                                          In Catilinam 1.1-3: Commentary

The first Catilinarian is an epideictic speech of blame which takes the condemnation of Catiline’s thirst for tyrannical power as its ‘‘principal theme’’ (Craig, 2007, p.337). However, the interval between the delivery of the speech in 63 BC and its revision and publication three years later complicates any approach to the text; in his fulminations against Catiline Cicero speaks as the consul striving ‘‘to convince the senate of a crisis’’ (Batstone, 1994, p.218), but his words are also those of the ex-consul keen to celebrate his magistracy and exculpate himself from its more controversial aspects, who publishes the speech ‘‘with the aim of justifying his consulship’’ (Berry, 2020, p.88).
     The ‘‘series of aggressive interrogations’’ (Dyck, 2014, p.63) which open the speech highlight different aspects of Catiline’s immorality to persuade the senate that the threat he poses is both real and immediate. In addition, each of these questions aims to establish a sense of solidarity between speaker and senate predicated on the conspirator’s exclusion, creating a moral consensus which legitimises the consul’s verbal onslaught and subsequent actions. Brusquely ignoring Catiline’s ‘‘impeccably noble lineage’’ (Wood, 1988, p.50) in addressing him by cognomen only, the first question focuses the audience’s attention on the outrageousness of Catiline’s ‘abuse’ (OLD, s.v. abutor 4) of the senate by positioning the problematic verb centrally as the fourth word in a seven-word sentence, with Cicero firmly emphasising his own alignment with the senatorial order through the final position of the possessive plural adjective describing the senatorial patience which has been so offensively abused (patientia nostra, 1.1). The second question takes two words to problematise a different aspect of Catiline’s character: ‘how long will that madness of yours really fool us?’ (quam diu etiam furor iste tuus nos eludet? 1.1), Cicero once more highlighting the transgressive behaviour by its central position in the line, with furor iste bracketed by three words either side. Again, the accusative plural pronoun indicates that both Cicero and the assembled senators are objects of Catiline’s mockery (OLD, s.v. eludo 4), the choice of verb calculated to offend senatorial sensibilities with its implied violation of their collective dignitas, perhaps the most ‘‘important factor in the self-respect of its members’’ (Levick, 1986, p.48). The third question, ‘to what end will violent recklessness hurl itself?’ (quem ad finem sese effrenata iactabit audacia? 1.2) dehumanises Catiline, personifying him as an erratic and self-destructive force, the hyperbaton separating ‘violent’ (OLD, s.v. effrenata, a) from ‘recklessness’ (OLD, s.v. audacia, 2) creating a ‘‘slight suspense’’ (Dyck, 2014, p.64) whilst reinforcing senatorial unity in rendering them appalled witnesses to a chaotic force whose destruction is inevitable but impossible to predict.
     The fourth question uses emphatic anaphora to repeat nihil six times, broadening the scope of Catiline’s alienation by highlighting all the factors his frenzied designs should respect but are not deterred by; it is now no longer only ‘the gathering of all good men’ (nihil concursus bonorum omnium, 1.4) in the senate with ‘their faces and expressions’ (nihil horum ora vultusque, 1.5) regarding him with horror that Catiline is set in opposition to, but also the wider ‘public’s fear’ (nihil timor populi, 1.3). Cicero pushes this alienation even further with his pointed mention to ‘this most fortified place’ (nihil hic munitissimus […] locus, 1.4), the temple of Jupiter Stator, that Cicero implies Catiline’s threats of violence have forced him to convene the senatorial meeting in. This temple, promised by Romulus to Jupiter ‘who establishes and upholds’ (OLD, s.v. stator 2), if the deity would allow the fledgling Rome to survive annihilation at the hands of the Sabines, allows the orator to reference Jupiter ‘‘[…] from the very spot where the founder had prayed for the intercession of the same god at a moment of similarly grave danger to the continued existence of the city’’ (Vasaly, 1993, p.53); Cicero therefore places Catiline in opposition to himself, the city’s founder, and the will of god, and the orator’s placement of the verb as the last word of the question builds anticipation so that when at last it does arrive, ‘have these things not touched you?’ (moverunt, 1.5; OLD, s.v. moveo 15), the sense of dismay that anybody could be so callous in their disregard of these norms is even more powerful. Cicero therefore uses the first five lines of the speech to represent Catiline as fundamentally opposed to every aspect of senatus populusque Romanus, ‘‘isolating and weakening him, and […] strengthening Cicero’s own position’’ (Berry, 2020, p.104) effectively addressing the speech’s consular and ex-consular contexts.
     In attempting to convince the senate to act against a fellow patrician, Cicero is fully aware that ‘‘the novus homo had to tread warily’’ (Syme, 1960, p.13), and accordingly, although he expresses astonishment that ‘the senate understands these things, the consul sees, yet he still lives?’ (senatus haec intellegit, consul videt; hic tamen vivit? 2.1), he is careful not to offend the august body he is trying to persuade. Batstone (1994, p.231) notes that at this point in the speech ‘‘the potential for blame to fall upon the senate is as great as it will ever be’’, and Cicero takes immediate steps to mitigate any senatorial culpability through his use of the singular consul, which ‘‘implicitly sidelines’’ (Dyck, 2014, p.66) his consular colleague Antonius, with the result that when the orator hyperbolically asks ‘will we consuls endure Catiline desiring to ravage the whole world with massacre and conflagrations’ (Catilinam orbem terrae caede atque incendiis vastare cupientem nos consules perferemus? 3.2) and confesses that ‘I say it openly, we, we the consuls are failing in our duty’ (nos, nos, dico aperte, consules desumus, 3.9), the focus is solely on Cicero, and he therefore ‘‘imposes upon himself, even stigmatizes himself with, the charge of passivity’’ (Batstone, 1994, p.227), something made startlingly explicit with his admission that ‘I condemn myself of idleness and worthlessness’ (me ipse inertiae nequitiaeque condemno, 4.14) on account of his tardiness and ineptitude in dealing with the crisis.
     In contrast to these inadequacies, Cicero flatters the senate by presenting their understanding as an active and vigorous force, with ‘don’t you see that your plot is now fettered, held by the knowledge of all these men’ (constrictam iam horum omnium scientia teneri coniurationem tuam non vides? 1.6) stressing the senate’s vital role via the hyperbaton separating constrictam and coniurationem which places senatorial wisdom firmly between the plot and its containment. In addition, the fruit of this knowledge is given a mocking and hectoring ring by the emphatic anaphora and the homeoteleuton of -eris endings that Cicero uses to describe it, the senators’ knowledge has produced a full understanding of ‘what you did on the preceding night, what the next, where you have been, what plan you made, who you mustered’ (quid proxima, quid superiore nocte egeris, ubi fueris, quos convocaveris, quid consili ceperis, 1.7) and Cicero aligns himself with, but does not yet claim responsibility for, the results of this senatorial prowess via the use of the plural possessive in ‘do you think that any of us do not know?’ (nostrum ignorare arbitraris, 1.8).
     However, considering ‘‘Roman ideologies of masculinity were predicated on the assumption that a real man must […] constantly display and perform his status as a dominant male, in control of himself and others’’ (Williams, 2010, p.136), and that Cicero is also intent on celebrating his consular achievements, this self-deprecation has its limits. Catiline may be a degenerate who ‘lives not for putting down audacity but for strengthening it’ (vivis, et vivis non ad deponendam sed ad confirmandam audaciam, 4.11), but Cicero’s neat parallel of this phrase, ‘you will live and you will live as you are living now, blockaded by my many stable defences’ (vives, et vives ita ut vivis, multis meis et firmis praesidiis obsessus, 6. 1), reveals this supposed passivity to rather be prudence: a rational control of the situation which he is here happy to claim personal possession of. Once again, the homeoteleuton of -is endings in this expression of mastery conveys a hint of derision at his dominated opponent, and it is perhaps significant that as Cicero’s ‘‘lack of military experience and reputation are well-known’’ (McDonnell, 2006, p.328) now as they were then that his choice of participle has a distinct military tone (OLD s.v. obsideo 4).
     Just as he highlights his own potency, Cicero is sure to project Catiline’s weakness, negating various forms of possum to highlight his opponent’s lack of agency: a purpose clause and present subjunctive shows the conspirator as ‘not able to strike against the republic’ (ne commovere te contra rem publicam possis, 6.2), and the phrase is repeated with a perfect infinitive shortly after, when Cicero states that it is ‘my diligence has surrounded you and you are not able to strike against the republic’ (me diligentia circumclusum commovere te contra rem publicam non potuisse 7.10). Cicero again uses a verb with strong military associations (OLD, s.v. circumcludo 2) to boost the sense of his own power, and the orator’s description of how the Praeneste attack was thwarted ‘by my order, by my garrisons, by the sentinel’s guards’ (meo iussu meis praesidiis, custodiis, vigilis, 8.3) uses asyndeton to achieve the effect where ‘‘tightly packed words for guard […] mirror the tight security imposed’’ (Dyck, 2014, p.81). Catiline is doubly powerless in the face of such consular authority, not only lacking the strength to move against the republic but also stripped of the ability to deny that this is the case (num infitiari potes, 7.9). For all his earlier protestations of ineptitude, Cicero clearly ‘‘aims to present himself to his peers as a consul who is authoritative, decisive, and effective’’ (Berry, 2020, p.114), indeed, he attains a terrifying omnipotence in his declaration, articulated with anaphora and tricolon that Catiline ‘does nothing, devises nothing, thinks nothing’ (nihil agis, nihil moliris, nihil cogitas, 8.4) that the consul does not witness and thoroughly understand. Just as Cicero had avoided antagonising the senate with a display of upstart egotism by stressing their collective awareness of Catiline’s plans, so he now includes the people, depicting his consular authority as fully endorsed by the ‘eyes and ears of many’ who ‘will watch and guard […] just have they have done up till now’ (multorum te etiam oculi et aures non sentientem, sicut adhuc fecerunt, speculabuntur atque custodient, 6.3), trapping Catiline with the faithful and vigilant consensus of all Romans and allowing Cicero to ‘‘dissipate the very panic he has announced’’ (Batstone, 1994, p.232): having ostracised Catiline from the values of senatus populusque Romanus, the orator now presents himself as embodying it. 
     Cicero deploys several historical examples to suit his consular and ex-consular purposes, each example serving to galvanise the senate by presenting Catiline’s actions as far worse than famous political agitators of the past but also legitimise Cicero’s controversial execution of the conspirators with the precedent they supply for the killing of Roman citizens without trial. So, where the orator is hyperbolic in his description of Catiline’s designs as a desire to ‘ravage the whole world with fire and conflagrations’ (orbem terrae caede atque incendiis vastare 3.2), he downplays the misdemeanours of these historical examples just as he exalts the virtues of those who suppressed them. Tiberius Gracchus had only ‘moderately shaken the state’ (mediocriter labefactantem statum, 3.1), yet Cicero praises his killer as a ‘most distinguished man’ (vir amplissimus, 3), stressing his dignity as pontifex maximus and his status as an ordinary citizen (OLD, s.v. privatus 3b), while also omitting any reference to Gracchus’ office of tribune and the sacrosanctity it should have granted him. Similarly, the ‘‘doubtful legality’’ (Adcock, 1966, p.57) of the action taken against C. Gracchus is glossed over, and the swiftness with which Opimius acted is implicitly praised through Cicero’s striking brevity of expression, ‘no night intervened’ (nox nulla intercessit, 4.2) between the senatorial decree and Gracchus’ execution ‘on account of certain suspicions of insurrection’ (interfectus est propter quasdam seditionum suspiciones, 4.3). Cicero uses the grisly fate of C. Gracchus to assuage any nagging doubts the senate could have about acting against a fellow patrician and senator, the tricolon which describes Gracchus, like Catiline, as sprung ‘from a most distinguished father, grandfather, ancestors’ (clarissimo patre, avo, maioribus, 4.3) widens the scope of the distinguished bloodline to the fullest possible extent and still makes it clear that lineage can offer no protection to the conspirator. Similarly, Cicero makes it clear that illustrious office is no guarantee of protection, with tribunes and praetors justly subjected to ‘the republic’s death penalty’ (mors ac rei publicae poena, 4.7) for their treasonous actions, a punishment which has even been extended to the consular Fulvius and his children (occisus est cum liberis M. Fulvius consularis, 4.4). Dyck (2014, p.72) notes that when describing the senatorial decree and introducing the deaths of the traitors Cicero’s ‘‘placement of verbs at the head of clauses […] suggests drastic and energetic action’’, a vigour which the orator’s syntax encourages the senate to replicate.
     Cicero’s lament that ‘there was, there was such justice once in this republic, strong men would control a destructive citizen with sharper punishments than the bitterest enemy’ (fuit, fuit ista quondam in hac re publica virtus ut viri fortes acrioribus suppliciis civem perniciosum quam acerbissimum hostem coercerent 3.5) urges the senators not to betray their ancestral standards, and also justifies the orator’s controversial execution of the conspirators by presenting it as an enforcement of venerable tradition, a notion facilitated by the chiasmus describing the ‘destructive citizen’ and the ‘bitterest enemy’ which collapses the distinction between ‘fellow citizen’ (OLD, s.v. civis) and ‘enemy’ (OLD, s.v. hostis 2) to his advantage. Cicero is sure to stress his compassion even as he advocates applying such rigorous moral standards, most clearly seen in his declaration that ‘I wish, senators, to be merciful’ (cupio, patres conscripti, me esse clementem, 4.13). However, we would do well to remember that ‘‘Cicero’s apparent clarity is often […] a means of obfuscation’’ (Powell, 2013, p.65), and as the orator capitalises on Catiline’s presence to declare that the conspirator is ‘marking and indicating with his eyes each one of us for murder’ (notat et designat oculis ad caedem unum quemque nostrum, 2.2), he is also using imagery which connotes the branding and slaughter of livestock (OLD, noto 1b; OLD caedes 2a), something which ensures that ‘‘Cicero is guilty of exactly what he is accusing Catiline of doing: metaphorically branding, dehumanizing, and plotting the murder of a Roman citizen’’ (Franzen, 2013, p.360).
     The first Catilinarian is a paradoxical speech: Cicero is faced with a terrible threat over which he has complete control; a figure of godlike omnipotence who confesses his own ineptitude; fraught with tension about unconstitutional activity but posturing as the defender of ancestral values. However, despite these contradictions the consistent self-portrait which emerges of a patriotic consul in an alliance of rational consensus with the people, senate, and the gods, demonstrates that ‘‘in rhetorical terms, this speech constructs and presents Cicero's version of his consular ethos’’ (Batstone, 1994, p.216).
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