The passage of Cicero’s In Catilinam with which this commentary is concerned (I. 31-33) constitutes the climax of the first oration, of which the central plank is the rhetorical twinning of the personage and personal auctoritas of Cicero in his capacity as consul and the institutional dignitas of the Senate and People of Rome. 
This theme – already elaborated at length in the preceding passages – is most clearly set out by Cicero in the thirty-second. In it, he employs the imagery of battle and siege: Catiline “besieg[ing] the senate-house with swords”[footnoteRef:477], and in the culminating horror, alleges his actions were undertaken with “the purpose of burning the city”[footnoteRef:24537]. Thus, not merely seeking to make himself a rex or tyrannos, Cicero’s Catiline one-ups the remainder of Rome’s enemies by exaggerating a disregard for the mos maiorum as and when they did not suit him to a willingness to commit patricide (referenced by Cicero in the thirty-third passage as ‘parricide’, a uniquely taboo sin in Roman culture; see Southon) on the communal level for personal gain. However, it is crucial to note that, preceding the remainder of this passage’s invocation of a Roman Republican sensibility of the apocalyptic, Cicero entreats his audience to “let them cease to plot against the consul in his own house”[footnoteRef:5246]. [477:  (Cicero and Macdonald, 1977)
]  [24537:  (Cicero and Macdonald, 1977)
]  [5246:  (Cicero and Macdonald, 1977)
] 

[bookmark: _Int_3qVdMDFB]The use of his title, rather than the personal, is of great import. Indeed, that Cicero follows this particular phrasing in turn with reference to the threat posed by Catiline to first the tribunes, then the Senate, then finally the entire city alone outlines his argument. Catiline is a personal threat not to Cicero the man, but to all three Polybian elements of the Roman constitution in turn – the monarchical (the consul), the democratic (the tribune), the aristocratic (the Senate), and ultimately, the entire community (the city itself). Thus presented, Catiline becomes more than Catiline. He is a Republican antichrist for the 1st century BC, at once a real and physical threat to the lives and property of Cicero’s audience and a human incarnation of the “long-held madness”[footnoteRef:16232] spoken of in the thirty-first passage, the malaise of the Late Republic given flesh. [16232:  (Cicero and Macdonald, 1977)
] 

Contrasted against such an antagonist, Cicero consequently becomes more than Cicero. First-threatened in his litany, he emphasises not his personal auctoritas but the dignitas of his office, which he rhetorically links to both that of his audience, that of the Roman state, and their very existence. In exposing the alleged plot, and framing it thus, Cicero does not present himself as simply the saviour of the Republic. Rather, he presents himself as the Republic. 
In plotting against the consul in his house, Catiline plots against the government, and the community for which it stands. He and his allies are “enemies of good men, enemies of the fatherland”[footnoteRef:3181] - by threatening the safety of Cicero, they threaten “the utmost safety of the Republic”[footnoteRef:22043]. They are even held to have trespassed against Jupiter himself. The greater the litany of authorities and offices Cicero presents Catiline as having trespassed against, so the greater the extent to which these are implicitly associated with the consul. A personal enmity between two men is elevated to a moral and constitutional confrontation of existential proportions. [3181:  (Cicero and Macdonald, 1977)
]  [22043:  (Cicero and Macdonald, 1977)] 

Of particular note is Cicero’s use of the language of illness. This is particularly rife in the thirty-first passage, wherein he utilises it extensively both to set out the stakes of the confrontation and to justify the use of extraordinary measures against the person of Catiline. Catiline is depersonalised, a symptom of an underlying and “long-held”[footnoteRef:14334] disease in need of drastic treatment. Cicero stipulates that half-measures will lead to this disease “be[ing] enclosed deeply in the veins and bowels of the republic”[footnoteRef:29629]. This, fairly obviously, is rhetorical scaffolding for the fatal retaliation dispensed by Cicero at the close of the affair – scaffolding well in-keeping with the presentation of Catiline as an imminent and visceral threat to both the Republic and the lives of Cicero’s audience throughout the rest of the extract. [14334:  (Cicero and Macdonald, 1977)  ]  [29629:  (Cicero and Macdonald, 1977)  ] 

With reference to the broader scholarly debate, Batstone categorises the First Catilinarian as an advanced form of epideictic rhetoric, wherein Cicero as a subject utilises a mixture of praise and invective to outline a consular ethos that positioned him as a champion and incarnation of the Republic. To be more precise, by praising himself and denigrating Catiline in forensic detail, Batstone holds that Cicero was creating a “substitute for deliberation”[footnoteRef:15252] in pursuit of his own political empowerment – pre-empting criticism, dazzling with rhetorical fireworks, not seeking a verdict but, by technical refinement on the theme of epideictic oratory, to create “a voice that speaks for all Rome and in whose presence all Rome is silent”[footnoteRef:24051].  [15252:  (Batstone, 1994)]  [24051:  (Batstone, 1994)] 

While this captures a key factor in the construction of the excerpt – namely, Cicero’s identification of himself with the Republic, and monopolisation of all legitimacy – Batstone's emphasis on oratory and self-praise over invective is flawed in so far as it does not recognise their essential twinning as the basic dynamic firing Cicero’s rhetoric. Craig also notes an atypical absence of invective loci typical to the Roman genre and other Ciceronian denunciations, to be fair – unlike the Oratio in Pisonem or Second Philippic, there is “no parallel with Cicero's remarks that Piso's maternal grandfather was an Insubrian Gaul”[footnoteRef:15087]. However, he also recognises its essential character as invective rather than strictly oratorical (”the First Catilinarian is a magnificent invective. The low count of established invective loci only confirms what any careful reader notices instantly: the invective tone of the First Catilinarian is qualitatively different, and more restrained than other[s]”[footnoteRef:13572]), a facet of Cicero’s rhetoric he puts down to the stakes set – namely, ”the safety of Rome itself”[footnoteRef:13624]. Lastly, while Franzen’s Branding Catiline largely falls out of the remit of the excerpt proper, her analysis of Cicero’s rhetorical alienation of Catiline from his fellow citizens is well-borne out in the rhetorical conclusion of said excerpt. A particular contrast is drawn between a line from the thirty-second passage - ”let it then be written on the forehead of each and every one, what he proposes concerning the Republic”[footnoteRef:568] . This writing – or brand – is contrasted by Franzen with Cicero’s rhetorical ’branding’ (inuere) of Catiline as a slave rather than an aristocrat, ”experienc[ing] a loss of all ethnic and natal ties”[footnoteRef:2497]. This, once again, boils down to Cicero’s rhetorical alienation of Catiline from Republican and Roman society – although the especial emphasis on the lens of enslavement rather neglects the fundamental Roman tradition of the fear of all things kingly. [15087:  (Craig, 2007)]  [13572:  (Craig, 2007)]  [13624:  (Craig, 2007)]  [568:  (Franzen, 2013)]  [2497:  (Franzen, 2013)] 


To conclude, then, the crux of the First Catilinarian’s thirty-first to thirty-third passages – and thus the climactic of the oration as a whole – is this: the systematic rhetorical excommunication of Catiline from the Republican society of the 1st century BC as not simply an enemy of Rome, but an incarnation of its social dysfunction, and, by his opposition to Cicero in the latter’s framing, the effective conflation of the latter with the Republic itself.
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