illius gloriam libens agnovisset, ut, etiam si id Milo fecisset,
cuncta civitas eam laudem pro sua vindicaret? (38)

In (27a), the PP modifier repeats information mentioned in the previous context and
does not carry any contrast. In (27b), the PP likewise lacks contrast.
The rate of discontinuity with PP modifiers is 14 %, which is on the higher end of the
scale. In the examples above, the fronted PPs receive a pragmatic function separate
from that of its head (they are topics, whereas the heads are part of the predication and
have a lower informational value), which produces discontinuity.

5.3 Possessives
Possessive adjectives hold a midway position between pronouns and modifiers. Not
only does their inflection suggest an affinity with adjectives, but Oniga (2014:95–96n)
also claims that their pronominal use always presupposes the presence of a silent noun
(i.e. they are null head modifiers, see (3) above for an example).
In this section, I have included the adjectival possessives meus, tuus, noster, voster,
and suus, as well as the genitive pronoun eius, as being parallel to suus.18 While suus is
anaphoric and must be co-indexed with its antecedent, eius is used in all other cases
(Oniga 2014:95).
Out of the thirteen discontinuous instances, only four examples have the
discontinuous possessor following the head. These instances will be discussed in
section 5.7, but the fact is remarkable in itself, since the distribution among the
continuous instances in the corpus is almost equal (with a slight preference for the
postnominal position).19

18
19

Other genitive possessors will be discussed in chapter 6.
In addition, one instance concerns a PP and will be discussed in section 7.1.
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The eight remaining instances, where the possessive modifier is fronted and
precedes the head noun, comprise three instances where the intervening element is the
main verb (or predicate) of the clause:
(28) a. An vero, iudices, vos soli ignoratis, vos hospites in hac urbe versamini, vestrae
peregrinantur aures neque in hoc pervagato civitatis sermone versantur… (33)
b. Deinde—non enim video cur non meum quoque agam negotium—scitis, iudices,
fuisse… (47)
c. Quamquam hoc animo semper omnes fuimus in patriae proditoribus opprimendis,
ut, quoniam nostra futura esset gloria, periculum quoque et invidiam nostram
putaremus; (82).

In the first example, the discontinuous NP is the third in a sequence of three NPs
modified by vos, vos, vestrae: the possessor is obviously topicalized and implicitly
contrasted with everyone else (vos soli). In fact, there is a semantic parallel in this clause
between ignoratis, hospites and peregrinantur, pointing toward a repetition of the
information structure which may be an additional motivation for hyperbaton in this
example. In (28b), the possessor meum is contrasted with the person concerned by the
case at hand, i.e. Milo. The head noun is presuppositional material. The sentence in
(28c) contains two possessive adjectives nostra/nostram where only the first instance
is discontinuous (the second is predicative). The structure is chiastic, where nostra
functions as topic in the first clause and predication is the second, and the head nouns
are contrasted.
There are also three instances where there is a semantic connexion between the
fronted modifier and the inserted element, similar to the cases mentioned by Spevak
(2010:279):
(29) a. fecerunt id servi Milonis…, quod suos quisque servos in tali re facere voluisset (29)
b. Nisi vero gratius putat esse vobis sui se capitis quam vestri defensorem fuisse, …
honores adsequeretur amplissimos. (81)
c. Hunc sua quisquam sententia ex hac urbe expellet, quem omnes urbes expulsum a
vobis ad se vocabunt? (104)

In these three examples, the intervening material helps to reinforce the contrastive
feature of the fronted possessive. For instance, (29a) would translate “what each and
everyone would like his own slaves to do…”. Likewise (29c), “anyone on his own
initiative…”. In (29b), sui is also explicitly contrasted with vestri. This example is
interesting because the intervening material is the weak pronoun se, placed second in
the AcI-clause: the hyperbaton thus unites semantic, pragmatic and prosodic factors.
In the next instance the possessive eius is topicalized and placed at the beginning
of the clause:
(30) Quis non arsit dolore, quem immortalem, si fieri posset, omnes esse cuperent, eius
ne necessariam quidem exspectatam esse mortem (16).
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In fact, eius is anaphoric, and picks up the referent from the directly preceding relative
clause.
In the last case, the intervening element is a clausal adverb that cannot be
interpreted as part of the NP that it interrupts:
(31) Nunc me una consolatio sustentat, quod tibi, T. Anni, nullum a me amoris, nullum
studii, nullum pietatis officium defuit: ego inimicitias potentium pro te appetivi; ego
meum saepe corpus et vitam obieci armis inimicorum tuorum (100).

The possessive meum is explicitly contrasted with tuorum in the same clause (and with
tibi and pro te in the preceding clauses). This contrast is reinforced by the preceding
ego which is obviously stressed (otherwise it would be silent) and likely the topic of
the clause (“I, who…”). The NP meum… corpus et vitam on the other hand is probably
the focus, and the intervening adverb may contribute to reinforcing this function (“I,
who often exposed my own life…”).
Let us now compare the discontinuous instances above with some comparable data
among the continuous examples in the corpus:
(32) a. homo enim nobilis in suis monumentis equitem Romanum occiderat (18)
b. Itaque delegit ex florentissimis ordinibus ipsa lumina, neque vero, quod non nulli
dictitant, secrevit in iudicibus legendis amicos meos; neque enim hoc cogitavit vir
iustissimus, neque in bonis viris legendis id adsequi potuisset, etiam si cupisset. Non
enim mea gratia familiaritatibus continetur, quae late patere non possunt, propterea
quod consuetudines victus non possunt esse cum multis (21)
c. Milonem…, partim, quod hunc iam interfectum putarent, caedere incipiunt eius
servos, qui post erant (29)
d. Nec vero me, iudices, Clodianum crimen movet, nec tam sum demens tamque vestri
sensus ignarus atque expers, ut nesciam quid de morte Clodii sentiatis (72).

In these cases, the NPs containing the possessive seem to be non-contrastive material
and the possessor generally predictable from the context, even though the NP as a whole
may receive a pragmatic function (e.g. eius servus in (32c)).
However, there are also some interesting cases where the whole NP modified by
the possessor is sharply contrasted with another element:
(33) a. Imperium ille si nactus esset, omitto socios, exteras nationes, reges, tetrarchas; vota
enim faceretis, ut in eos se potius immitteret quam in vestras possessiones, vestra
tecta, vestras pecunias (76)
b. Nolite, si in nostro omnium fletu nullam lacrimam aspexistis Milonis… (92).

In these cases, raising of the possessive alone would probably indicate undue contrast
(cf. the discussion about adjectives above, p. 35).

39

Including the post-head possessives in the corpus, the rate of discontinuity for this
category of modifiers is 7,9 %, which is on the lower end of the scale. In the analysis
above, contrast on the possessive seems to be a major factor for whether or not a NP
becomes discontinuous. However, as suggested by the comparative examples in (33),
hyperbaton does not seem to occur when this contrast concerns the NP as a whole.
5.4 Demonstratives
In this section, I examine the case of discontinuous demonstratives. The items present
in the corpus are: hic, iste, ille, is, idem and ipse. Of these, the first three are deictic and
“point to” something either in the real world or within the text. Is, on the other hand,
always refers to an element within the text, and is either anaphoric or cataphoric. Lastly,
idem and ipse have a somewhat special status, since they can either co-occur with any
of the deictic demonstratives or figure alone:
(34) a. hoc denique ipso die, … deposco (100).
b. …agri denique ipsi tam beneficum, …, tam mansuetum civem desiderant (20).20

Oniga classifies them as a separate category of “determinatives”, where idem expresses
a relationship of identity with an element already established in the context and ipse
contrasts a person or thing with another element (2014:98).
In a majority of the discontinuous instances, the intervening element is the main verb
of the clause:
(35) a. Nec vero non eadem ira deorum hanc eius satellitibus iniecit amentiam, ut… (86),
b. Quod si duodecim tabulae nocturnum furem quoquo modo, diurnum autem, si se
telo defenderet, interfici impune voluerunt, quis est qui… puniendum putet, cum
videat aliquando gladium nobis ad hominem occidendum ab ipsis porrigi legibus (9)
c. Nec vero haec, iudices, ut ego nunc, flens, sed hoc eodem loquitur voltu quo videtis.
(95).

In (35a), the fronted demonstrative is contrastively focalized, “such a madness, that…”
and further defined by the following ut-clause. In (35b), the focus is likewise on the
demonstrative ipsis (“the very laws themselves”), whereas legibus is deducible from
duodecim tabulae in the preceding context. In (35c) lastly, Milo’s constant expression
(hoc eodem (voltu)) is explicitly contrasted with Cicero’s own weeping (flens). The
head noun voltu probably carries low stress, since it can be predicted from the
surrounding context, that discusses Milo’s apparent lack of emotion in the court.
In another instance, the intervening material is the predicative adjective magis
divina:

20

Note that these two examples have not been considered as true hyperbaton, since the intervening
element is a particle.
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(36) Haec tu mecum saepe his absentibus, sed isdem audientibus haec ego tecum Milo:
“Te quidem, cum isto animo es, satis laudare non possum, sed, quo est ista magis
divina virtus, eo maiore a te dolore divellor (99).

The sentence above is part of a larger passage where the topic is Milo, and the
associated words te, isto and ista also achieve this status. In the clause containing the
hyperbaton, ista is topicalized but placed third after the complementizer and the copula.
The demonstrative also seems to carry a certain contrast, i.e. this virtue is specific to
Milo.
In the next instance, a genitive and its demonstrative modifier straddle the
superordinate nominal head:
(37) …quos undique intuentis, unde aliqua fori pars aspici potest, et huius exitum iudicii
exspectantis videtis (3).

In this example, the hyperbaton seems to emphasise the deictic force of the
demonstrative (“the outcome of this very trial here”), in a manner that a continuous
structure would not.
The corpus also contains two instances with head-first hyperbaton and one with
raising of a demonstrative in a PP, to be discussed in sections 5.7 and 7.1 respectively.
For comparison with these discontinuous instances, we will now examine some
continuous examples in detail. In the first set of examples, huius modifies the genitive
complement of a nominal head, as in (37):
(38) a. Quamquam in hac causa, iudices, T. Annii tribunatu rebusque omnibus pro salute
rei publicae gestis ad huius criminis defensionem non abutemur. (6)
b. populi grati est praemiis adficere bene meritos de re publica civis, viri fortis ne
suppliciis quidem moveri ut fortiter fecisse paeniteat. …si grata res publica esset,
laetaretur; si ingrata, tamen in gravi fortuna conscientia sua niteretur. Sed huius
beneficii gratiam, iudices, fortuna populi Romani et vestra felicitas et di immortales
sibi deberi putant; (82–83).

In (38a), huius can also be translated as “the present”, but the constituent does not
receive any pragmatic function. In (38b), huius beneficii is resumptive of the previous
discussion. It is thus topicalized, but there are no individual pragmatics on the
demonstrative involved.
Parallel to (35b), the following two examples, semantically as well as textually
close, were selected for comparison:
(39) a. Est igitur haec, iudices, non scripta, sed nata lex, quam non didicimus, accepimus,
legimus, verum ex natura ipsa adripuimus, hausimus, expressimus, ad quam non
docti, sed facti, non instituti, sed imbuti sumus, ut… (10)
b. etsi persapienter et quodam modo tacite dat ipsa lex potestatem defendendi, quae
non hominem occidi, sed esse cum telo hominis occidendi causa vetat… (11).
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Like (35b), (39a) also occurs in a PP, whereas (39b) is a lexical copy of (35b), though
in a different syntactic construction. The passage of the speech where the three
examples occur develops the idea that self-defence is sanctioned by the Roman laws.
In (39a), the whole constituent (ex) natura ipsa is focalized, but since there in no
individual contrast on either component hyperbaton fails to occur. In (39b), ipsa lex has
become old information and contrast on the demonstrative is not conceivable.
Next, we will examine the example in (35a), where the modifier hanc is both
cataphoric (it is further developed by the following ut-clause) and refers to the shared
knowledge of speaker and audience (i.e. how Clodius’ followers reacted upon his
death). There are no similar continuous NPs in my corpus, but in most examples, forms
of hic simply have a deictic function, as in:
(40) P. Clodium interfeci, eius furores, quos nullis iam legibus, nullis iudiciis frenare
poteramus, hoc ferro et hac dextera a cervicibus vestris reppuli… (77)

Indeed, the discontinuous instance is more similar to these two cases with cataphoric
demonstrative is:
(41) a. postremo, nisi eum di immortales in eam mentem impulissent, ut… (89)
b. Quid restat nisi ut orem obtesterque vos, iudices, ut eam misericordiam tribuatis
fortissimo viro, quam ipse non implorat… (92).

In these instances, the NP is further modified by an ut-clause and by a relative clause
respectively. In the latter example, the clause also contains an indirect object, like (35a).
In the discontinuous instance, there is focus on the NP and the separation of the
demonstrative has a contrastive force, which is not the case in the continuous examples
with is, which are simply cataphoric.
For comparison with (36), the instances with iste are generally few:
(42) a. Itaque in eadem ista Appia via cum ornatissimum equitem Romanum P. Clodius
M. Papirium occidisset, non fuit illud facinus puniendum; (18)
b. Haec intentata nobis est, huic ego vos obici pro me non sum passus, haec insidiata
Pompeio est, haec istam Appiam, monimentum sui nominis, nece Papirii cruentavit,
haec eadem longo intervallo conversa rursus est in me; (37)
c. Quae si non probaret, si tibi ita penitus inhaesisset ista suspicio, nullo ut evelli
modo posset… (68).

The first two examples refer to the prosecutor’s mentioning of the Appian road. In the
third case, Cicero addresses Pompey, but likewise refers to something previously
mentioned, namely the safety measures surrounding the trial. In these instances, the
demonstrative thus seems purely referential, without any particular contrastive force.
Last, we will examine the double demonstrative with hic and idem in (35c). The
only other instance in the corpus with idem and another demonstrative is the one just
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mentioned in (42a). Nevertheless, the following is an interesting continuous example
with idem to compare to the DNP above, being a quasi-identical lexical copy:
(43) Nolite, si in nostro omnium fletu nullam lacrimam aspexistis Milonis, si voltum
semper eundem, si vocem, si orationem stabilem ac non mutatam videtis, hoc minus
ei parcere (92).

This instance, occurring a few paragraphs earlier than (35c), has voltum topicalized and
preceding its modifier. Its resemblance to the DNP actually supports the interpretation
of voltu as presuppositional tail material in that instance.
Including the three instances to be discussed in other sections,21 eight NPs involving
demonstratives are discontinuous (4,5 %), which is the lowest rate in the corpus. At the
same time, the category has a high rate noun phrases with inserted particles (see section
4.3 for examples). Although it is difficult to draw any conclusions from such a limited
number of instances, we note that there is some variation in frequency between different
demonstratives. For instance, as many as three of the discontinuous instances contain
the modifier ipse, which may be due to an inherent contrastive feature. Two of these
are postposed, whereas all other cases of discontinuous demonstratives appear before
the nominal head. In this aspect, ipse is more similar to other types of modifiers.
5.5 Interrogatives
My corpus also contains a number of instances where a noun is modified by an
interrogative. These are likely to undergo wh-raising, i.e. the question word moves to
CP where it defines the clause as a question. Rizzi (1997:299) argues that in main
questions the interrogative is placed in SpecFoc. This would also be reflected by the
fact that the question word tends to correspond to the focalized constituent in a
declarative clause:
(44) a. What did you give him?
b. You gave him FLOWERS.
c. To whom did you give flowers?
d. You gave HIM flowers.

When an interrogative modifier is raised, its head noun may either be carried along (socalled piedpiping), or left stranded in a lower position, with hyperbaton as a result.
The corpus counts nine such instances of “true” hyperbaton (and a few interesting
instances with intervening adverbs; see section 4.3). The DNPs comprise direct as well
as indirect questions, which all have a verb, a predicate or an element of the VP
intervening. The direct questions are all rhetorical to some degree:

21

Two cases of head-first hyperbaton are discussed in section 5.7, one case of PP hyperbaton in section
7.1.
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(45) a. interfectus ab eo est, cui vim adferebat… Insidiatori vero et latroni quae potest
inferri iniusta nex? (10)
b. Quis enim erat civium qui sibi solutam P. Clodii praeturam sine maximo rerum
novarum metu proponeret? (34)
c. Non modo igitur nihil prodest, sed obest etiam Clodii mors Miloni. “At valuit
odium, fecit iratus, fecit inimicus, fuit ultor iniuriae, poenitor doloris sui.” Quid? si
haec non dico maiora fuerunt in Clodio quam in Milone, sed in illo maxima, nulla in
hoc, quid voltis amplius? Quid enim odisset Clodium Milo, segetem ac materiem suae
gloriae, praeter hoc civile odium, quo omnis improbos odimus? (35)
d. Age, sit ita factum: quae causa cur Romam properaret? Cur in noctem se coniceret?
Ecquid adferebat festinationis, quod heres erat? (49)
e. ut, quoniam nostra futura esset gloria, periculum quoque et invidiam nostram
putaremus; nam quae mihi ipsi tribuenda laus esset… si id quod conabar sine maximis
dimicationibus meis me esse ausurum arbitrarer? (82)

In (45a), a topicalized constituent precedes the interrogative, whereas the head nex can
be deduced from the previous context and probably has tail status. The preceding
adjective iniusta should probably be interpreted as a secondary predicate. In (45b) and
(45d), the interrogatives modify partitives, which both have low informational value:
civium is semantically rather light, whereas festationis can be accommodated from
properaret in the preceding context. In (45c), the head amplius likewise has low stress,
and fails to rise along with the interrogative. In (45e), lastly, the head noun laus is
semantically close to gloria in the previous clause. In addition, this clause contains
another example of “double hyperbaton”, with the VP tribuenda… esset likewise
discontinued.
Next, we examine the three indirect questions that are discontinuous:
(46) a. vos soli ignoratis… quas ille leges, si leges nominandae sunt ac non faces urbis,
pestes rei publicae, fuerit impositurus nobis omnibus atque inusturus? (33)
b. …recordamini, per deos immortalis! quae fuerit celeritas reditus eius, qui ingressus
in forum ardente curia, quae magnitudo animi, qui voltus, quae oratio. (61)
c. Non potest dici satis, ne cogitari quidem, quantum in illo sceleris, quantum
exitii fuerit. (78)

In all these instances, the head noun seems to carry a certain focus, whereas the inserted
elements are probably topics in (46a) and (46c), and a form of existential esse in (46b).
Let us compare these clauses with a continuous example:
(47) …etenim palam dictitabat consulatum Miloni eripi non posse, vitam posse.
Significavit hoc saepe in senatu, dixit in contione; quin etiam M. Favonio, fortissimo
viro, quaerenti ex eo qua spe fureret Milone vivo, respondit triduo illum aut summum
quadriduo esse periturum (26)

Here, the head noun is semantically light and a hyperbaton would result in unacceptable
pragmatics (*qua fureret spe Milone vivo).

44

For comparison with the direct questions in (45), the following examples were
chosen:
(48) a. Comprehensus est in templo Castoris servus P. Clodii, quem ille ad Cn. Pompeium
interficiendum conlocarat; extorta est ei confitenti sica de manibus; caruit foro postea
Pompeius, caruit senatu, caruit publico; ianua se ac parietibus, non iure
legum iudiciorumque texit: num quae rogatio lata, num quae nova quaestio decreta
est? (19)
b. Ea, quae tenetis privata atque vestra, dominante homine furioso quod ius perpetuae
possessionis habere potuissent? (78)
c. Quae mulier sceleratum ac perniciosum civem interficere non auderet, si periculum
non timeret? (82).

In these examples, the head nouns are the main focus of the clause.
Last, a continuous instance with a partitive was chosen for comparison with (45b)
and (45d):
(49) Quid horum non impeditissimum? (54).

In this examples, the partitive is anaphoric (it refers to the circumstances of Milo’s
journey on the Appian road the night Clodius was killed) and does not carry focus.
The last discontinuous instance occurs in a PP and will be discussed in section 7.1.
The rate of discontinuous interrogatives in the corpus is 31%, which is by far the highest
rate of any category examined. The data above suggests that direct and indirect
questions behave differently: in the former, the question word is always the focus of
the clause, accompanied or not by its head noun depending on its pragmatic status; in
the latter, the question word seems to be higher in the structure, probably in Force, since
it seems that topics follow it. In these clauses, the discontinuous nominal heads tend to
be focalized.
5.6 Quantifiers
The category of quantifiers include pronouns and adjectives traditionally called
“indefinites”22, as well as cardinal numbers. 23 According to the theoretical framework
presented above, it is likely that quantifiers are placed in a separate projection above
the NP/DP, which would make them external to the noun phrase. Nevertheless, I judged
it interesting to include them for comparison with other types of modifiers. My corpus
does not contain any examples of discontinued noun phrases with a cardinal numeral
as modifier. Two major types of quantifiers are the universal quantifier omnis, that
indicates that a predication is valid for all members of a set, and the negative quantifiers

22
23

This term is both imprecise and problematic, and will thus be avoided.
Ordinals are considered adjectives.
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nihil and nullus, that indicate that there is no member of that set for which the
predication is valid.
The corpus contains a total of 28 discontinuous instances with a quantifier. In many
of these cases, the intervening element is a verb, a predicate or a verbal argument
(accompanied or not by other elements):
(50) a. Quod vero te, L. Domiti, huic quaestioni praeesse maxime voluit, nihil quaesivit
aliud nisi iustitiam, gravitatem, humanitatem, fidem. (22)
b. Quam ob rem, iudices, ut aliquando ad causam crimenque veniamus…, reliquum
est, iudices, ut nihil iam quaerere aliud debeatis nisi uter utri insidias fecerit. (23)
c. deinde ibi multi ab illo violati, spoliati, bonis expulsi, multi haec etiam timentes in
suspitionem caderent, tota denique rea citaretur Etruria. (50)
d. Si haec non gesta audiretis, sed picta videretis, tamen appareret uter esset insidiator,
uter nihil cogitaret mali… (54)
e. Quae si non probaret, si tibi ita penitus inhaesisset ista suspicio, nullo ut evelli modo
posset, si… (68)
f. “De me” inquit “semper populus Romanus, semper omnes gentes loquentur, nulla
umquam obmutescet vetustas…” (98)
g. Quodnam ego concepi tantum scelus aut quod in me tantum facinus admisi, iudices,
cum illa indicia communis exitii indagavi, patefeci, protuli, exstinxi? Omnes in me
meosque redundant ex fonte illo dolores (103).
h. Sed quis non intellegit omnis tibi rei publicae partis aegras et labantis, ut eas his
armis sanares et confirmares, esse commissas? (68)
i. Mandate hoc memoriae, iudices: spero multa vos liberosque vestros in re publica
bona esse visuros: in eis singulis ita semper existimabitis, vivo P. Clodio nihil eorum
vos visuros fuisse. (78)

The first two instances have the quantifier focalized and the head in a low-stress
position (“nothing he asked for, except…”). They are also further modified by a nisiclause. In (50c), the quantifier is contrastively focalized and parallel to multi in the
previous two cola. The Q in (50d), occurs with a partitive, and is contrasted with the
insidiator in the previous (who obviously is full of evil plans). The negative quantifiers
in (50e) and (50f) are focalized, in the latter it is also explicitly contrasted with the two
previous cola and its focus is emphasised by the clausal adverb umquam directly
following it. The universal quantifiers in (50g) and (50h) are likewise focalized. In
(50i), lastly, the Q is focalized and explicitly contrasted with nihil in the following
sentence.
Similar to (50f), other examples also have a clausal adverb inserted that reinforces
the universal or negative value of the quantifier:
(51) a. …natura ipsa praescripsit, ut omnem semper vim, quacumque ope possent, a
corpore, a capite, a vita sua propulsarent… (30)
b. Quod si locus Miloni datus esset, probasset profecto tibi ipsi, neminem umquam
hominem homini cariorem fuisse quam te sibi; nullum se umquam periculum pro tua
dignitate fugisse… (68)
c. Nullum umquam, iudices, mihi tantum dolorem inuretis… (99).
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The example in (51b) counts two instances of this phenomenon. Two of the instances,
the second DNP in (51b) and the DNP in (51c), have an additional element inserted:
the former is a weak pronoun in the Wackernagel position, the latter an indirect object
of the verb.
Another important group of intervening elements include prepositional phrases that
are adjuncts to the verb of the clause:
(52) a. Scutorum, gladiorum, pilorum frenorum etiam multitudo deprehendi posse
indicabatur; nullum in urbe vicum, nullum angiportum esse dicebant in quo Miloni
conducta non esset domus; (64)
b. “… quin hoc tempore ipso, cum omnes a meis inimicis faces invidiae meae
subiciantur, tamen omni in hominum coetu gratiis agendis et gratulationibus habendis
et omni sermone celebramur.” (98)
c. Nunc me una consolatio sustentat, quod tibi, T. Anni, nullum a me amoris, nullum
studii, nullum pietatis officium defuit: ego inimicitias potentium pro te appetivi;
(100).
d. Vos, vos appello, fortissimi viri, qui multum pro re publica sanguinem effudistis
(101).

Although the PPs in these instances formally modify the verb phrase in the clauses,
there may be a semantic motivation for juxtaposing them with the quantifiers. For
instance, (52a) would translate *“no, in the (whole) city, street”; the quantifier in this
case is probably focalized. Likewise, (52b) would translate *“all, by my enemies,
torches”. If the discontinuous NP did not have focus function, it is likely that an active
verb form would have been chosen, transforming this NP into the object of the clause.
In the last two examples above, the quantifier is probably also focalized. In all the
instances above, topic function could be assigned to the inserted PPs.
Next, we will examine two discontinuous quantifiers that occur with a nominal and
a participial head respectively:
(53) a. ipse cunctae Italiae cupienti et eius fidem imploranti signum dedit, ut ad me
restituendum Romam concurrerent; omnium denique in illum odia civium ardebant
desiderio mei, quem qui tum interemisset, non de impunitate eius, sed de praemiis
cogitaretur. (39)
b. Negat enim, negat ingratis civibus fecisse se quae fecerit, timidis et omnia
circumspicientibus pericula non negat. (95)

In (53a), the Q is probably topicalized (cf. cunctae Italiae in the preceding context),
whereas the head noun is semantically light. In (53b), the hyperbaton is likely a way to
emphasise the universal quality of the Q, “afraid and watching out for all kinds of
dangers”.
Lastly, there are two instances (in the same sentence) where the Q is raised above
the complementizer ut:
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(54) Contulit se ad eius competitores, sed ita, totam ut petitionem ipse solus etiam invitis
illis gubernaret, tota ut comitia suis, ut dictitabat, umeris sustineret; (25)

In both these instances, tota is focalized and contrasted with ipse and suis respectively.
I will also briefly mention a discontinuous instance that I have not counted, since
it is a fixed formula and normally occurs in this form:
(55) Quamquam quis hoc credat, Cn. Pompeium, …cum senatus ei commiserit ut videret
ne quid res publica detrimenti caperet (70).

The continuous examples to be compared with these DNPs were organized in three
categories: negative quantifiers, universal quantifiers, and quantifiers followed by a
partitive. We will start by examining the category of continuous negative Qs:
(56) a. Quia nulla vis umquam est in libera civitate suscepta inter civis non contra rem
publicam. (13)
b. …lator ipse legis cum esset controversia nulla facti, iuris tamen disceptationem
esse voluit et ei lecti iudices isque praepositus est quaestioni, qui haec iuste
sapienterque disceptet (23)
c. [Clodium] eum denique, cui iam nulla lex erat, nullum civile ius, nulli possessionum
termini, qui non calumnia litium, non iniustis vindiciis ac sacramentis alienos fundos,
sed castris, exercitu, signis inferendis petebat (74).

Comparing (56a) with the two instances in (51b), the placement of the adverb umquam
in the continuous NP points to a lower contrast on the quantifier than in the DNPs. In
this example, the whole constituent nulla vis is probably topicalized. In (56b) the
quantifier is postposed: the head controversia is topicalized, whereas nulla is part of
the predication. The example in (56c), is particularly compared to (50c), where the first
NP in the tricolon is discontinuous, whereas in this example, all three NPs are
continuous. While in (50c) the information provided by the DNP is new (and only
subsequently developed), in (56c) the situation is reversed: the clause is a summary of
a preceding account of Clodius’ misdeeds and thus has the aspect of a conclusion.
In the case of universal quantifiers, the comparison with continuous examples is
equally interesting:
(57) a. vestrae tum arae, vestrae religiones viguerunt, vestra vis valuit, quam ille omni
scelere polluerat (85)
b. “De me” inquit “semper populus Romanus, semper omnes gentes loquentur” (98)
c. An vero, iudices, vos soli ignoratis…, quas ille leges, si leges nominandae sunt ac
non faces urbis, pestes rei publicae, fuerit impositurus nobis omnibus atque inusturus?
(33)

The example in (57a), could be compared with (53b) since this instance of omnis could
also be held to mean “all kinds of”. In the continuous example, the quantified NP is part
of the predication, whereas in (53b) it is emphasised of probably focalized. Next, we
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compare the instances (57b) and (52b), both occurring in the same fictive monologue
toward the end of the speech. In (57b), the whole NP omnes gentes is contrasted with
the preceding populus Romanus and a hyperbaton would put undue emphasis on the Q
only. In (57c), lastly, the quantifier is postposed and the head pronominal, which seems
to be the standard order. Nobis omnibus is contrasted with vos soli in the preceding
context. In this instance too, the contrast on the NP as a whole seems to prevent it from
becoming discontinuous.
Lastly, two examples of continuous quantifiers with partitives will be mentioned:
(58) a. Atqui Milone interfecto Clodius haec adsequebatur, non modo ut praetor esset non
eo consule, quo sceleris nihil facere posset, sed etiam ut… (32)
b. Nunc me una consolatio sustentat, quod tibi, T. Anni, nullum a me amoris, nullum
studii, nullum pietatis officium defuit (100)

In (58a), the partitive precedes the Q and is topicalized. This instance could be
compared with (50d) for instance, where the Q is focalized and the partitive stranded.
In (58b), the repeated negative Q seems to have lost its contrastive force; furthermore,
a second hyperbaton within the same tricolon would probably have been stylistically
unacceptable.
Among the DNPs studied in this section, it is noteworthy that a large majority involve
the universal and negative quantifiers (omne: 6 instances, nullus/nihil: 11, totus: 3). The
only two remaining instances involve the adjectival quantifier multus. The other
quantifiers in the corpus (e.g. ullus, unus, aliquis and quidam) do not present any
discontinuous instances, except with prepositional heads. Two ambiguous head-first
examples, involving ullus and solus respectively, will also be discussed (see section
5.7).
This asymmetry may be explained by the fact that universal and negative
quantifiers are intrinsically contrastive, excluding all alternatives. Hyperbaton would
then occur in clauses where the DNP receive a pragmatic function, and where the head
does not share the contrastive feature with its modifier. This would explain the rather
high proportion of discontinuity with quantifiers (22,6 %).
5.7 Head-first hyperbaton
Head-first or “postmodifier” hyperbaton occurs when the head rather than the modifier
is raised, stranding the modifier in a lower position. If the noun phrase contains more
than one modifier, one or more of them may be piedpiped (rise together with the
nominal head). The corpus counts a total of 24 examples of head-first hyperbaton.
Instances involving genitive complements will be discussed in chapter 6.
In many of the instances, the intervening element is the verb (or predicate) of the
clause:
(59) a. Tu me tibi iratum, Sexte, putas, cuius inimicissimum multo crudelius etiam
poenitus es, quam erat humanitatis meae postulare?… Qua re, etsi nefarie fecisti,
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tamen, quoniam in meo inimico crudelitatem exprompsisti tuam, laudare non
possum, irasci certe non debeo. (33)
b. quo in fundo propter insanas illas substructiones facile hominum mille versabantur
valentium (53)
c. Videamus nunc id, quod caput est, locus ad insidias ille ipse, ubi congressi sunt,
utri tandem fuerit aptior. Id vero, iudices, etiam dubitandum et diutius cogitandum
est?… Res loquitur ipsa, iudices, quae semper valet plurimum. (53)
d. [Clodius] qui non solum Etruscos—eos enim penitus contempserat,—sed hunc P.
Varium, fortissimum atque optimum civem, iudicem nostrum, pellere possessionibus
armis castrisque conatus est, qui cum architectis et decempedis villas multorum
hortosque peragrabat, qui Ianiculo et Alpibus spem possessionum terminarat suarum
(74)
e. Etenim si id non negat, ex quo nihil petit nisi ut ignoscatur, dubitaret id fateri, ex
quo etiam praemia laudis essent petenda? Nisi vero gratius putat esse vobis sui se
capitis quam vestri defensorem fuisse, cum praesertim in ea confessione, si grati esse
velletis, honores adsequeretur amplissimos (81)
f. Omitto Etruriae festos et actos et institutos dies; centesima lux est haec ab interitu
P. Clodii et, opinor, altera: (98)

In some of the instances in (59), the element stranded postverbally are predictable from
the surrounding text, for example in (59a) and (59d), where the possessor can be
predicted from the context. In these instances, the modifier is left is a tail position, and
the head is in the preverbal object position. In fact, in (59d) the intervening element is
not the immediate nominal head of the genitive attribute, but the subordinate head of
the VP, which reinforces the interpretation of suarum as tail material. In (59c), the head
res is topicalized, as it resumes the preceding account. In the remaining instances above,
(59b) and (59e), the stranded modifiers probably function as additional comments or
predications to the topicalized heads. In (59b), there are a number of topicalized
elements (Rizzi, 1997:296), where hominum is last in the series: *“In that estate,
because of its huge basements, easily, of men, a thousand could be housed – and strong
ones (at that).” In (59e), the head honores is probably focalized: “honours he would
receive, great ones”. In (59f), the structure of the clause is rather intricate, with not only
a case of PP hyperbaton, but also a conjunct hyperbaton (to be discussed in section 7.2).
The PP has a parenthetical character, “the hundredth day this is, (that is to say) from
Clodius death…”. The discontinuous PP is ambiguous between modifying the whole
NP or the ordinal centesima alone.
In two other instances, the intervening element is a predicative adjective or
participle:
(60) a. Occurrebat ei mancam ac debilem praeturam futuram suam consule Milone (25)
b. Video adhuc constare, iudices, omnia, …odium fuisse illius in hunc acerbissimum,
nullum huius in illum; consuetudinem illius perpetuam in vi inferenda, huius tantum
in repellenda (52).
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In (60a), suam may be best analysed as a null head modifier, with the rest of the
infinitive clause as predicative: “his (one) would be a maimed and feeble praetorship”.
The two fronted adjectives mancam ac debilem (and the head noun praeturam, if indeed
suam modifies a null copy of this noun) are the focus of the infinitive clause: “what did
it occur to him that his praetorship would be, with Milo as consul? – Maimed and
weak”. In (60b), on the other hand, the fronted constituent is topicalized stranding a PP
modifier. The possessor illius, being contrasted with the following huius (which
modifies a null head consuetudinem), is piedpiped. In this passage, different
characteristics of the two protagonists of the speech are compared and contrasted one
by one. In fact, ille and hic can be considered “discourse topics”, in the terminology of
Functional Grammar, being repeatedly contrasted throughout the whole speech. The
focus (also contrasted) of this clause is the predicate and the discontinuous PP. Indeed,
perhaps the PP is better analysed as an adjunct to the predicative adjective, and thus not
a case of hyperbaton.
Furthermore, the speech contains two instances with quantifiers, the first one
having an existential est as intervener, the other one a weak pronoun placed in the
Wackernagel position:
(61) a. Atqui si tempus est ullum iure hominis necandi, quae multa sunt, certe illud est non
modo iustum, verum etiam necessarium, cum vi vis inlata defenditur. (9)
b. Ubi denique tua illa, M. Tulli, quae plurimis fuit auxilio, vox atque defensio?
Mihine ea soli, qui pro te totiens morti me obtuli, nihil potest opitulari? (94).

In (61a), the DNP is topicalized, and ullum is contrasted with multa in the following
clause. In addition, the clause contains a discontinued postposed genitive complement,
to be discussed in chapter 6. In (61b), the DNP is similarly topicalized, with the
quantifier soli contrasted with plurimis in the preceding sentence. The discontinuous
status of NPs like these is, as previously mentioned, ambiguous.
In the remaining instances, the intervening constituents comprise a number of
different elements, including subjects, clausal adverbials and the remainder of an AcI:
(62) a. utinam P. Clodius non modo viveret, sed etiam praetor, consul, dictator esset potius
quam hoc spectaculum viderem! O di immortales! Fortem et a vobis, iudices,
conservandum virum! “Minime, minime”; inquit “immo vero poenas ille debitas
luerit: nos subeamus, si ita necesse est, non debitas.” (104)
b. Cn. Pompeius, auctor et dux mei reditus, illius hostis, cuius sententiam senatus
omnis de salute mea gravissimam et ornatissimam secutus est, qui populum
Romanum est cohortatus; (39)
c. Non poteram Cn. Pompeium, praestantissima virtute virum, timidum suspicari;
diligentiam tota re publica suscepta nimiam nullam putabam. (66)
d. Equidem ceteras tempestates et procellas in illis dumtaxat fluctibus contionum
semper putavi Miloni esse subeundas, …numquam existimavi spem ullam esse
habituros Milonis inimicos ad eius non modo salutem exstinguendam… (5)
e. Unum genus est adversum infestumque nobis eorum, quos P. Clodii furor rapinis
et incendiis et omnibus exitiis publicis pavit (3).
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f. … fortis atque animosos et se acriter ipsos morti offerentis servare cupimus… (92).

Most of these instances involve fronting of the head to a topicalized position, whereas
the modifier is either focalized or part of the comment. In (62a), poenas seems to be a
joint topic for the two clauses, whereas the adjectives debitas and non debitas are
contrasted and probably focalized. In (62b), the head noun is likewise topicalized,
stranding of the rest of the noun phrase (a PP and two conjoined adjectives), which are
so-called “heavy” modifiers (Devine & Stephens 2006:590). In (62c), an ablative
absolute functioning as a clause adverbial is inserted between the head (which is
topicalized) and its modifier. In fact, it is a matter of interpretation whether one analyses
nimiam or nullam as secondary predicate. This clause may be taken as an example of
iterated topics discussed by Rizzi (1997:296–297), diligentiam and nimiam both
constituting separate TopPs and sandwiching a FocP: *“As for carefulness, when the
whole state is being sustained, as for too big, – I considered none (to be it)”. In (62d),
we also have an instance of a “heavy” PP stranded in basic position, whereas the head
spem is in TopP. Lastly, in (62e), the possessive may actually be better analysed as a
null head modifier (“there is only one kind…, and it is the (kind) of those, who…”). In
any way, the tail position of eorum can be explained by attraction to the relative clause.
In (62f), ipsos has a contrastive focus, “… those who eagerly offer themselves to death”,
that seems to be reinforced by the inserted adverb acriter, meaning “bravely” or
“eagerly”: “those who are so brave as to they themselves…”.
Last in this section, we will briefly examine some continuous examples for comparison:
(63) a. At nunc, Clodio remoto, usitatis iam rebus enitendum est Miloni, ut tueatur
dignitatem suam; (34)
b. Non timeo, iudices, ne odio inimicitiarum mearum inflammatus libentius haec in
illum evomere videar quam verius. (78)
c. …postremo, nisi eum di immortales in eam mentem impulissent, ut homo
effeminatus fortissimum virum conaretur occidere, hodie rem publicam nullam
haberetis (89)
d. Frequentissimo senatu nuper in Capitolio senator inventus est qui Milonem cum
telo esse diceret: nudavit se in sanctissimo templo, quoniam vita talis et civis et viri
fidem non faciebat, ut eo tacente res ipsa loqueretur. (66)
e. Miseros interdum civis optime de re publica meritos, in quibus homines non modo
res praeclarissimas obliviscuntur, sed etiam nefarias suspicantur! (63)
f. Praesertim, iudices, cum honoris amplissimi contentio et dies comitiorum
subesset… (42)
g. nec timet ne, cum plebem muneribus placarit, vos non conciliarit meritis in rem
publicam singularibus. (95)
h. “Valeant,” inquit, “valeant cives mei; sint incolumes, sint florentes, sint beati; stet
haec urbs praeclara mihique patria carissima, quoquo modo erit merita de me (93)

The instances in (63a–b) can be compared with the postposed discontinuous possessors
in (59a) and (59d) above. In these continuous examples too, the possessive adjectives
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are predictable to some degree, but the constituent of which they are part does not
receive any pragmatic function, unlike the DNPs. Next, comparing (59b) with (63c),
we can conclude that hyperbaton is disallowed in the latter because the constituent
homo effeminatus as a whole is contrasted with the following fortissimum virum, in a
way that homo has to be interpreted as “being” rather than “man”. Next, the example in
(63d) forms a minimal pair with (59c), but here the whole VP res ipsa loqueretur is
contrasted with the preceding eo tacente, without receiving any particular pragmatic
function. The superlatives in (63e–f) can be compared with the construction in (59e).
In (63e), the head noun res is semantically light and thus unlikely to receive a pragmatic
function; in (63f), the two words honoris amplissimi form a sort of lexical unit, referring
to the consulship. Lastly, comparing the instances in (62) above with (63g–h), the
difference in the continuous examples seems to be the lack of any pragmatic function
of the NP: indeed, in both these examples another constituent is topicalized (vos is a
contrasted topic in (63g), whereas stet is an implicitly contrasted topic in (63h)). The
continuous NPs in these clauses are both part of the predication.
As we have seen above, most of the categories of modifiers previously discussed in this
chapter are represented also in head-first hyperbaton. The exception is interrogatives,
for obvious reasons. In addition, there are only two instances of postposed quantifiers,
both of which are questionable as cases of hyperbaton, the intervening element being
prosodically weak.
In many of the discontinuous instances above, the stranded modifier appears like a
comment at the end of the clause, comparable to Devine & Stephens’s definition of a
tail (cf. p. 13 above), since it is not required for the clause to be grammatical. The head
noun seems to merge first with its superordinate head and only then is the modifier
interpreted.
6. GENITIVE HYPERBATON
In the cases where a genitive complement is separated from its head, there are two
possible orders; either the head or the genitive can appear to the left of the intervening
material, as illustrated for instances by the examples in (64a) and (64f) below.
The corpus contains discontinuous noun phrases with several different types of
genitives. I will start by examining the NPs that have a genitive gerund as complement:
(64) a. Quam ob rem adeste animis, iudices, et timorem, si quem habetis, deponite: nam si
umquam de bonis et fortibus viris, si umquam de bene meritis civibus potestas vobis
iudicandi fuit…, hoc profecto tempore eam potestatem omnem vos habetis… (4)
b. Quam idem in Clodio non dubitandum cum se ille interfecto Milone regnaturum
putaret! Quid? Quod caput est audaciae, iudices, quis ignorat maximam inlecebram
esse peccandi impunitatis spem? (43)
c. Occidi, occidi, non Sp. Maelium, qui annona levanda iacturisque rei familiaris, quia
nimis amplecti plebem videbatur, in suspitionem incidit regni appetendi (72)
d. Atqui si tempus est ullum iure hominis necandi… (9)
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e. Addit haec, quae certe vera sunt, fortis et sapientis viros non tam praemia sequi
solere recte factorum quam ipsa recte facta (96)
f. cuius enim de illo incesto stupro iudicium decernendi senatui potestas esset erepta,
de eius interitu quis potest credere senatum iudicium novum constituendum putasse?
(13)

In the first five examples (64a–e), the head is in the higher position. This means that
these hyperbata most likely must be explained by head movement. In (64a), the fronted
PP is a topic, whereas the status of potestas is rather difficult to determine without
access to the intonation. It could either be focalized, as its reoccurrence in the following
clause suggests, or simply left in the regular subject position. The instance in (64b)
involves a copular esse which however is found not in the Wackernagel position, but
third in the infinitive clause. Both words maximam inlecebram are probably focalized,
whereas peccandi has the same kind of comment function as examples (59b) and (59e)
above. The situation in the following two examples is probably the same, not least
because in suspitionem incidere is a common phrase. For a comment on the postposed
quantifier ullum in (64d), see (61) above. In (64e), praemia is contrastively focused,
and in (64f) the gerund and its object iudicium decernendi are contrastively focused
with iudicium (novum) constituendum in the following clause, hence the raising.
If, we examine some comparable continuous NPs with gerunds, we see that in these
selected instances, they form pragmatically uniform constituents:
(65) a. etsi persapienter et quodam modo tacite dat ipsa lex potestatem defendendi… (11)
b. Quid? Privato Milone et reo ad populum accusante P. Clodio, cum in Cn.
Pompeium pro Milone dicentem impetus factus est, quae tum non modo occasio, sed
etiam causa illius opprimendi fuit? (40)
c. hunc prae se tulisse illo die Roma exiturum, illum eo die se dissimulasse rediturum;
hunc nullius rei mutasse consilium, illum causam mutandi consilii finxisse; (52)

Both in (65a) and (65c), the NPs seem to be predictable material, in the first case from
the general context; in the second from the immediately preceding clause. In (65b), the
head noun causa is contrastively focalized with the preceding occasio, and the
continuity in this example must probably be explained by focalizing of the genitive
complement too, creating a pragmatically continuous constituent.
Next, we will consider the possessive genitives in the corpus, starting with the rather
large number of relative possessors, whose movement to SpecCP is predictable from
their function as operators:
(66) a. Clodius… ut eis consulibus praetor esset, quibus si non adiuvantibus, at
coniventibus certe speraret posse se eludere in illis suis cogitatis furoribus: cuius illi
conatus, ut ipse ratiocinabatur, nec cuperent reprimere, si possent… (32)
b. tuque ex tuo edito monte, Latiaris sancte Iuppiter, cuius ille lacus, nemora finisque
saepe omni nefario stupro et scelere macularat… (85)
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c. Et qui ab eo spirante forum putent potuisse defendi, cuius non restiterit cadaveri
curia! (91)
d. Excitate, excitate ipsum, si potestis, a mortuis: frangetis impetum vivi, cuius vix
sustinetis furias insepulti? (91).

In this case, as with interrogatives, discontinuity is a question of whether or not the
Rel op piedpipes its head noun or not. In the first two instances, the discontinuous NPs
are interrupted by demonstrative pronouns which are likely discourse topics (cf. p. 51
above). The head of the DNP is also topicalized in both cases, whereas the relative
possessor is in the higher C position. In (66d), the verb is raised and cadaveri is
focalized and contrasted with spirante. An additional instance concerning a NP with a
prepositional head will be discussed in section 7.1 below.
In the following continuous examples, we see that the head nouns that are allowed
to raise to a position adjacent to the relative operator are all topicalized (whether
contrastively or not) with no other constituent intervening:
(67) a. Cn. Pompeius, auctor et dux mei reditus, illius hostis, cuius sententiam senatus
omnis de salute mea gravissimam et ornatissimam secutus est… (39)
b. Eius igitur mortis sedetis ultores, cuius vitam si putetis per vos restitui posse,
nolitis… (79).

Among the remaining instances where a possessive genitive is discontinuous from its
head noun, there are four examples with pronominal possessors:
(68) a. Itaque quando illius postea sica illa, quam a Catilina acceperat, conquievit? … Quid
simile Milonis? (37–38)
b. odium fuisse illius in hunc acerbissimum, nullum huius in illum (52)
c. Hicine vir patriae natus usquam nisi in patria morietur, aut, si forte, pro patria?
Huius vos animi monumenta retinebitis, corporis in Italia nullum sepulcrum esse
patiemini? (104)
d. Divisa sententia est postulante nescio quo: nihil enim necesse est omnium me
flagitia proferre.

In the first instance, illius (which refers to Clodius) is contrasted with Milo at the
beginning of the following paragraph. The phrase illius… sica functions as the topic of
the clause. In (68b), the head noun odium is topicalized whereas the rest of the clause
is contrasted with the following one and most likely focalized. In (68c), the intervening
vos is a candidate for weak pronoun raising to the Wackernagel position. Huius…animi
is a contrasted topic to corporis in the following clause. In (68d), the possessive genitive
is focalized and explicitly contrasted with the intervening weak pronoun me.
For comparison, we see that in this continuous example, the whole NP including
the possessive genitive is contrasted:
(69) profectionis huius diem illi notum, reditus illius huic ignotum fuisse; huius iter
necessarium, illius etiam potius alienum (52).
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There are another six discontinuous instances with a possessive genitive in the corpus:
(70) a. num igitur ulla quaestio de Africani morte lata est? Certe nulla… aut eo mors
atrocior erit P. Clodii, quod is in monumentis maiorum suorum sit interfectus, hoc
enim ab istis saepe dicitur… (17)
b. Cum se ille fugiens in scalarum tenebras abdidisset, magnum Miloni fuit conficere
illam pestem nulla sua invidia, M. vero Antonii maxima gloria? (40)
c. qui non modo improbitati irascuntur candidatorum, sed etiam in recte factis saepe
fastidiunt. (42)
d. si in nostro omnium fletu nullam lacrimam aspexistis Milonis (92)
e. In qua tandem urbe hoc homines stultissimi disputant? Nempe in ea, quae primum
iudicium de capite vidit M. Horatii, …, cum sua manu sororem esse interfectam
fateretur. (7)
f. Vos, vos appello, fortissimi viri, qui multum pro re publica sanguinem effudistis;
vos in viri et in civis invicti appello periculo, centuriones, vosque, milites: … (101)

In (70a), the intervening material is predicative and the clause is ambiguous as to
whether we should interpret it as “P. Clodius’ death was more cruel than that” or as “a
death more cruel than that was that of P. Clodius”, i.e. with the genitive modifier a null
head. We may also note that the adjective atrocior is discontinuous from its topicalized
complement eo. The next instance presents the same interpretational problem as the
previous, where the intervening adjective can be interpreted either as predicative or
attributive. In any case, the adversative particle vero suggests that M.…Antonii is
topicalized. In (70c), the fronted head noun improbitati is contrastively focalized, which
is probably also the case in (70d), where nullam lacrimam is set against fletu in the
topicalized constituent at the beginning of the clause. Milonis is predictable from the
context, which discusses Milo’s attitude in general. The syntactic structure is similar in
(70e), where the head noun together with its other modifiers is topicalized, with the
genitive in the postverbal position. Lastly, in (70f), the verb appello is repeated from
the preceding clause. It is a speech act and the verb may even be considered
“parenthetical” material similar to the examples discussed in 4.4 above.
In the comparable continuous material in the corpus, we again see a homogenic
pragmatic status of the whole constituent, where neither head nor possessive is salient.
For instance, in (71b), both head and possessive in mors P. Clodii is contrasted with the
following salus vestra:
(71) a. Cum ille in saepta ruisset, gladios destringendos, lapides iaciendos curavisset, dein
subito voltu Milonis perterritus fugeret ad Tiberim, vos et omnes boni vota faceretis,
ut Miloni uti virtute sua liberet. (41)
b. Nisi oculis videritis insidias Miloni a Clodio factas, nec deprecaturi sumus, ut
crimen hoc nobis propter multa praeclara in rem publicam merita condonetis, nec
postulaturi, ut, si mors P. Clodii salus vestra fuerit, idcirco eam virtuti Milonis potius
quam populi Romani felicitati adsignetis (6)
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c. erant enim leges, erant quaestiones vel de caede vel de vi, nec tantum maerorem ac
luctum senatui mors P. Clodii adferebat, ut nova quaestio constitueretur (13).

The last five discontinuous instances in the corpus involve either relational or deverbal
genitives:
(72) a. Huius vos animi monumenta retinebitis, corporis in Italia nullum sepulcrum esse
patiemini? (104)
b. Vide quam sit varia vitae commutabilisque ratio, quam vaga volubilisque fortuna,
quantae infidelitates in amicis, quam ad tempus aptae simulationes, quantae in
periculis fugae proximorum, quantae timiditates: … (69)
c. … Milone, qui etiam nunc reus est facti aut praeclari aut certe necessarii (43)
d. Nihil ad tortorem: facti enim in eculeo quaestio est, iuris in iudicio (57).
e. hunc nullius rei mutasse consilium, illum causam mutandi consilii finxisse (52)

In (72a), the discontinuous corporis is contrastively topicalized, whereas the stranded
sepulcrum is semantically close to monumenta in the preceding. The next instance has
a rather intricate structure, with hyperbaton between the head noun ratio and its
complement vitae and a conjunct hyperbaton between the two predicate adjectives (see
7.2 below), which makes it difficult to analyse. However, we note several factors, such
as the alliteration in vi… va… vi… (continued in vaga volubilisque in the following
clause), and the close semantic relationship between the two predicative adjectives
varia… commutabilisque. In (72c), a predicative adjective is discontinuous from its
genitive complement. It is most likely focused and raised over the copula. In (72d),
lastly, facti is topicalized and contrasted with iuris. In (72e), lastly, the genitive
complement is focalized.
In the following continuous examples, both elements of the NP are contrasted, and
one can suppose that hyperbaton in these cases would create an infelicitous pragmatic
structure:
(73) a. Vidit igitur etiam in confessione facti iuris tamen defensionem suscipi posse… (15)
b. Meminit etiam sibi vocem praeconis modo defuisse, quam minime desiderarit,
populi vero cunctis suffragiis, quod unum cupierit, se consulem declaratum; nunc
denique, si haec contra se sint futura, sibi facinoris suspitionem, non facti crimen
obstare. (96)

Partitive genitives have been discussed in section 5.6 above.
In this section we have seen two different tendencies:
1. When the head is fronted it is usually either topicalized of focalized. Hyperbaton
occurs when the genitive complement has a different pragmatic status; often, it
appears at the end of the clause similar to a tail, and its interpretation would
parallel that of null head modifiers.
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2. Hyperbaton can also occur when the NP is assigned either topic or focus
function and the genitive complement (and only the genitive) is contrasted.
While the first case is similar to the head-first hyperbaton discussed above, the second
recalls what we have seen for different types of modifiers in section 5.1–5.7.

7. OTHER TYPES OF HYPERBATON
In the last chapter of this survey, I will mention two minor types of hyperbaton also
present in the corpus studied. The first one concerns raising of a modifier across a
prepositional head in a PP, the second discontinuity between two conjoined
constituents.
7.1 Raising in prepositional phrases
Prepositions are defective heads, in the sense that a PP cannot consist of the bare head
alone: without a nominal complement, the phrase is incomplete. It is also noteworthy
that this complement, apart from very few exceptions, must appear after the
prepositional head.24 Expressions like:
(74) a. *suam villam in venit and
b. *villam suam in venit

are admittedly ungrammatical. Likewise,
(75) *villam in suam venit

seems to be highly problematic and is only found rarely in poetry (mainly in Lucretius),
and in a few cases in Livy that are purportedly archaisms (Devine & Stephens
2006:571) in Classical Latin. Devine & Stephens note that Latin prepositions are
“defective heads” (2006:568): the complement noun is simply not allowed to breach
the domain of the prepositional phrase, whether stranding a modifier or not. However,
as we will also see below, such movement is allowed for modifying adjectives and
determiners of different kinds, as well as for some genitive complements.
All instances with a prepositional head where the fronted element is a genitive in
my corpus involve relative possessive genitives:
(76) a. cuius enim de illo incesto stupro iudicium decernendi senatui potestas esset erepta
(13)
b. ei viro autem mors parabatur, cuius in vita nitebatur salus civitatis; (19)
c. Proxime deos accessit Clodius, propius quam tum, cum ad ipsos penetrarat, cuius
de morte tamquam de caerimoniis violatis quaeritur (59).
24

These exceptions include a few univerbated adpositions with a pronominal complement, such as
mecum, tecum, etc. (cf. Devine & Stephens 2006:568).
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These genitives are moved to the CP, probably to SpecForce since they cannot be
preceded by the preposition, for syntactic reason. In all three examples above though,
the entire PP that they are part of is topicalized.
The so-called “linking relatives” function in the same way, but have a meaning
parallel to a demonstrative:
(77) a. Q. Hortensium, … paene interfici servorum manu, cum mihi adesset; qua in turba
C. Vibienus senator, …, ita est mulcatus, ut vitam amiserit. (37)
b. Ante fundum Clodii, quo in fundo propter insanas illas substructiones facile
hominum mille versabantur valentium… (53)

In (77a), turba is not explicitly mentioned, but can be deduced from the previous
context (which speaks of a slave mob), while in (77b), the head noun is repeated from
the preceding clause and thus clearly tail material. Devine & Stephens argue that the
noun in this kind of construction would have low stress (2006:546). The close
association of fundo and substructiones in the second example may give us a clue as to
why the noun is repeated.
The remaining examples have different kinds of modifiers raised over the
prepositional head:
(78) a. sic Miloni, cum insidiator esset, si illum ad urbem nocte accessurum sciebat,
subsidendum atque exspectandum fuit: noctu occidisset; insidioso et pleno latronum
in loco occidisset nemo ei neganti non credidisset, quem esse omnes salvum etiam
confitentem volunt. (49–50)
b. … nec eo in loco subsedit, quo ille noctu venturus esset? (51)
c. Sed quaestiones urgent Milonem, quae sunt habitae nunc in atrio Libertatis.
Quibusnam de servis? (59)
d. vobis illae, vobis vestro in conspectu serae, sed iustae tamen et debitae poenae
solutae sunt (85)
e. … iure an iniuria, quod multis in causis saepe quaesitum est. (31)
f. Graeci homines deorum honores tribuunt eis viris, qui tyrannos necaverunt: quae
ego vidi Athenis! Quae aliis in urbibus Graeciae! (80)
g. Non fuisse credo fas clarissimorum virorum formas illi taeterrimo parricidae
aliquid decoris adferre, neque ullo in loco potius mortem eius lacerari quam in quo
vita esset damnata (86)
h. “… quin hoc tempore ipso, cum omnes a meis inimicis faces invidiae meae
subiciantur, tamen omni in hominum coetu gratiis agendis et gratulationibus habendis
et omni sermone celebramur.” (98)
i. Quam ob rem “ubi corpus hoc sit non” inquit “laboro, quoniam omnibus in terris et
iam versatur et semper habitabit nominis mei gloria.” (98)

In (78a), the conjoined adjectives are implicitly contrasted and raised over the
preposition to a focus position (despite the fact that they could be considered a “heavy”
constituent), whereas the head noun loco has low informational value and can be
predicted from the context. In (78b), the demonstrative eo is similarly contrastively
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focalized (in fact, it is contrafactive). In (78c), servis can be predicted from the context
(quaestiones) and thus fails to raise to the focus projection along with the interrogative.
Because of the question particle attached to the interrogative, lack of raising does not
appear like an option (*de quibusnam servis). In (78d), the possessive adjective vestro
seems to be contrastively focalized (“[the punishments] that from your point of view
were tardy”), whereas the preceding vobis is topicalized. The juxtaposed words are also
semantically related and there is an effect of alliteration. In the instances (78e–i), which
all involve some kind of quantifier, the Q has a certain focus, whereas the head noun is
either deductible from the context (78e–f,i) or semantically light (78g), with the
possible exception of (78h). This instance is in fact particularly interesting, since the
clause containing the PP hyperbaton is preceded by another clause with a discontinuous
NP (see (52b) above). This probably indicates a certain focus on the Q, and the two
clauses are contrasted (negative vs. positive attitudes toward Milo).
Let us now again compare these instances with a few continuous NPs:
(79) a. Ante fundum Clodii, …edito adversarii atque excelso loco superiorem se fore
putarat Milo, et ob eam rem eum locum ad pugnam potissimum elegerat? An in eo
loco est potius exspectatus ab eo, qui ipsius loci spe facere impetum cogitarat? Res
loquitur ipsa, iudices, quae semper valet plurimum. (53)
b. Imperium ille si nactus esset, omitto socios, exteras nationes, reges, tetrarchas; vota
enim faceretis, ut in eos se potius immitteret quam in vestras possessiones, vestra
tecta, vestras pecunias: pecunias dico? (76)
c. Frequentissimo senatu nuper in Capitolio senator inventus est qui Milonem cum
telo esse diceret: nudavit se in sanctissimo templo, quoniam vita talis et civis et viri
fidem non faciebat, ut eo tacente res ipsa loqueretur. (66)
d. Quid respondebo… tibi, Quinte frater… Mene non potuisse Milonis salutem tueri
per eosdem, per quos nostram ille servasset? At in qua causa non potuisse? Quae est
grata gentibus omnibus. (102).
e. Addit haec… sed tamen ex omnibus praemiis virtutis, si esset habenda ratio
praemiorum, amplissimum esse praemium gloriam (97).

In (79a), the PP has become part of the presuppositional material and does no longer
carry any kind of contrast. In (79b), the three NPs that function as complements in the
PP are contrasted with in eos, but the contrast is on the whole NP and not on the
possessive exclusively, which disallows raising. Likewise, in (79c), the adjective is
restrictive rather than descriptive and raising of the adjective would likely result in
unacceptable pragmatics. In comparison with (78c), the example in (79d) also contains
an interrogative, continuous this time. It could easily be imagined as a DNP (qua in
causa…), and the lack of hyperbaton here may be because there is focus on the head
noun causa as well (but raising of the noun above the P is not allowed). Alternatively,
if one supports Adams’ conclusion that the phenomenon belongs to an elaborate
register, it may be because the fictive monologue aims for a simpler, less literary style.
In (79e), lastly, the entire constituent is topicalized, with no particular contrast on the
quantifier.
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In total, the corpus contains 14 instances of this kind of hyperbaton, representing all the
categories of attributes identified above, except for PP modifiers. In all the instances of
a fronted genitive complement though, the genitive is a relative possessive moved to
CP for syntactic reasons. No other kinds of fronted genitives in PPs are found in my
corpus, which confirms Devine & Stephens’s statement that genitive hyperbaton with
prepositional heads is rare except for extraction of a relative genitive (2006:569). The
movement of linking relatives can also be explained by syntactic motivations.
In these cases, similar to what we have seen in the analyses above, decisive factors
seem to be assignation of a pragmatic function to the DNP, and a contrast feature.
However, when the NP is the complement of a preposition, the head alone cannot be
raised.

7.2 Conjunct discontinuity
I have identified five cases of so-called conjunct discontinuity in my corpus, where two
conjuncts are separated by intervening material. As demonstrated by Devine &
Stephens (2006:587), conjunct hyperbaton is completely cross-categorial in Classical
Latin and concerns all different kinds of elements; the instances below count two
examples involving clausal arguments, and three involving modifiers.25 In the first three
cases, one of two conjoined elements is moved across the verb (phrase) to a leftward
position, whereas the other is left in a postverbal position. Alternatively, one might
suppose that one of the conjuncts is moved to a clausal focus position and the verb to a
scrambling out-of-focus position, leaving the second conjunct in the VP focus position.
(80) a. non alio facinore clari homines, alio obscuri necantur: intersit inter vitae dignitatem
summorum atque infimorum; mors quidem inlata per scelus isdem et poenis teneatur
et legibus; (17)
b. …qui non unum post hominum memoriam T. Annium plurimum rei publicae
profuisse, maxima laetitia populum Romanum, cunctam Italiam, nationes omnis
adfecisse et dicat et sentiat? Non queo vetera illa populi Romani gaudia quanta fuerint
iudicare: multas tamen iam summorum imperatorum clarissimas victorias aetas nostra
vidit, quarum nulla neque tam diuturnam attulit laetitiam nec tantam. (77)
c. Sed huius beneficii gratiam, iudices, fortuna populi Romani et vestra felicitas et di
immortales sibi deberi putant; nec vero quisquam aliter arbitrari potest, nisi qui
nullam vim esse ducit numenve divinum (83).

In both (80a) and (80b), the use of et and neque respectively in front of the first conjunct
signals that a second conjunct will appear, and that the clause is not complete after the
appearance of the verb or the head noun. This arrangement also suggests that both
conjuncts are focalized, whereas the verb in all three instances above seems to be in a
low-stress position. In addition, laetitiam in (80b), for instance, is mentioned in the
previous sentence and thus clearly tail material. In (80c), the structure is rather intricate,
25

In addition, another instance involve two discontinued predicative adjectives; as predicatives
however, they will not be discussed in the present study.
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with the negative quantifier having scope over both nouns and the postposed adjective
likewise modifying both heads. One may also note the two conjoined head nouns vim
and numen are close to synonyms and occur together elsewhere also.26 In this sentence,
the two conjuncts occupy the extremities of an infinitive clause, as they occupy the
extremities of the VP in (80a–b).
In a similar manner, the two conjuncts occur at the beginning and end in the next
example:
(81) Omitto Etruriae festos et actos et institutos dies; centesima lux est haec ab interitu P.
Clodii et, opinor, altera: qua fines imperii populi Romani sunt, ea non solum fama
iam de illo, sed etiam laetitia peragravit (98).

The fronted position of centesima lux as well as the insertion of opinor before altera
suggest that both these constituents are focalized. It is unclear what the significance of
the number of days is, but we note that with the Roman inclusive way of calculating
days, centesima et altera correspond to exactly a hundred days.
In the last example two conjunct interrogatives are discontinued:
(82) Age vero, quae erat aut qualis quaestio? (60)

The intervener here is the copula and one can imagine that Cicero apparently corrects
himself by adding the second conjunct after erat, “what was this inquiry, (or rather)
how did it present itself?” The two interrogatives are both focalized, but the structure
suggests that the second conjunct is more strongly focalized than the first. The head
noun on the other hand is continued from the preceding discourse and can be analysed
as tail material. Another motivation for the hyperbaton in this instance may be that a
conjoined interrogative constituent is prosodically heavier (quae aut qualis erat
questio?) and thus less prone to rise as a whole.
We note that our examples point to conjunct hyperbaton as a means to place focus
separately on the two conjuncts. In most cases above, the two conjuncts occupy the
extremities of either the VP or of the clause as a whole.

8. TOWARD A TYPOLOGY FOR THE ANALYSIS OF HYPERBATA
8.1 Primary parameter: type of modifier
The typology of hyperbata proposed in the analysis above is mainly based on the type
of modifier. The different proportions of hyperbaton found with these suggest that this
is a significant parameter.

26

Cf. Cic. Verr., 2, 4, 49: Etenim multa saepe prodigia vim eius numenque declararunt, Cic. De Nat
Deor., 2, 37, 95: accepissent autem fama et auditione esse quoddam numen et vim deorum.
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8.1.1 Variation across types of modifiers
In the preceding chapters, we have seen that some modifiers are fronted for syntactic
reasons. These include interrogatives and any kind of relative (possessive or “linking”).
In these cases, the occurrence of hyperbaton becomes a question of whether or not the
head noun is raised as well. In direct questions, head nouns that have low informational
value tend to be discontinuous, whereas focalized ones are piedpiped by the
interrogative. In indirect questions, the interrogative is probably in a higher position in
C, and focalized heads can thus become discontinuous if a topicalized constituent
intervenes between the two. Relative operators are also placed in a high position in C
(probably in SpecForce, cf. p. 55 above). In order to obtain a continuous constituent the
head noun would also need to be moved to C (either topicalized or focalized), with no
other element holding a higher topic position than the noun.
These syntactically moved modifiers present comparatively high rates of
discontinuity. It is also noteworthy that there are no cases of head-first hyperbaton with
these categories of modifiers, which supports the analysis of the positions suggested
above. Only in the case of direct questions (where the interrogative is in FocP) is a
constituent placed in TopP conceivable. However, this element cannot be the head noun
since this would violate the principle that the constituent concerned in the question
should be in FocP, unless predictable.
Other kinds of modifiers show considerably lower rates of hyperbaton, in particular
adjectives (4,8 %), possessives (7,9 %) and demonstratives (4,5 %). In section 5.1
above, I sketched some conditions for the occurrence of hyperbaton with adjectives,
which also seems to be valid for possessives and demonstratives. I suggested that the
NPs must be assigned either topic or focus function in the clause, and in addition that
the modifier must be contrasted and that this contrast cannot be shared by the head
noun. The relatively low proportions of dislocated adjectives is likely due to the fact
that they are less likely to be contrasted than other modifiers (cf. Devine & Stephens
2006: 544–545).
This is probably also the case of demonstratives, where the examples analysed in
section 5.4 indicate that discontinuity mainly appears when they have a true deictic
force, since this also implies a certain contrast: “this X (rather than that one)”. Examples
that are simply anaphoric are likely to be topicalized (as the frequent occurrence with
different particles suggests, cf. section 4.3), but are not usually contrastive. The
somewhat higher proportion of discontinuity with possessive adjectives, lastly, is likely
due to the fact that they have a certain inherent contrast (“I” vs. “you”) that can be easily
activated.
Prepositional phrase modifiers show a high rate of discontinuity (though the
number of instances in total are few), and the highest proportion of head-first
hyperbaton in the corpus. The fronted PPs are topicalized and have a different
pragmatic status from the noun they modify.
A high proportion of DNPs is also found with quantifiers. However, it is significant
that these instances are essentially limited to the universal and negative quantifiers. As
suggested above, this may be because they have a sort of inherent contrast (though
implicit), since they exclude all other alternatives that might have been imagined. The
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examples in my study are most often focalized. Similar to what happens with other
modifiers, I suggest that hyperbaton fails to appear either when the whole NP (and not
the Q alone) is contrasted with another element in the discourse, or when the constituent
is neither a topic nor a focus in the clause.
Genitive attributes to a nominal head were treated as a separate category in the
analysis above. In the corpus, these attributes mainly involve possessive and objective
genitives (including a number of gerunds), which are found both pre- and postnominally
in hyperbaton. In fact, this last distinction turned out to be the more important one;
prenominal genitives act similar to the fronted modifiers, as described above, whereas
for the postnominal ones the situation is rather comparable to other cases of head-first
hyperbaton. The fronted genitives are either topics or foci, and tend to carry a certain
contrast, often explicit. The rate of discontinuity with genitives is similar to that of
adjectives, possessives and demonstratives above, although almost half of the instances
are head-first. If one excludes the seven instances of relative possessive genitives
(which I believe one should), the proportion of DNPs are 7,2 %.
8.1.2 Typology and theory
The theory presented in section 2.3 above suggests that a contrastive feature allows a
component to move to a functional projection at the left periphery of the NP. In Latin,
this movement would usually be invisible on the surface (i.e. “string vacuous”, cf.
Devine & Stephens 2006:8), since the language has no articles past which this
component could be moved. Furthermore, as suggested by Giusti & Iovino (2016), this
position can function as an “escape hatch”, allowing further extraction of the
component to the left periphery of the clause (i.e. to one of the functional projections
in CP). Below, this is illustrated with a few examples from my corpus.27

27

The examples are taken from (19b), (44a) and (59a).
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Figure 6: Diagram of cur parum ampliis adfecerit praemiis.

Figure 6 illustrates how the adjective parum ampliis is first contrasted and moved to a
functional projection in the NP, then further extracted to FocP.
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Figure 7: Diagram of Nec vero non eadem ira deorum hanc eius satellibus iniecit
amentiam.

In figure 7, hanc is first contrasted and then further extracted to FocP, similar to the
adjective in the previous example. An adverbial NP occupies the position in the TopP.
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Figure 8: Diagram of quas ille leges, …, fuerit impositurus nobis omnibus.

Figure 8 illustrates an indirect question, where the interrogative is moved to a
complementizer position, probably in ForceP. The head noun is focalized and placed in
FocP. Lastly, the subject ille is topicalized, thus intervening between the interrogative
and its head, creating a DNP.
The illustrations above have been somewhat simplified, since we are only interested
here in the movements that take place in the functional projection at the left edge of the
clause and the NP respectively.
As already mentioned above, this model does not seem to capture the behaviour of
head-first hyperbaton, nor that of conjunct hyperbaton.
8.1.3 Other types
When the nominal head of the DNP is fronted, the analysis of the examples above
suggests that another explanatory model is required. Raising of the head may require
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some kind of extraction, along the lines of what Devine & Stephens (2006:529)
propose. I will not discuss this question any further here, since the matter is theoretically
rather complex and would require an individual study. In most of the instances in my
corpus, the fronted head is assigned a pragmatic function, whereas the modifier usually
has secondary informational value.
Two minor types of hyperbaton were also distinguished. The instances of conjunct
hyperbaton in my corpus are too few attempt any real analysis, and I will leave the
matter for future studies, simply concluding that the examples seem to suggest that both
the conjuncts have a certain focus.
Furthermore, I chose to discuss discontinuous instances where the NP is placed
within a prepositional phrase as a separate category. Prepositional heads are peculiar in
that they do not allow raising of their nominal complement (i.e. head-first hyperbaton
is excluded). All the types of modifiers identified in the previous discussion are
represented also in this kind of hyperbaton, with the exception of PP modifiers (which
were not found as continuous either). All instances of genitive modifiers are relative
and the discontinuity thus syntactically motivated.
While Powell (2010:173) refers to prepositional hyperbaton as “routine” (though
admitting that there may be a “minor shift in emphasis”), the comparative data of
continuous instances suggest that in the DNPs, the fronted modifier has a contrastive
feature not shared by the head noun (if both words are contrasted the modifier remains
adjacent to the noun).
Apart from the NPs that are complements to a preposition, almost all the instances in
the corpus have a superordinate verbal head. There are, however, some instances where
the head is another noun (e.g. (43), (21e), and (77d)), and the analysis above suggest
that they may behave differently than other types of hyperbaton. Since their number in
my corpus is very limited, I refrain from formulating a hypothesis concerning them
here.
Based on this discussion, I would like to propose the following preliminary typology
based on the type of modifier:
•
•
•
•
•

Interrogatives, relative possessives, linking relatives (syntactically moved
modifiers)
Adjectives, possessives, demonstratives, genitives
Quantifiers
Prepositional phrase modifiers
Head-first hyperbaton.

Other types include hyperbaton with other heads than verbal (nominal, prepositional,
etc.) and conjunct hyperbaton.
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Once these categories have been established, secondary parameters of classification can
be considered, and the categorization can probably be made more fine-grained. In the
next section, I discuss the usefulness for the analysis of my examples of another
parameter sometimes proposed as a criterion for classification, namely that of the
intervening element.
8.2 Alternative parameters
8.2.1 Intervening element: a parameter of secondary importance
Some previous studies have opted for a typology of hyperbata on the basis of the
intervening element. This is especially the case of Powell (2010), who identifies two
main types based on the size of the intervening material (long- vs. short-range
hyperbaton), but also of Adams, who chooses to study only the type of hyperbaton
where the intervener is a verb. Among the discontinuous instances in my corpus, there
are only a few that match Powell’s definition of long-range hyperbaton,28 where the
two components appear at different ends (or almost) of the clause (e.g. (45e), (50c),
(50g), (50i), and (51c)). However, when examining these instances closer, the number
of intervening constituents is generally small, especially if one excludes particles and
adverbs. In the end, only the examples in (50c) and (50i) seem to really capture the
phenomenon described by Powell.
In fact, a very large majority of the instances in my corpus have only a single word
intervening between the discontinuous components, which challenges the usefulness of
this parameter for the establishment of a typology of hyperbata. The most common
intervener is the verb of the clause, or the predicate when the clause is copular. There
are also some instances where another verbal argument (often the subject) or a verbal
adjunct is inserted:29
(83) a. vos soli ignoratis… quas ille leges, si leges nominandae sunt ac non faces urbis,
pestes rei publicae, fuerit impositurus nobis omnibus atque inusturus? (33)
b. cuius enim de illo incesto stupro iudicium decernendi senatui potestas esset
erepta, de eius interitu quis potest credere senatum iudicium novum constituendum
putasse? (13)
c. …fortis atque animosos et se acriter ipsos morti offerentis servare cupimus… (92)
d. Scutorum, gladiorum, pilorum frenorum etiam multitudo deprehendi posse
indicabatur; nullum in urbe vicum, nullum angiportum esse dicebant in quo Miloni
conducta non esset domus; (64)

The fact that some of the interveners in these examples (83a) and (83d) seem to be
topicalized (whether directly following the C, as in (83a), or a focalized element, as in
(83d)) suggests that the type of intervening element might be more interesting than its
size, if one is to take this parameter into account. Examples (83b–d) also suggest that
28

This would contradict Powell’s affirmation that this type of hyperbaton is “relatively common”
(2010:175).
29
The examples are repeated from (46a), (64f), (62f) and (52a) above.
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there might be a dimension of semantics at play in the arrangement of the words, most
evident in (83d): “none-in the city, block”. However, this parameter is most likely
subordinate to syntactic and pragmatic considerations.
8.2.2 Contrast and intervening elements
Many of the instances discussed in the previous chapters have implied that contrast is
a significant feature for whether or not a modifier is fronted. This was particularly clear
in the examples where the modifier is explicitly contrasted with another element in the
surrounding discourse, as in the following:30
(84) a. Eius igitur mortis sedetis ultores, cuius vitam si putetis per vos restitui posse,
nolitis, et de eius nece lata quaestio est, qui si lege eadem reviviscere posset, lata
lex numquam esset. (79)
b. fecerunt id servi Milonis…, quod suos quisque servos in tali re facere voluisset
(29)
c. deinde ibi multi ab illo violati, spoliati, bonis expulsi, multi haec etiam timentes
in suspitionem caderent, tota denique rea citaretur Etruria. (50)

However, the contrast can also be implicit, as in:31
(85) a. Nuper vero cum M. Antonius summam spem salutis bonis omnibus attulisset
gravissimamque adulescens nobilissimus rei publicae partem fortissime suscepisset
(40)
b. …natura ipsa praescripsit, ut omnem semper vim, quacumque ope possent, a
corpore, a capite, a vita sua propulsarent… (30)
c. Haec tu mecum saepe his absentibus, sed isdem audientibus haec ego tecum Milo:
“Te quidem, cum isto animo es, satis laudare non possum, sed, quo est ista magis
divina virtus, eo maiore a te dolore divellor (99).

As already noted, Spevak (2010) denies that the intervening element has any
significance, except for cases similar to (84b) above (2010:279). Her analysis is that
the two constituents are juxtaposed because they are semantically close. My suggestion
is that the two elements does not have to be semantically related, and that its function
is instead to enhance the contrast on the fronted element, not least in those cases where
it is implicit. In 85a, for instance, the superlative quality of gravissimam seems
enhanced by its juxtaposition with adulescens (“very important/young man”). In 85c,
the unique quality of Milo’s character is underlined by the inserted words magis divina.
8.2.3 Prosody and hyperbaton
As a last point in this section, I will briefly mention prosody. It is obviously tempting
to imagine what kind of prosodic features may have accompanied a phenomenon like
hyperbaton. As noted by Rizzi, particular intonation often accompany the assignation
30
31

Repeated from (26b), (29a), and (50c).
Repeated from (21b), (51a), and (36).
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of pragmatic functions cross-linguistically (1997:285). It is close at hand to claim that
the same might be valid for contrast (e.g. by heavy stress, “this is what I mean (not
that)”), which is easily pictured for instance with examples straddling a superordinate
nominal or participial head:32
(86) a. …quos undique intuentis, unde aliqua fori pars aspici potest, et huius exitum
iudicii exspectantis videtis (3).
b. Negat enim, negat ingratis civibus fecisse se quae fecerit, timidis et omnia
circumspicientibus pericula non negat. (95)

It is also conceivable in many other cases involving quantifiers and adjectives of size:33
(87) a. si Milonem times, …,[si] contra Milonis impetum armata est, atque illa omnia in
hunc unum instituta, parata, intenta sunt, magna in hoc certe vis et incredibilis
animus et non unius viri vires atque opes iudicantur… (67)
b. Quodnam ego concepi tantum scelus aut quod in me tantum facinus admisi,
iudices, cum illa indicia communis exitii indagavi, patefeci, protuli, exstinxi?
Omnes in me meosque redundant ex fonte illo dolores (103).
c. Vos, vos appello, fortissimi viri, qui multum pro re publica sanguinem effudistis
(101).

Some kind of specific intonation would help the audience to interpret the contrast
feature and topic/focus functions of the fronted word, and plausibly also to interpret the
words in the DNP as a unit. Powell notes that many scholars before have classified
hyperbaton as a means of putting emphasis on the fronted element (2010:176n), but it
is unclear if this is thought of as a purely pragmatic feature or also a prosodic one. He
also tentatively classifies it as an oral device, on the basis of the distribution in the
sample of texts he discusses (including different genres such as letters, speeches of
different registers, and the philosophical dialogues).
Nevertheless, however appealing the idea may seem, this kind of information
remains irretrievable for Latin and we will thus leave the speculations at this.
8.3 Variations in the frequency of hyperbaton
Last in this chapter, I will briefly treat the question of variations in the frequency of
hyperbaton, both within the text examined in this study, and in comparison with
previous research.
8.3.1 Variation within the speech
In his (1971) article, Adams argues that hyperbaton often occurs more frequently in the
conclusio of speeches, and draws the conclusion that this is because it is generally more
stylistically elaborate than other parts of the speech. Powell (2010) follows Adams in
32
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Repeated from (37) and (53b).
Repeated from (20c), (50g), and (52c).
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claiming that there is variation within speeches, but complicates the picture somewhat.
He takes as examples the two speeches Pro Archia and Pro Plancio. In the former,
instances of hyperbaton are quasi-absent except for passages that are reminiscent of
poetry. In the latter, they are more common where the tone is more intimate (2010:180–
181).
The 107 instances of hyperbaton in my collected data match the number of
paragraphs (105, in the LOEB edition) astoundingly well. However, the instances are
not evenly divided among the paragraphs. In particular, in the first 15 or so paragraphs
(corresponding approximately to the exordium of the speech), hyperbaton is scarce. In
the rest of the speech, the DNPs are more evenly spread, although the following
concentrations can be identified:
§§ 49–54:

Comprising Cicero’s exposition of how the murder happened, this
passage compares the two antagonists’ possible motifs, character,
and the differing circumstances surrounding their meeting on the
Via Appia.

§§ 77–86:

Here Cicero pictures the murder of Clodius as a liberation,
emphasising what a criminal mind he was. He also compares the
treatment of Milo to that of other (in his opinion) tyrannicides in
Roman history.

§§ 92–104: This paragraphs correspond to the conclusio of the speech, where
Cicero addresses the judges directly and implores their mercy for
his client.
In the first of these passages, Milo and Clodius are antithetically opposed and there is
repeated explicit contrast between pairs of words, e.g. huius and illius. These
paragraphs also contain a contrafactual account of how Milo would have acted, had he
really planned to murder Clodius, thus bearing implicit contrast to the factual course of
events. The second passage aims to point out the absurdity of how the Roman state has
treated the murder of Clodius. There is a series of comparisons (the murder of Clodius
compared to a military victory, Cicero’s own hatred of Clodius in relation to everyone
else’s, the treatment of tyrannicides in Greece compared to the treatment of Milo in
Rome, etc.) that lend themselves well to contrasting of certain elements. The last
concentration of hyperbata is indeed found in the conclusio of the speech, in accordance
with Adams’ claim. Many of these cases involve a fronted, focalized quantifier (either
universal or negative). Perhaps this is not so much a result of the “emotional
‘temperature’” (cf. Powell 2010:179) of the passage as of the need for focalizing key
elements of the discussion in order to convince the judges.
From the pattern briefly presented above, we may tentatively conclude that stylistic
register might not so much be a motivation as an effect created through the use of
hyperbaton in passages similar to the ones indicated above, and that pragmatic
considerations are paramount.
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8.3.2 Comparison with other studies
Next, I will compare the figures obtained in my study with the previous studies
discussed in chapter 3 above.
The overall rate of discontinuity is slightly lower than the average of 12 %
presented by Spevak on the basis of three different texts from three different authors.
On the other hand, it is significantly lower than that of her Ciceronian sample, based on
the Tusculan Disputations (24 %). It is difficult to say if this is due to different genres,
stylistic considerations, or a less rigid definition of hyperbaton, since Spevak does not
give an account for what she has included in the count.
Other studies are generally based on an amalgam of texts and comparable results
are difficult to find. Powell provides data for some of the Ciceronian texts included in
his survey: he counts only seven instances in the stylistically elaborate Pro Roscio
Amerino, and 26 in the first book of letters to Atticus, equivalent to a medium-length
speech (2010:180–182). Some of these, however, seem to be predicative, although one
cannot judge from his article alone, since he does not include any of the surrounding
context. Even taken into consideration that Pro Milone is one of Cicero’s longest
speeches, the number of instances yielded is still considerably higher. It is unlikely that
this should depend solely on the definition of hyperbaton: while I, unlike Powell, have
included DNPs with topicalized heads, his definition comprises NPs interrupted by
particles such as enim and igitur (2010:173), excluded in the present study.

8.3.3 Need for a common methodology
The situation presented in comparison with previous studies above clearly demonstrates
the problem of different definitions of hyperbaton in the studies, wherefore statistics is
of limited use. Many previous studies suffer from a lack of clarity about the precise
object of study.
The defining discussion in chapter 4 of the present study has precedents in Adams
(1971) and Powell (2010). The former chose to exclude predicative adjectives, which
previous scholars such as Marouzeau had included. The decision to examine only
hyperbata interrupted by a verb also allowed him to avoid many of the problems
concerning intervening material discussed in the present study. The latter discusses the
matter more at length, drawing conclusions that are partly different and partly similar
to mine. Among the central differences is Powell’s exclusion of fronted heads
functioning as topics in the clause, which is likely a consequence of the difference in
theoretical approach. He also excludes both raising of a constituent above a
prepositional head and conjunct hyperbaton, as already mentioned above (cf. chapter
7). On the other hand, Powell includes NPs interrupted by particles in his definition of
hyperbaton, although he refrains from studying them further. Other studies, such as
Spevak (2010), provide only a draft of a definition.
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The fact that the phenomenon is difficult to define and that different scholars
interpret it differently (often according to the theoretical approach they use) does not
have to be a problem, but if studies are to be comparable, two things are required:
1. Each study must clearly define which cases were included and which were not.
2. Ideally, statistics should also be provided for each excluded category, similar to
what was done in chapter 4 above.

CONCLUSIONS
This study collected, classified and analysed the totality of hyperbaton within Cicero’s
speech Pro Milone. After first giving a strict definition of the phenomenon studied, a
total of 107 instances were categorised, the main parameter used being the type of
modifier. The analysis also indicated that cases where the head noun is fronted (instead
of the modifier) should be discussed separately. Less central types of hyperbaton with
raising over a prepositional head and discontinuity between two conjuncts were also
identified.
The aim was also to compare the situations where hyperbaton is used and where it is
not. While previous studies have collected data from a wide range of sources, the
present study assessed all the instances in Pro Milone, and compared them with
continuous examples from the same text, as similar as possible to the discontinuous
ones. This allowed me to exclude a number of alternative possible motivations for the
phenomenon and to concentrate on the discourse context.
The results suggest that simple assignation of a pragmatic function is not sufficient
motivation for hyperbaton to appear, since continuous NPs also occur as both topics
and foci in the speech. The fronted element itself must be pragmatically marked in some
way, and in the light of the analysis of the data in my study, contrast indeed seems to
be a good candidate, in accordance with the model proposed by Giusti (2006).
Lastly, the results from a limited study such as this of course cannot be anything but
preliminary, and the need for corroboration through further research is obvious.
However, the results are made more reliable for two reasons:
1. The totality of DNPs fitting the definition were included in the study (i.e. they
were not selected on the basis of a pre-established typology).
2. These instances were systematically compared with continuous NPs from the
same text, allowing me to rule out some alternative motivations.
Some categories identified, however, yielded very few examples, and in order to make
the typology more precise, further studies are required. This especially concerns
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hyperbaton with NPs that have a non-verbal head (e.g. nominal or adjectival), conjunct
hyperbaton, and hyperbaton with complex NPs. A parameter that was not examined in
this study is that of the syntactic function of DNPs, though this variable was eliminated
to some extent through the selection of comparative examples.
It also goes without saying that the results obtained by this study are not necessarily
valid for other authors, genres, periods, etc.: further studies along the same lines would
likely be enlightening as regards the validity of the conclusions drawn here.
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APPENDIX: TRANSLATIONS OF EXAMPLES
The translations provided here are mainly for practical reasons, i.e. to allow the reader
to follow the reasoning in the discussion and analysis sections more easily. I have thus
not aimed for elaborate literary translations.
A second important note: though I agree with the general statement that each translation
is an interpretation and that it will inform the reader of how the translator understands
the text, I wish to stress that since English word order is much less flexible than Latin,
it is often difficult to reflect the pragmatic values inherent in the Latin word order when
translating into English. The translations below are therefore only meant as an aid to
the reader unfamiliar with Latin and as a point of departure for the analysis in the
chapters above.
Additions for the sake of producing a more idiomatic English are put between
parentheses (). Clarifications are put between square brackets [].
(1) Gaul as a whole is divided into three parts.
(2) …and none of those whom you see watching from all places, wherefrom any part
of the forum can be seen, waiting for the verdict of this trial…
(3) …since T. Annius is more concerned about the well-being of the state than his own
(well-being).
(4) When he [Clodius] had fled into the shadows of the staircase and hid himself, would
it have been a big deal for Milo to finish off that plague without any hatred against
himself but with huge glory for M. Antonius?
(6) a. …which, if indeed it should be called power rather than some unremarkable
influence in respectable matters due to great services to the state, or some nonnegligible good-will with decent men due to these strenuous efforts of mine, then by all
means let it be called that, as long as I use it for saving good people from the rage of
the lost.
b. …he [Milo] travelled in a carriage together with his wife, wrapped in his travelling
cloak, with a big and cumbersome, feminine and tender retinue of maids and servants.
c. Who among citizens could imagine Clodius’ unregulated praetorship without a great
fear of revolution?
(7) a. And so, when Clodius had murdered the most honourable Roman knight M.
Papirius in that very same Appian road of yours…
b. What? If I don’t state that these (feelings) were more important in Clodius than in
Milo, but rather that they massive in him [Clodius] and non-existent in my client, what
else do you want (to know)? For why would Milo hate Clodius, who was the seed and
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substance of his fame, apart from that civic kind of hatred, with which we hate all bad
men?
(8) a. And so, when Clodius had murdered the most honourable Roman knight M.
Papirius in that very same Appian road of yours, that crime was not to be punished; for
indeed it was a nobleman who had killed a Roman knight among the tombs of his
family.
b. He was such that he hated the person who, firstly, had protected my well-being,
secondly, was the opposer of his fury, the subduer of his arms, and lastly, was also his
accuser; for Clodius, while he was alive, was indeed accused by Milo in accordance
with the Plotian law.
c. Why did he liberate them? Of course because he feared that he would be betrayed,
that they wouldn’t be able to stand the pain, that they would be forced through torture
to admit that Clodius was killed by Milo’s slaves on the Appian road. What is the need
for torture? What do you want to know? That he killed (him)? He did it. Rightfully or
not? There’s no need here for a torturer, since (while) the inquiry about the facts pertain
to the rack, that about the rightfulness (of the deed) pertain to the court.
d. However, though not unjust, the senate still never thought that this process needed to
be set up.
e. When he [Clodius] had fled into the shadows of the staircase and hid himself, would
it have been a big deal for Milo to finish off that plague without any hatred against
himself but with huge glory for M. Antonius?
f. …since the competition for the highest office and the election day were drawing
close… So, imagining this election day, which Milo had waited for and put his
expectations to, would he come to the taking of the auspices with blood on his hand
bearing before him and confessing a crime and a misdeed?
g. If Pompey himself, who possesses such virtue and good fortune that he was always
able to do what no-one except him could manage, if he, I repeat, could either hold an
inquiry about Clodius’ death, or call back that same man from the underworld, what do
you think he would rather do? Even if he would have liked to call him back on the
grounds of amity, he would not have (done it) for the sake of the state. In short, you are
sitting here as the avengers of a man, that had you the choice to restore him to life, you
would choose not to…
h. …and if a confession of the deed is not fully exceptional, and though we would not
like the senate to judge differently in any way in this case of ours than we ourselves
would, and if the mover of the law himself – though there was no disagreement about
the fact – still wanted there to be a discussion of whether (it was done) justly, and if
these selected jurymen and he who is leading this inquiry, who will discuss this
rightfully and wisely…
(9) a. There is only one kind (of people) who is contrary and hateful towards us and it
is they, who Clodius’ rage has saturated with plundering and arson and all kinds of
public disasters; who even at yesterday’s meeting were stirred to…
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b. …if this has been prescribed to the wise by reason, and to the savage by necessity,
and even to wild animals by nature herself …
c. if finally there was ever any opportunity given to selected men from the highest ranks
to declare through acts and verdicts that support for good and brave citizens, which they
had often hinted at through their expressions and words, then this power has been given
to you fully at this very occasion…
d. A most noble man, the champion of the senate, and at that very time one might almost
have called him its patron, the tribune of the plebs Marcus Drusus, was killed in his
home.
e. And he looked at me with the same eyes as he used to when he was threatening
everyone with all kinds of things.
f. That (day), which I mentioned earlier, when there was an insane meeting called
together by his [Clodius’] own corrupt tribune of the plebs: that day, that meeting and
those acclamations he [Clodius] never would have left, had he not hurried to a planned
crime. You see, for him, there was not even any reason to take the road, but rather a
reason to stay; Milo did not have the option to stay, there was not only a reason for him
to travel, but even a need.
g. That deed was not carried out through the plan of a human, nor through some halfhearted meddling of the gods, judges: No, by God!, it was the sanctities themselves,
who saw that monster fall, who seemed to have awakened et maintained their right in
his (case).
h. They argue that it is unrightful that someone admitting to have killed a man should
be allowed to live. In what city then does these utterly foolish men state this?
i. For Clodius, while he was alive, was indeed accused by Milo in accordance with the
Plotian law. How then do you think that tyrant reacted upon this?
j. But my client behaves according to this mindset, with which he was born: what about
you jurymen? How will you behave?
k. Now there is only one consolation that comforts me, which is that I never lacked any
affection, any fondness, any faithful favour toward you, Titus Annius: …On this very
day, if there is any violence destined (for you), any fight for your life, I request (it for
myself).
l. Yet, if any situation, any man, any occasion was ever worthy, then certainly all these
things were most worthy in that case: an ambush was prepared in the forum and in the
very vestibule of the senate; death was in the waiting for the man, whose life was
supporting the well-being of the state; and in such a (delicate) situation for the state,
that if this man alone would have died, not just this state, but entire nations would have
fallen together with him.
m. In short, you are sitting here as the avengers of a man, that had you the choice to
restore him to life, you would choose not to; and an inquiry has been carried out about
the death of a man, that if he would have been brought back to life by the same law, it
would never had been passed. Therefore, if he [Milo] were the murderer of such a man,
should he, when confessing, need to fear punishment from those that he liberated [from
Clodius]?
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(10) a. Therefore, if Titus Annius, holding a bloody sword, would have cried: “Come
and listen, I beg (you), fellow citizens: I killed Publius Clodius, with this sword and
this hand I thrust back from your throats those frenzies of his that indeed we were not
able to check with any laws nor any processes, so that through me a single right, justice,
laws, freedom, decency and modesty may remain in the state”, that would have been
something he should have feared the state’s reaction to!
b. For it is you, mounds and groves of Alba, you, I say, that I beseech and implore, and
you, overthrown altars of the Alban people, allies and equals of the Roman people’s
sanctuaries… Then your altars, your sanctities flourished, your power, which he had
defiled with all kinds of crimes, showed its strength.
(11) a. Thus there is this law, jurymen, which was not written but born…
b. “Where, lastly, is that voice and defence of yours, Marcus Tullius, that helped so
many?”
c. …unless we are to say that it happened by pure chance that in front of the very
sanctuary of the Good Goddess…, in front of the Good Goddess herself, I repeat!
d. “Where are those Roman knights”, he says, “of yours?”
e. That deed was not carried out through the plan of a human, nor through some halfhearted meddling of the gods, judges: No, by God!, it was the sanctities themselves, …,
who seemed to have awakened et maintained their right in his (case).
f. He [Clodius] joined his [Milo’s] rivals, but in such a way that he alone would control
the candidacy, even against their will, and that he would carry the entire election upon
his own, as he often said, shoulders.
(12) a. The question was divided, on the demand of I-don’t-know-who: for there is no
need for me to reveal the sins of all.
b. But if the opportunity had been given to Milo, he would indeed have proved to you
that there was never any man dearer to anyone than you are to him; that he never had
feared to take on any risk for the sake of your dignity.
c. Unless he thinks it more agreeable to you that he defended his own life than yours…
(13) … for him [Clodius], there was a great reason behind and a great hope placed in
Milo’s death, as well as great benefits.
b. “Where, lastly, is that voice and defence of yours, Marcus Tullius, that helped so
many? Am I, who exposed myself to death so many times for your sake, to be the only
one for whom there is no help?”
(14) a. What? This is the source of impudence, jurymen: who is unaware that the
greatest incitement to sin is the prospect of impunity?
b. In Milo, who right now is accused of a deed that was either glorious or at least
necessary, or in Clodius, who…
c. The power of conscience is big, jurymen, and big in both cases, so that those who did
not do anything do not have to be afraid, and so that those who sinned will always see
their punishment before their eyes.
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d. … who is unaware that the greatest incitement to sin is the prospect of impunity?
e. I do not fear, gentlemen, that I will seem to put forth these things against him more
readily rather than truthfully, because I was burning with the hatred of my private
conflicts.
For indeed, however exceptional this must be, he [Clodius] was an enemy common to
everyone in such a way that my own hatred is accompanied by a common hatred almost
as large.
f. …but anyhow, of all the rewards for virtue, if one is to make a ranking of the rewards,
the greatest reward is glory.
(15) … when he sees that sometimes the sword to kill a man is offered to us by the laws
themselves?
b. Though we were all always of the mindset, regarding crushing the traitors of our
homeland, that, since our glory was to come, we also had to consider danger and hatred
our lot.
c. In short, you are sitting here as the avengers of a man, that had you the choice to
restore him to life, you would choose not to; and an inquiry has been carried out about
the death of a man, that…
d. But concerning this (point), that he most of all wanted you, Lucius Domitius, to
preside over this inquiry – he never asked for anything else than justice, gravity,
humanity, and faith.
e. But, jurymen, are you the only ones who are unaware, are you strangers in this city,
are your ears foreign and unused to that far-spread talk of the town…
f. Lastly, since I do not see why I should not argue my own case as well, you know,
judges, that there was…
g. And why would that cause any need to hasten, the fact that he was an heir?
h. “Of me” he says, “the Roman people, all nations will always talk, no age will ever
fall silent”.
(16) a. What highwayman or robber can ever be unjustly slayed?
b. He adds this, which is certainly true, that courageous and wise men usually do not
seek the rewards for good deeds as much as the good deeds themselves.
c. If he did not prove this, if that suspicion was so deeply entrenched in you that it could
not be uprooted in any way whatsoever…
d. Who did not burn in agony, over the fact that his not even necessary death was
expected, he who everyone wished could be immortal – if it were possible.
e. When he [Clodius] had fled into the shadows of the staircase and hid himself, would
it have been a big deal for Milo to finish off that plague without any hatred against
himself but with huge glory for M. Antonius?
f. Unless by chance someone is more of a parricide if he murders a father of consular
rank than a low-born one, or unless Clodius’ death is more gruesome than that…
(17) a. …what everyone would want their own slaves to do in such a situation…
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b. …whose endeavours, as he himself considered it, they would not wish to suppress,
had they been able to…
c. Pompey…, whose very grave and elaborate judgment concerning my well-being the
whole senate followed…
d. Will you keep the memories of that man’s spirit, whose body you do not allow a
burial in Italy?
e. He, about whose impure disgrace the senate was bereaved the power to pass
judgment, about his…
(18) a. …and that you see waiting for the verdict of this trial.
b. will you not only fail to bestow the preserver of such a great people, the avenger of
such a big crime with any honours, but also allow him to be dragged away to be
punished?
(19) a. Why did he [Milo] not rush to meet him before, so that he [Clodius] would not
stay in his villa, or wait at that spot where he [Clodius] would arrive at night?
b. He [Clodius] joined his [Milo’s] rivals, but in such a way that he alone would control
the candidacy, even against their will, and that he would carry the entire election upon
his own, as he often said, shoulders.
c. …when all torches are used by my enemies to kindle the hatred against me…
(20) a. Who did not burn in agony, over the fact that his not even necessary death was
expected, he who everyone wished could be immortal – if it were possible.
b. That which is to be investigated in a trial, we examine here; that which can be found
out through torture, we admit. If you ask why he manumitted (them), rather than why
he provided (them) with such scanty rewards, you do not know how to reprove the acts
of your opponent.
c. If you fear Milo… if you have armed yourself against an attack of his, if all this has
been arranged, prepared, directed at him only, then the force that you ascribe to this
man is indeed big, his courage incredible, and his strengths and resources not those of
a single man.
d. Although our age has seen many glorious victories by the greatest of generals, none
of them caused such long-lived joy, nor so great.
e. They are worshipped with both ceremony and commemoration close to those (given
to) immortal beings: will you not only fail to bestow the preserver of such a great
people, the avenger of such a big crime with any honours, but also allow him to be
dragged away to be punished?
f. How divine are the things set up in the honour of such men!
g. …unless someone believes that there is no divine force or will. …That force certainly
exists! …Thus this force itself, that often brought incredible good-fortune and
prosperity to this city, destroyed and made away with that pest [i.e. Clodius].
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(21) a. Could he not (have done it) when Q Fabricius, a good patriot, was beat up for
having passed a law allowing my return, when a most cruel murder was committed in
the forum.
b. But recently, as Marcus Antonius brought very high hopes of safety to all decent men
and a most noble young man courageously took upon himself a very important role in
the state…
c. …but anyhow, of all the rewards for virtue, if one is to make a ranking of the rewards,
the greatest reward is glory.
(22) I do not fear, gentlemen, that I will seem to put forth these things against him more
readily rather than truthfully, because I was burning with the hatred of my private
conflicts.
For indeed, however exceptional this must be, he [Clodius] was an enemy common to
everyone in such a way that…
(23) a. For what, jurymen, can be more troublesome for the two of us, what can be
mentioned or imagined that is a greater concern, a greater nuisance (for us), who were
brought to (serve) the state in the hope of receiving the most distinguished rewards (but
now) cannot free (ourselves) from fear of the most cruel punishment?
b. …which, if indeed it should be called power rather than some unremarkable influence
in respectable matters due to great services to the state, or some non-negligible goodwill with decent men due to these strenuous efforts of mine, then by all means let it be
called that…
c. no-one can bear Clodius death with composure: the senate is lamenting it, the
equestrian order is grieving, the entire state is consumed by sorrow, the towns are in
mourning, the colonies are afflicted, even the fields themselves miss such a benevolent,
such an obliging, such a gentle citizen.
d. I for my part praised the astonishing attentiveness of Pompey, but I will say what I
think, jurymen: they, to whom the entire state is entrusted, are forced to hear too much
and cannot do otherwise.
(24) a. For if you were ever given the power to judge the case of good and brave men
and of well-deserving citizens, if finally there was ever any opportunity given to
selected men from the highest ranks…, then this power has been given to you fully at
this very occasion…
b. For what, jurymen, can be more troublesome for the two of us, what can be mentioned
or imagined that is a greater concern, a greater nuisance (for us), who were brought to
(serve) the state in the hope of receiving the most distinguished rewards (but now)
cannot free (ourselves) from fear of the most cruel punishment?
c. But recently, as Marcus Antonius brought very high hopes of safety to all decent men
and a most noble young man courageously took upon himself a very important role in
the state…
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(25) a. (that) he [Clodius] was an enemy of his [Pompey’s], Milo a friend; if he himself
would also have joined in with everybody’s shared elation, he feared that his faith in
the reconciled friendship would seemed rather feeble.
b. For indeed, however exceptional this must be, he [Clodius] was an enemy common
to everyone in such a way that my own hatred is accompanied by a common hatred
almost as large.
c. What crime so great did I commit, or what immense misdeed did I allow myself (to
commit), jurymen, when I tracked down, brought to light, revealed and destroyed those
signs of public destruction?
(26) a. But Milo is beset by inquiries, held at this moment in the temple of Liberty.
Which slaves do they concern? Do you need to ask? Clodius’ … (But) there is no law
that stipulates questioning of slaves against their master, except regarding incest, as
happened with Clodius.
b. In short, you are sitting here as the avengers of a man, that had you the choice to
restore him to life, you would choose not to; and an inquiry has been carried out about
the death of a man, that if he would have been brought back to life by the same law, it
would never had been passed.
(27) a. How great was the mourning in this city, as we have heard from our forefathers,
when violence was brought upon Publius Africanus at night as he was resting at home?
… But was any inquiry carried out regarding Africanus’ death? Certainly not. Why so?
b. Could he not (have done it) on that day, when the law about me was passed, when
the uproar of the whole of Italy, that my well-being had stirred, willingly would have
recognized the glory of that deed, so that, even if Milo had done it, the entire state would
have claimed the praise for itself?
(28) a. But, jurymen, are you the only ones who are unaware, are you strangers in this
city, are your ears foreign and unused to that far-spread talk of the town…
b. Next, because I don’t see why I would not argue my own case as well, you are aware,
gentlemen, that there was…
c. Though we were all always of the mindset, regarding crushing the traitors of our
homeland, that, since our glory was to come, we also had to consider danger and hatred
our lot.
(29) a. Milo’s slaves did that…, which everyone would want their own slaves to do in
such a situation…
b. Unless he thinks it more agreeable to you that he defended his own life than yours…
he would obtain the greatest rewards.
c. Will anyone by his own will banish from this city a man, whom – once exiled by you
– all cities will invite?
(30) Who did not burn in agony, over the fact that his not even necessary death was
expected, he who everyone wished could be immortal – if it were possible.
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(31) Now there is only one consolation that comforts me, which is that I never lacked
any affection, any fondness, any faithful favour toward you, Titus Annius: I sought out
the enmities of the powerful for your sake; I often exposed my body and life to the
weapons of your enemies.
(32) a. …for indeed it was a nobleman who had killed a Roman knight among the tombs
of his family.
b. And so he chose the very lights of the most distinguished ranks, and he did not, as
some have repeated, pick out my friends when choosing the jurymen; for this most
righteous of men did not consider this, nor would he have been able to follow this
principle as he was choosing decent men, even if he had wanted to. Because my high
esteem is not limited to my close friends, which cannot extend very far, because you
cannot have regular dealings with many.
c. Milo… part of them, because they thought that he had already been killed, started
striking his slaves, which were at the back.
d. Nor does this accusation about Clodius stir me, and I am not so foolish or unaware
of your opinion, that I do not know how you feel about Clodius’ death.
(33) a. If he would have obtained military command – I leave out the allies, foreign
nations, kings, tetrarchs; for you would have prayed that he would rather assault them
than your belongings, your houses, your money…
b. Do not, if in the middle of all our weeping you do not see a tear (upon) Milo’s
(face)…
(34) a. On this very day, …, I request (it for myself).
b. …even the fields themselves miss such a benevolent, …, such a gentle citizen.
(35) a. And nor was it any other godly rage that inspired his followers with such a
madness, that…
b. But if the Twelve tables meant that it is justified that a thief in the night be killed in
any manner, and a thief in daytime if he defends himself with a weapon, who is there
who… can consider that it should be punishable, when he sees that sometimes the sword
to kill a man is stretched out to us by the laws themselves?
c. And he does not speak these words as I do now, weeping, but with this same
expression upon his face that you see now.
(36) You often told me these things when these people were absent, but now when they
hear me, I will tell you this, Milo: ”because you have this spirit, I cannot praise you
enough, but, the more divine this virtue of yours, the greater the pain when I am
separated from you.”
(37) …those who you see watching from all places, wherefrom any part of the forum
can be seen, waiting for the verdict of this trial.
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(38) a. Although in this case, jurymen, we will not abuse of Titus Annius’ tribunate and
all the actions taken for saving the state in the defence against this accusation.
b. It is for a grateful people to bestow rewards upon well-deserving citizens, (and) it is
for a courageous man to not even be affected by distress, so that he may regret what he
bravely did. … if the state would be grateful, he would be happy; if ungrateful, he would
still be supported by his (clean) conscience in his bad fortune. But the good-fortune of
the Roman people and your happiness, jurymen, and the immortal gods consider that
they owe him gratitude for this good deed.
(39) a. Thus there is this law, jurymen, which was not written but born, which we have
not been taught, handed down and read, but indeed seized from nature herself,
devoured, and expressed, in which we have not been educated, but modelled (to follow),
not instructed, but impressed, so that…
b. And yet, the law itself gives us the right to defend ourselves in a most wise and
somehow implicit manner, when it forbids, not the killing of a man, but the carrying of
a weapon in order to kill a man…
(40) I killed Publius Clodius, with this sword and this hand I thrust back from your
throats those frenzies of his that indeed we were not able to check with any laws nor
any processes…
(41) a. lastly, if the immortals gods did not incite him to that intention, so that…
b. What remains other than that I beg and entreat you, jurymen, that you will grant a
most courageous man that mercy, that he does not himself implore…
(42) a. And so, when Clodius had murdered the most honourable Roman knight M.
Papirius in that very same Appian road of yours, that crime was not to be punished.
b. This (dagger) threatened us, (and) I did not allow that you should be exposed to it
because of me, this (dagger) threatened Pompey, and it stained that Appian road of
yours, the tombstones bearing his name, with the bloody murder of Papirius, and this
very same (dagger) was again aimed at me after a long time…
c. If he did not prove this, if that suspicion was so deeply entrenched in you that it could
not be uprooted in any way whatsoever…
(43) Do not, if in the middle of all our weeping you do not see a tear (upon) Milo’s
(face), if he always has the same expression and tone of voice, if his speech appears
stable and unchanged, become less inclined to spare him.
(45) a. He was killed by the man that he attacked… But what highwayman or robber
can ever be unjustly slayed?
b. Who among citizens could imagine Clodius’ unregulated praetorship without a great
fear of revolution?
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c. Not only does it not profit him in any way, but Clodius’ death is even a disadvantage
for Milo. “But (his) hatred took over, he did it in rage, in enmity, as an avenger of
insults, a punisher for his indignation.” What? If I don’t state that these (feelings) were
more important in Clodius than in Milo, but rather that they were massive in him
[Clodius] and non-existent in my client, what else do you want (to know)? For why
would Milo hate Clodius, who was the seed and substance of his fame, apart from that
civic kind of hatred with which we hate all bad men?
d. Well then, let us say that this is what happened: what reason was there for him to
hurry to Rome? Why did he thrust himself into the night? And why would that cause
any need to hasten, the fact that he was an heir?
e. …that, since our glory was to come, we also had to consider danger and hatred our
lot; for what praise was to be given to me, if I had thought that I would dare to do what
I attempted without any great struggles on my part?
(46) a. Are you the only ones who are unaware… of the laws – if they should be called
laws instead of fire-starters in the city, plagues of the state – that he would have imposed
and imprinted upon us all?
b. Remember, by the immortal gods!, how hurried his [Milo’s] return was, what his
entering in the forum was like when the curia was on fire, the magnitude of his spirit,
his face, his speech.
c. It cannot be stressed enough – not even imagined – how much wickedness there was
in him, how much destruction.
(47) …and indeed he [Clodius] often said that while he could not take away the
consulate from Milo, he could take away his life. He often expressed this in the senate,
said it at meetings; indeed, he even told Marcus Favonius, a most courageous man,
when he asked him what hope he could have to continue his frenzies when Milo was
alive, that he [Milo] would be dead within three or maximum four days.
(48) Clodius’ slave was seized in the temple of Castor, where he [Clodius] had placed
him to kill Pompey; the dagger was wrestled out of his hands as he confessed; after this
Pompey stopped showing up in the forum, in the senate (and) in public. He protected
himself behind door and walls, not behind the right of laws and trials: but what
investigation was carried out, what inquiry was decreed?
b. Those things that you consider to be your private property, what right of lasting
possession could they have with a desperado ruling?
c. What woman would not dare to kill a criminal and dangerous citizen, if she did not
fear the risk?
(49) Which of these (things) is not extremely cumbersome?
(50) a. But concerning this (point), that he most of all wanted you, Lucius Domitius, to
preside over this inquiry – he never asked for anything else than justice, gravity,
humanity, and faith.
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b. Therefore, jurymen, so that we may finally come to the case and accusation in
point…, what remains is, jurymen, that you must not enquire about anything else than
which of them that was ambushing the other.
c. …furthermore, this would lead many that were injured, plundered and stripped of
their possessions by him, and even many who feared this, into suspicion; lastly, the
whole of Etruria would be accused.
d. If you would not hear about these things but would see them depicted, then it would
be clear who was waiting in ambush, and who had no wicked intentions…
e. If he did not prove this, if that suspicion was so deeply entrenched in you that it could
not be uprooted in any way whatsoever…
f. “Of me” he says, “the Roman people, all nations will always talk, no age will ever
fall silent”.
g. What crime so great did I commit, or what immense misdeed did I allow myself (to
commit), jurymen, when I tracked down, brought to light, revealed and destroyed those
signs of public destruction? All my afflictions and those of my dear ones flow forth
from that source.
h. But who does not see that all the corrupt and declining parts of the state have been
entrusted to you, so that you would restore and strengthen them?
i. Be sure to remember this, jurymen: I hope that you and your children shall experience
many good moments in the republic; in each of these you shall consider that you would
not experience any of them if Clodius were alive.
(51) a. …nature herself commends that they always drive away all kinds of violence,
by whatever means they can, from their body, head, and life.
b. But if the opportunity would have been given to Milo, he would indeed have proved
to you that there was never any man dearer to anyone than you are to him; that he never
had feared to take on any risk for the sake of your dignity.
c. None so great pain have you ever, jurymen, imposed upon me.
(52) a. It was suggested that a mass of shields, swords, javelins and even bridles could
be found; there was said to be no street in town, no alley where Milo had not rented a
house.
b. “…nay, at this very moment, when all torches are used by my enemies to kindle the
hatred against me, still we are praised in all talk and at all gatherings of people where
they show their gratitude and manifest their joy.”
c. Now there is only one consolation that comforts me, which is that I never lacked any
affection, any fondness, any faithful favour toward you, Titus Annius: I sought out the
enmities of the powerful for your sake.
d. You, you I call upon, you brave men, who have given much blood for the sake of the
state.
(53) a. …he gave the sign to the whole of Italy longing for and imploring his assurance,
so that they could flock to Rome to restore me; lastly, everybody’s hatred toward him
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[Clodius] was burning of longing for me: if someone would have killed him then,
people would not have thought about his impunity, but rather about his rewards.
b. He denies that he did what he did for ungrateful citizens, but not that he did it for
(citizens that were) afraid and watching out for all kinds of dangers.
(54) He [Clodius] joined his [Milo’s] rivals, but in such a way that he alone would
control the candidacy, even against their will, and that he would carry the entire election
upon his own, as he often said, shoulders.
(55) Although who can believe this, that Pompey… when the senate had charged him
to make sure that the state should not be harmed…
(56) a. Because in a free society there is never any violence used between citizens
against the state.
b. …(if) the mover of the law himself – though there was no disagreement about the
fact – still wanted there to be a discussion of whether (it was done) justly, and (if) these
selected jurymen and he who is leading this inquiry, who will discuss this rightfully and
wisely…
c. …that man, lastly, for whom there existed no law, no civil right, no limit for (his)
seizing, who did not assail the properties of others through false lawsuits nor through
unrightful claims and processes, but through military camps, troops and by waging war.
(57) a. Then your altars, your sanctities flourished, your power, which he had defiled
with all kinds of crimes, showed its strength.
b. “Of me” he says, “the Roman people, all nations will always talk …”.
c. Are you the only ones who are unaware… of the laws – if they should be called laws
instead of fire-starters in the city, plagues of the state – that he would have imposed and
imprinted upon us all?
(58) a. But with Milo killed Clodius would attain these things, so that he would not only
avoid being praetor under his consulship, with the result that he would not have been
able to commit any crimes, but also that…
b. Now there is only one consolation that comforts me, which is that I never lacked any
affection, any fondness, any faithful favour toward you, Titus Annius…
(59) a. Do you think, Sextus, that I am angry with you? I, whose worst enemy you
punished in a more cruel way than my education allowed me to request?… Therefore,
even though you acted impiously, still, since you exhibited your cruelty toward my
enemy, I surely should not be angry, though I cannot praise you.
b… in which estate, because of those immense basements, one could easily fit a
thousand strong men.
c. Let us now examine this, which is the core: to which of the two, finally, the place
where they met was most convenient for laying ambush. Can this, jurymen, really be
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doubted and considered for a long time?… The facts themselves talk, jurymen, which
is always most significant.
d. … he [Clodius], who not only tried to expel Etruscans – for them he deeply
despised – from their possessions, but also Publius Varius here, a most brave and
upright citizen, our juryman, (and) who roved through the villas and gardens of many
in the company of architects and measuring-rods, who put the Janiculum hill and the
Alps as the limits to the prospect of his possessions…
e. And though he does not deny this, for which he does not ask for anything else than
to be forgiven, would he hesitate to confess that, for which he might even request the
reward of praise? Unless he thinks it more agreeable to you that he defended his own
life than yours, and especially since he makes this confession, if you wanted to be
grateful, he would obtain the greatest rewards.
f. I leave aside the Etrurian holidays, both those celebrated and those planned; this is, I
believe, the hundredth day from Clodius death.
(60) a. It occurred to him that his praetorship would be maimed and feeble with Milo
as consul.
b. I note that all this is so obvious, jurymen… that his [Clodius] hatred toward my client
was most fierce, my client’s toward him non-existent; that he [Clodius] had a constant
habit of using violence, my client only of warding it off.
(61) a. But if there is any occasion when it is justified to kill a man – of which there are
many – certainly it is not only just, but also necessary, when one defends oneself by
using force against an assault.
b. “Where, lastly, is that voice and defence of yours, Marcus Tullius, that helped so
many? Am I, who exposed myself to death so many times for your sake, to be the only
one for whom there is no help?”
(62) a. If only Clodius could not only be alive, but also be praetor, consul, dictator,
rather than that I would have to witness this spectacle! Oh immortal gods! How brave
(this) man is and how he should be preserved by you, jurymen! “Not at all”, he says,
“no, he [Clodius] has served his punishment, which was well-deserved: I will submit to
(mine), if it is necessary, (even if) undeserved.
b. …Pompey, the initiator and leader of my recall, his [Clodius’] enemy, whose grave
and elaborate judgment concerning my well-being the whole senate followed, who
exhorted the Roman people…
c. I could not suspect Pompey, a man characterized by a most eminent virtue, of being
afraid; when the entire state is being sustained, I believe no diligence to be exaggerated.
d. I always considered that Milo would have to go through all those other commotions
and calamities at least in the turbulence of elections, … (but) I never thought that Milo’s
enemies would entertain any hope to not only ruin his well-being…
e. There is only one kind (of people) who is contrary and hateful towards us and it is
they, whom Clodius’ rage has saturated with plundering and arson and all kinds of
public disasters;
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f. … we wish to save those who are courageous and bold and bravely offer themselves
to death…
(63) a. But now, as Clodius has been removed, Milo must depend on the usual things
to secure his reputation.
b. I do not fear, gentlemen, that I will seem to put forth these things against him more
readily rather than truthfully, because I was burning with the hatred of my private
conflicts.
c. …lastly, unless the immortals gods did not inspire him with that plan, that an
effeminate being would try to kill a most courageous man, you would not have any state
left today.
d. In a crammed senate, there was recently a senator on the Capitol who claimed that
Milo was carrying a weapon: he spoiled himself in that most sacred temple, so that the
facts would speak for themselves while he remained silent, since the life of such a
citizen and man did not inspire (sufficient) faith.
e. How unfortunate the citizens who are most well-deserving of the state sometimes
are, whose glorious deeds are not only forgotten, but who are furthermore suspected of
heinous ones!
f. Especially, jurymen, as the competition for the highest office and the election day
were drawing close…
g …nor does he fear that, once he has calmed the plebeians with games, he would fail
to win you over with extraordinary services toward the state.
h. “Farewell”, he says, “farewell my fellow citizens: may they be safe, unharmed,
prosperous, happy; may this glorious city and the fatherland so dear to me prevail,
however it has paid me…”
(64) a. Therefore, jurymen, pay attention and lay aside your fear, if you have any: for
if you were ever given the power to judge the case of good and brave men and of welldeserving citizens, …, then this power has been given to you fully at this very
occasion…
b. Again, how can anyone doubt that Clodius thought that he would be able to rule like
a king once Milo had been killed! What? This is the source of impudence, jurymen:
who is unaware that the greatest incitement to sin is the prospect of impunity?
c. I killed him, I did it! (I killed) not Spurius Maelius, who was suspected of aiming for
kingship by lowering the price of grain and throwing away his patrimony, since this
made him seem all too eager to favour the plebeians…
d. But if there is any occasion when it is justified to kill a man…
e. He adds this, which is certainly true, that courageous and wise men usually do not
seek the rewards for good deeds as much as the good deeds themselves.
f. Who can believe that the senate considered that a new kind of trial had to be
established for the death of the man, about whose impure disgrace the senate was
bereaved the power to pass judgment?
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(65) a. And yet, the law itself gives the faculty to defend oneself in a most wise and
somehow implicit manner…
b. What? When Milo as a private citizen was accused by Clodius before the people, and
an attack was made upon Pompey who was defending Milo, was there not only a good
occasion but also a good reason to subjugate him [Clodius]?
c. …my client had declared widely that he would leave Rome on that day, he [Clodius]
had feigned that he would return on that day; my client did not change his plan in any
detail, Clodius feigned a reason to change his plans.
(66) a. Clodius… so that he could be praetor with those consuls who if not directly
helping (him), at least would shut their eyes, and he could certainly hope to deceive
(them) in those planned rages of his: whose endeavours, as he himself considered it,
they would not wish to suppress, had they been able to…
b. …and you, from your lofty mountain, holy Jupiter Latiaris, whose lakes, groves and
lands he [Clodius] often defiled with all kinds of abominable defilements and crimes…
c. And who would think that the forum could have been defended when he was alive,
he whose corpse the curia cannot withstand!
d. Wake him, wake him from the dead!, if you can: will you crush his attack when he
is alive, he whose frenzies you could hardly withstand as an unburied corpse?
(67) a. Pompey, the initiator and leader of my recall, his [Clodius’] enemy, whose grave
and elaborate judgment concerning my well-being the whole senate followed…
b. In short, you are sitting here as the avengers of a man, that had you the choice to
restore him his life, you would choose not to…
(68) a. And so when did that dagger of his, that he had been given by Catiline, rest from
that moment on?… What similar did Milo do?
b. …his [Clodius] hatred toward my client was most fierce, my client’s toward him
non-existent…
c. Shall this man, who was born for his fatherland, die anywhere else than in his
fatherland, or, by chance, for his fatherland? Will you keep the memories of that man’s
spirit, whose body you do not allow a burial in Italy?
d. The question was divided, on the demand of I don’t know who: for there is no need
for me to reveal the sins of all.
(69) the day of my client’s departure was known to him [Clodius], his [Clodius] return
unknown to my client; his [Milo’s] journey was inevitable, his [Clodius] even rather
the opposite.
(70) a. But was any inquiry carried out regarding Africanus’ death? Certainly not… or
(unless) Clodius’ death is more gruesome than that, because he was slain among the
tombstones of his ancestors, for this is often repeated by those (men) [the
prosecutors]…
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b. When he [Clodius] had fled into the shadows of the staircase and hid himself, would
it have been a big deal for Milo to finish off that plague without any hatred against
himself but with huge glory for M. Antonius?
c. who are angered not only by the candidates’ dishonesty, but are often also offended
by what is done honourably.
d. … if in the middle of all our weeping you do not see a tear (upon) Milo’s (face)…
e. In what city then does these utterly foolish men state this? Indeed in that one, who
saw as its first capital trial that of Marcus Horatius, …, though he admitted to have
killed his sister by his own hand.
f. You, you I call upon, you brave men, who have given much blood for the sake of the
state; you, I call, centurions, in the trial of an unconquered man and citizen, and you,
soldiers…
(71) a. When he had run into the enclosures, seen to it that swords were drawn and
stones thrown, then all of a sudden, petrified by the sight of Milo, fled toward the Tiber,
(then) you and all decent people prayed that Milo might want to put his strength to good
use.
b. Unless you will have seen for yourself that an ambush was set up for Milo by Clodius,
I will not plead that you should acquit us from this allegation because of our many and
glorious services toward the state, nor will I ask that you, if Clodius’ death has been
your salvation, should therefore ascribe this to Milo’s great virtue rather than to the
Roman people’s lucky star.
c. For there were (already) laws, there were inquiries both concerning murder and
deadly violence, and Clodius’ death did not cause the senate such great mourning and
sorrow, that a new kind of investigation had to be set up.
(72) a. Will you keep the memories of that man’s spirit, whose body you do not allow
a burial in Italy?
b. See how inconstant and changeable life’s condition is, how uncertain and fickle
fortune is, how great faithlessness there is among friends, to what degree (their)
pretences are adapted to the situation, how massive the abandonment of your close ones
when you are in danger, how great the cowardice…
c. … Milo, who right now is accused of a deed that was either glorious or at least
necessary…
d. There’s no need here for a torturer, since the inquiry about the facts pertain to the
rack, that about the rightfulness (of the deed) pertain to the court.
e. …my client did not change his plan in any detail, Clodius feigned a reason to change
his plans.
(73) a. For he understood that even when there is a confession of the deed, it is possible
to defend the legitimacy…
b. He also remembers that all that was missing was the proclamation of the herald,
which he did not long for at all, but the only thing he wished for was to hear proclaimed
that he (had been elected) consul through the universal vote of the people. Now, finally,
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if these things are to happen against him, (he remembers) that what stands in his way is
not the accusation of the act, but a suspicion of crime.
(76) a. He, about whose impure disgrace the senate was bereaved the power to pass
judgment…
b. But death was being prepared for the man, whose life the safety of the community
depended upon…
c. Clodius has come close to the gods, closer than that time when he forced his way to
them, since there is an inquiry about his death as if about profaned rites.
(77) a. Quintus Hortensius, … was almost killed by a band of slaves, as he was in my
company; in that same mob the senator Caius Vibienus, … was beaten up so badly that
he died.
b. In front of Clodius’ estate, in which estate, because of those immense basements, one
could easily fit a thousand strong men…
(78) a. so Milo, had he been a waylayer, if he knew that he [Clodius] would arrive to
town by night, (just) had to lay in ambush and wait. (If) he had killed him by night,
killed him in a place that was insidious and full of highwaymen, (then) no-one would
have doubted him as he denied (the deed), he who all want to be preserved even as he
confesses.
b. … and not lay in ambush (for him) in that place, where he would arrive at night?
c. But Milo is beset by inquiries, held at this moment in the temple of Liberty. Which
slaves do they concern?
d. …to you these punishments, which from your perspective were tardy, but
nevertheless legitimate and due, were paid.
e. … (if it was) justified or not, which is often what is examined in many law cases.
f. The Greeks bestow godly honours upon those men who have killed tyrants: what
things I witnessed in Athens! What things (I witnessed) in other Greek towns!
g. I believe that it was not proper that the portraits of the most eminent men should
concede any honour to that horrible parricide, nor that his dead body should be
destroyed in any other place, than that where his life was condemned.
h. “…nay, at this very moment, when all torches are used by my enemies to kindle the
hatred against me, still we are praised in all talk and at all gatherings of people where
they show their gratitude and manifest their joy.”
i. Therefore he says: “I am not troubled by where this body may be, because the fame
of my name now dwells in all lands, and will always inhabit (them).”
(79) a. In front of Clodius’ estate, … would Milo have thought that he had an advantage
at a spot that was elevated and raised on the adversary’s side, and for that sake chosen
this place for the battle rather than any other? Or is it more likely that he, who planned
an attack, waited for him [Milo] there, hoping that this very place (would be to his
advantage)? The facts themselves talk, jurymen, which is always most significant.
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b. If he would have obtained military command – I leave out the allies, foreign nations,
kings, tetrarchs; for you would have prayed that he would rather assault them than your
belongings, your houses, your money: did I say money?
c. In a crammed senate, there was recently a senator on the Capitol who claimed that
Milo was carrying a weapon: he spoiled himself in that most sacred temple, so that the
facts would speak for themselves while he remained silent, since the life of such a
citizen and man did not inspire (sufficient) faith.
d. What will I answer… you, Quintus brother… That I was not able to guarantee Milo’s
safety in the presence of the same men with whose help he saved us? But in which case
did I fail? One that is pleasing to all nations.
e. He adds this, … but anyhow, of all the rewards for virtue, if one is to make a ranking
of the rewards, the greatest reward is glory.
(80) a. … famous men and unknown (ones) are not killed by different kinds of crimes:
there is a difference in life between the rank of the highest and the lowest, but a death
caused by a crime is controlled by the same punishments and the same laws.
b. … who would not say and consider that, as far as the memory of men stretches, Titus
Annius has been most useful to the state, that he has brought the Roman people, the
whole of Italy, and all people the greatest joy? I cannot judge how great those joyous
moments of the Roman people were in old times: (but) though our age has seen a
number of glorious victories by the greatest of generals, none of them caused such longlived joy, nor so great.
c. But the good-fortune of the Roman people and your happiness, jurymen, and the
immortal gods, consider that they owe him gratitude for this good deed: nor could
anyone consider it otherwise, unless someone believes that there is no divine force or
will.
(81) I leave aside the Etrurian holidays, both those celebrated and those planned; this
is, I believe, the hundredth day from Clodius death. Wherever the territory of the Roman
people extends, there not only the rumour about him now spreads but also joyfulness.
(82) But tell me, what was this inquiry, or how did it present itself?
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