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Cicero need not have had serious qualms about commenting dis­
paraginglyon the agitation of late 64/early 63 (or linking it to the
rumours of plotting in late 66)29. Certainly the letter to Pompey
dealt with his consulship as a whole, not merely the suppression of
Catiline (Schol. Bob. p. 167 St.). As Cicero's own description of it
implies (de meis rebus gestis et de summa re publica), it served in
part as a political manifesto, not merely cataloguing Cicero's
achievements but setting them in the context of the political princi­
pIes and priorities to which he professed adherence hirnself and
which (at least by implication) he expected Pompey also to en­
dorse. In that context Cicero was hardly likely to pass over the
early part of his term of office: from the outset, he claimed, he had
firmly and successfully defended the res publica against all those
who threatened sedition and disturbance30; he had staunchly up­
held what he asserted to be Pompey's own interests; and (he was
later to maintain) it was his strengthening of the senate from the
very first day of his consulship that was ultimately responsible for
the resolution it displayed on the Nones of December (Farn.
1.9.12).

At the start of January 63 two tribunician proposals had been
under discussion, that of Caecilius Rufus and the agrarian bill of
Rullus31 • Cicero's attacks on the latter reveal his exaggerated as­
sessment of their impact: not merely was the proposal a covert
attempt at dominatio, threatening to subvert the commonwealth
by violent force, but the fear which it engendered had assisted in
reducing the community to financial and political paralysis32 • As
for Caecilius' bill, at the trial of Sulla in 62 Torquatus misrepre­
sented this as an attack on the decisions of the courts (Sull. 63) and
though Cicero now rebuts such an interpretation, it is entirely
possible that he too had previously exaggerated its significance3J,

of Luca, Historia 18 [1969] 76-7; 105) or that Cicero's defence of P. Sulla was in
part an attempt to win Pompey's favour (Berry [above, n.3] 28-30). Those who
assurne so fail to explain why Cicero makes nothing of the connection or of
Pompey's concern for Sulla's rlight in the pro Sulla (cf. E. S. Gruen, Pompey,
Metellus Pius and the Trials 0 70-69 B.C., AJP 92 [1971] 12-3, on the trial of
Fonteius): the possibiliry that the prosecutor's father had served as alegate of
Pompey (Berry 152) is hardly a convincing justification for Cicero's silence.

29) The notion that Pompey was behind Caecilius Rufus' proposal (Gruen
1974 [above, n.28] 219-220) has no serious foundation.

30) Cf. leg. agr. 2.8; 2.102-3.
31) Cf. Cic. leg. agr. 1,26; 2.8,13; Sull. 65.
32) See esp. leg. agr. 2.8; also (e.g.) 1.22-6; 2.12-3; 2.102-3.
33) Particularly if (as I hope to argue elsewhere) iudiciorum perturbationes,

rerum iudicatarum infirmationes, restitutio damnatorum in leg. agr. 2.10 (cf. 2.8:
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even linking it to attempts to overthrow the established order34.
Moreover, as he concedes in the pro Sulla (§ 66), there was areal
fear that violence would be used to push the measure through. In
the end Caecilius was persuaded to abandon his proposal, perhaps
as early as 1 january35, but in his account to Pompey Cicero can
scarcely have failed to emphasise the political uncertainty (and
perhaps the sinister intentions36) which his prompt and decisive
intervention curtailed.

Nonetheless, even by Cicero's standards the "outbreak" of an
"unimaginable lunacy" is absurdly strong language for what was in
fact a relatively minor episode that rapidly came to nothing and
certainly seems not to have involved any public disturbance.
Moreover, parallel uses of this phraseology in Catil. 1.31 and Mur.
81 37 suggest that the intended reference of erupisse is likely to have
been the conspiracy of Catiline itself. In that case Cicero will
implicitly have been looking back not to the alleged plot of Au­
tronius and Sulla of late 66 but (as is commonly assumed) to events
of 65: not to the start of Catiline's canvass for the consulship of

perturbatione iudiciorum, infirmatione rerum iudicatarum) most probably alludes
to Caecilius' rogatio.

34) Cf. 2 Verr. 5.12; leg. agr. 2.102; Att. 9.7.5; Bront (above, n. 28) 60-1.
35) However, Cicero's disingenuous account of the senatorial debate of 1

Jan. 63 (Sull. 65), and especially his apparent implication that Caecilius' bill was
explicitly dropped on that occasion, should be treated with caution (cf. his claim in
the pro Cornelio [fr. 18 Puccioni = Ascon. 65 Cl.] that Manilius himself "discarded"
his bill on the voting rights of freedmen: at most he acquiesced in its annulment [cf.
Cass. Dio 36.42.1-3]). Nothing in the speeches on the Rullan bill indicates that
Caecilius' proposal is now a dead letter (unless it be revocavi fidem in leg. agr. 2.
103 [cf. 2.8]) or that its author has (publicly at least) declared his readiness to veto
Rullus' bill.

36) Cf. his claims about the deep-laid designs against the res publica of the
supposed shadowy architects of the Rullan bill (e.g. leg. agr. 1.16), and his con­
tinued adherence, in the published version of his speeches, to the claim that it was
directed specifically against Pompey's interests, questionable as that perhaps was
(cf. G. V. Sumner, Cicero, Pompeius, and Rullus, TAPhA 97 [1966] 569-582;
contra, T.N.Mitchell, Cicero: The Ascending Years, New Haven/London 1979,
192-3).

37) Etenim iam diu, patres conscripti, in his periculis coniurationis insidiisque
versamur, sed nescio quo pacto omnium seelerum ac veteris furoris et audaciae
maturitas in nostri consulatus tempus erupit (Cat. 1.31); omnia quae per hoc trien­
nium agitata sunt, iam ab eo tempore quo a L. Catilina et Cn. Pisone initum
consilium senatus interficiendi scitis esse, in hos dies, in hos menses, in hoc tempus
erumpunt (Mur. 81; cf. 84: hoc quod conceptum res publica periculum parturit); cf.
Sull. 75-6. For Cicero's use of furor of Catiline and his associates see A. Taldone,
Su insania e furor in Cicerone, BStudLat 3 (1993) 3-19, esp. 8-14.

20 Rhein. Mus. f. PhiloL 14?11_4
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63 38 but rather (as the parallel with the pro Murena passage further
implies) to his supposed plot (in association with Cn. Piso) of 65 39•

That allegation, which perhaps capitalised on earlier hostile prop­
aganda surrounding Piso's conduct in Hispania Citerior40

, was
first made in the in toga candida of 64 B.C., had been repeated in
the pro Murena in 63, and was to be further elaborated in the
posthumous de consiliis suiS41 • Asconius dates these alleged ac­
tivities of Catiline and Piso to 65 and since he is clearly relying on
the de consiliis suis for his knowledge of the episode, this was
presumably Cicero's own date42 •

Equally, however, it is most unlikely that erupisse referred
explicitly and unambiguously to events in the later part of 63 since,
as we have seen, that would have deprived Torquatus' interpreta­
tion of any semblance of plausibility. It would also fail to eXflain
why Cicero chose not to expose the manifest perversity 0 the
construction Torquatus had imposed on his words. Rather, the
terms and context of Cicero's remarks must have made Torquatus'
reading of them sufficiently credible for Cicero to decide that any
attempt to set the record straight by a detailed textual analysis
could smack of special pleading, might weIl fail to carry convic­
tion, and would give unwelcome exposure to this part of the pro­
secution case; an abrupt and cruder response would be the more
effective tactic.

38) As Seager (above, n.2) 340.
39) So Berry (above, n. 3) 267.
40) Cf. Cic. togo cand. fr. 24 Puccioni = Ascon. 93 Cl., with Stevens (above,

n.4) 428 n.2; Curio and (presumably following hirn) M. Actorius Naso apo Suet.
Iul. 9. Stories of Piso's treason may have originated or been fostered as a riposte to
accusations of Pompeian involvement in his murder (SalI. Cat. 19.5; whence
perhaps Ascon. 92 Cl.). Cicero, who may already have known of alleged involve­
ment in riotous conduct by Catiline and/or Piso at Rome in connection with the
trial(s) of Manilius (Ascon. 66 Cl. with B. A. MarshalI, A Historical Commentary
on Asconius, Columbia 1985, 234-5; Cic. Cat. 1.15, with Plut. Cic. 9.4-7; Cass.
Dio 36.44.1-2; L.Lange, Römische Alterthümer III, Berlin 21876, 225; contra,
Mitchell [above, n. 36] 224 n. 94), is the first and (with the possible exception of
Torquatus) only attested contemporary to taint Catiline with Piso's "guilt" and
allege the complicity of both in conspiracy at Rome. In Sull. 67 that extends to their
participation in the plot of late 66, aversion taken up by Sallust (Cat. 18.1-5
[omitting Sulla» and Dio (36.44.3f.).

41) Cic. togo cand. fr. 22 Puccioni = Ascon. 92 Cl.; Mur. 81; Ascon. 83 Cl.
42) Ascon. 83 Cl. (cf. also 92 Cl.) with P. A. Brunt, Three Passages from

Asconius, CR n.s. 7 (1957) 193. Such allegations may be the ultimate source of
Sallust's account of a renewed attempt at insurrection on 5 February 65 (SalI. Cat.
18'.6--8) but there is no evidence that Cicero gave such a date, as Berry (above, n. 3)
implies (266; 267; 296).
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The exact context of Cicero's assertion is now beyond recall.
He can hardly have linked the actions of the tribunes early in 63
explicitly with Catiline's conspiratorial designs; otherwise Tor­
quatus would presumably have drawn attention to it. Nonetheless,
it would be an easy matter to represent the involvement of Au­
tronius (and perhaps Sulla) in suspicions of organising violence as a
harbinger of what was to come. We do not know how soon Au­
tronius was formally indicted but the evidence of the Allobroges
and Volturcius had implied his complicity in the main conspiracy
of 63 B.C. and at least raised the question of Sulla's (Sull. 36-9;
Sall. Cat. 47.1-2), charges which their enemies will not have been
slow to exploit: according to Sallust (Cat. 48.7) some contem­
poraries supposed that Autronius was behind the "evidence" given
to the senate by L. Tarquinius on 4 December and certainly Cice­
ro, along with other of his former connections, was to appear as a
prosecution witness at his trial in 62 (Sull. 7; 10; 13; cf. 18-9). Yet
Autronius' involvement both with Catiline and, supposedly, with
threats of violence went back earlier into 63: in the summer he had
evidently accompanied Catiline at the consular elections (Sull. 51),
when Cicero claimed that Catiline had planned an attempt on his
life. In the fervid atmosphere of late 63/early 62, it would be
tempting for Cicero to emphasise to Pompey threats that sup­
posedly emanated from the same quarter at or just before the start
of the year. It would also be entirely in character for hirn to repeat
here the claim advanced elsewhere, that from the outset of his
consulate he was confronted with a long-established political mis­
chief43 that was to find its ultimate expression in the Catilinarian
conspiracy proper. If in the same context he at least alluded to the
incipient emergence44 of the Catilinarian frenzy itself, that might
weIl be sufficient to justify the inference Torquatus drew, tenden­
tious as it may have appeared from Cicero's own perspective. As a

43) Cf. the parallellanguage of Cic. leg. agr. 1.26; Rab. perd. 33; Mur. 78;
84; Cat. 2.11 (additionally probative if some of these speeches underwent extensive
later revision). Cicero may even intend an allusion to such as Catiline in his charge
of sinister forces behind Rullus' bill (Sumner [above, n.36] 573).

44) Cicero's erupisse may conceal an inceptive expression in the original
oratio recta or he may have been offering an opening summary of his consulship as
a whoie, so that biennio ante in effect meant simply "two years before my consul­
ship". Either supposition would itself remove much of the difficulty in the conven­
tional interpretation of the passage since Torquatus could now legitimately infer an
implicit allusion to events of late 66 or early 65, but it is clear that he went beyond
this and exploited the apparent wider context of Cicero's remark in order to import
a specific allusion to P. Sulla.
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result, Cicero's own rhetoric played straight into the hands of the
prosecutor, who exploited its apparently embarrassing implica­
tions to the fuB.

Nottingham Andrew Drummond


