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CHAPTER TWENTY-THREE

Quintilian as Rhetorician
and Teacher

Jorge Fernandez Lopez

f we had to choose only two authors to provide us with as complete a picture of
Roman rhetoric as possible, they would undoubtedly be Cicero and Quintilian.
Cicero is often portrayed as the incarnation of Roman eloquence, both as an accom-
lished orator and as a theorist and historjan of rhetoric. Quintilian, on the other
hand, provides us with the largest handbook on rhetoric that has survived from
antiquity: the Imstitutio Ovatoria. The fact thar Quintilian’s work deals with the
entire spectrum of rhetoric’s technical aspects in a thorough and systematic way as

“well as with rhetoric’s wider moral, social, and educational contexts makes it still more
‘relevant. e is, moreover, able to make critical judgments on the oratory of the
* Ciceronian period from a historical perspective; his assessments may well be biased

but they nevertheless offer us some fascinating insights. All this makes the Instiutioa

“privileged window onto the panorama of ancient rhetoric, an invaluable witness to
the ancient perception of ancient literature, and an excellent source for several related
issues such as education in the Roman world and the pracrice of advocacy.

Nevertheless, Quintilian and his Instizntio have been surprisingly neglected by
modern scholarship, and the attention that they have received tends to focus on justa

' few specific areas: his discussion of pedagogy in book 1, the review of ancient literature

in book 10, and his portrait of the ideal orator in book 12 (see Adamietz 1986: 2226).

/. There are two main reasons for this: the sheer lengeh of the Institutio, which goes far

beyond that of most handbooks (a feature that also led to its limited readership in the
Middle Ages; see Ward 1995b), and the post-Romantic discrediting of rhetoric as a
discipline that generated the more mechanical and empty ornamental traits of imperial
literature. Quintilian’s work was viewed within the history of Roman culture mainly as
an ardent defense of Ciceronian style against innovations represented by Seneca. 1t was
also regarded as a symptom of the rhetorical excesses that affecred literature, as if
rhetoric and literature were clearly disinguishable from cach other in antiquity.
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Biographical Outline

Quintilian (Marcus Fabius Quintilianus) was born in Calagurris (modern Calahorf'
Spain) in the Tarraconensis province within a family of rhetoricians around the year
35 cB. He received his education at Rome, where he met famous teachers of the timé
such as Domitius Afer and Remmius Palaemon. At some point shortly after hig
formative training Quintlian returned to his native land, where he taught rhetoric
pmb-%bly at Tarraco. From 68 cg Quintilian spent his entire life as a teacher and
occasional practitioner of rhetoric in Rome. His professional career was very succes
ful: outstanding members of the Roman clite such as the younger Pliny (Ep. 2.14.9:
6.6.3) and the emperor Domitian’s grandnephews were among his students (pro.
ably also Tacitus and Suetonius), and he was appointed the first public chair
rhetoric by the emperor Vespasian in 78.

Quintilian composed his major work, the Institutio Oratoria, after he retired in
88 ci. e devoted two to three years to its composition: it was begun in 93 and
Publisl_lcd probably in 95. Apart from the Institutio Oratoria, several works circulated
in antiquity under the name of Quintilian. The first of them is the De Caii
Corruptae Lloquentiae (Inst. 6 praef. 3, 8.3.58), which was written immediately
bcforc the Institutio, where Quintilian scems to have fought against the new ant
classical style represented above all by Seneca. (This work was identified with Taciti
Dia?flagm de Oratoribus for centuries; see Brink 1994 and Dominik 1997b for ideo
logical coincidences and differences between both works.) In addition, two boo .
that summarized Quintilian’s teaching were compiled by some smdent,s of his af
were then issued without his permission (cf. Inst. 1 praef. 7). As we shall see belov
Quintilian also pleaded occasionally in the courts, although none of his speeches
extant (see 7.2.24). Finally, two collections of declamations, the complete ninetee
Declamationes Maiores and the fragmentary Declamationes Minoves have been attri
ut_ed to Quintilian over the centuries. While he was not the author of these declam
ations, some of the mineres were probably linked in some way to his school. .

.QL]:IIltl]ian was educated by the best teachers in Rome and lived in close contai
W}th individuals of the highest rank. It was to this elite that the Institutio, a compé
dium f)f his lifelong experience in rhetoric, was addressed, and it is not s;rpris'mg-'to.-
find him adopting in it decisive positions on almost every significant rhetorical issu

The Institutio Oratorin: Meaning and Structure

Thc Im-timtz'a Oratorin is Quintilian’s major work. Its declared goal is to outline: th
instruction required to produce an orator as close to perfection as possible dravving.'é
everything written in the field of rhetoric during the previous 500 ycal:s. The ide
orator envisioned by Quintilian, however, is not just someone who has mastered all the
rhetorical devices but rather is a man who has also acquired a vast knowledge of cultur :
botb philosophical and literary, who is gifted with a high moral sense, and who puts thi
entire fegacy to the service of his community through the successful practice of rhetor
in public life (see Inst. 12.1.26, where political leadership is mentioned as the ideal
orator’s supreme function). Quintlian brings new life to Cato the Censor’s famou
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- formula of the vir bonus dicendi peritus (“*good man skilled in the art of speaking,”

12.1.1), but his ideal also has its roots in Isocrates, includes elements of Stoicism (see
Walzer 2003}, and is further influenced by Cicero’s rhetorical writings, particularly the
dialogue De Oratove, which is quoted over sixty times throughout the Institutio.

The Institutio was arranged by Quintilian in twelve books, each of which is divided
into as many as 115 self contained chapters; modern editions of the Latin text are
about 700 pages long. At its most general structural level the Institutio can be divided
in three parts. The first part covers issues prior to the teaching of rhetoric, mainly
catly education and the definition of rhetoric (1-3.5). The second section presents
the system of rhetoric, which is presented in lengthy discussions organized according
to the orator’s five officia (“traditional tasks’’), a scheme common in other Greek
and Roman handbooks and traceable back to Aristotle; these officia are mpentio
(3.6-6.5), dispositio (7.1-10), elocutio (8.1-11.1), memoria (11.2) and actio (11.3).
The third part discusses moral and other aspects concerning the practice of rhetoric in
society {12.1-11}.

Quintilian’s bold and comprehensive vision for his work encompasses not just
rhetoric and its refated subjects but also human culture and society in general. Skilk
in public speaking was the main focus of ancient education; this means that all areas of
ancient culture were rhetoricized to some degree. Rhetorical training should be

regarded not just as acquisition of knowledge and technique but as a more complex

and wide-ranging ““process of acculruration” (cf. Habinek 2005: 60-7 8). Quintilian’s
Institutio provides modern readers with a sound guide to what he considers the proper

“process of acculturation that Roman members of the ruling class should undergo.

. Such a broad conception obliges Quintilian to define explicitly and carefully what
‘he understands as rhetoric and to place his discipline within the cultural context of his
cime. Tt is in book 2 where the issue of how rhetoric should be defined is addressed.
Quintilian presents the different views available in the tradition from Plato onward

2.14-15) and aligns himself on the side of those who see in rhetoric something more

“than a mere art of persuasion. The wording of his definition, according fo which
rhetoric is bene dicendi scientin (“the discipline of speaking well,” 2.15.34; cf.
13.3.12), underlines the moral dimension with which he wishes to endow the discip-
“line and is closely linked with the more extensive treatment of rhetoric and moraliry to
be found in book 12. During the discussion Quintilian explains (2.18) that rhetoric is

a ““practical” techne, that is, one whose essence is “action,” even though it shares

traits with two other Aristotelian kinds of techme, ““theoretical” and ‘““poetic™; he then

“upholds the position that the subject matter of rhetoric is everything that is submitted

“to it for speaking (materiam esse #hetorices iudico ommes ves quascumiie et ad dicen-
dum subicctae erunt, 2.21.4). He ends book 2 by addressing the question whether

rhetoric can also be considered a virtue (2.20). Although Quintilian admits the
existence of “wrong” forms of rhetoric, that is, those that are artless, trivial, or

- morally reprehensible, he maintains that “real” rhetoric, the kind of rhetoric he has

in mind, is a virtue — an idea that many even among the philosophers maintain {sit, ut
compluvibus etiam philosophornm places, vivtus, 2.20.1; cf. 8 praef. 6).
This conception of rhetoric, undetached from ethics and with its all-inclusive
“subject matter, cannot avoid the issue of its relationship with philosophy, the other
discipline that also devoted itself to the broad fields of knowledge and morals. Here
too Quintilian’s conception of the desirable relationship between eloquence and
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philosophy is explicitly linked to Cicero’s ideal: both disciplines are naturally joined
together (1 praef. 13) and only the course of history has opened a gap between them,
Quintilian takes pains in the proem to book 1 to show that it is philosophers who are
on the wrong side of this gap, for the mission he has in mind for his ideal orator
(vegere comsiliis wrbes, fundave legibus, emendave iudicis, “'to rule cities with his

counsel, to give them a firm base with his laws, to correct them with his judgments,” :
1 praef. 10) conflicts with that usually assumed by philosophers. Quintlian is well

aware that his battle to bestow cultural and educational hegemony upon rhetoric is a
difficult one and he devotes much energy to discrediting philosophers in this crucial

opening section of the work. Quintilian’s attack is based predominately on two

grounds: (1} the very matter of philosophy cannot be the object of a technical
discipline since it is something of general interest and even the subject of common

conversation (1 praef. 16); and (2) philosophers, as they are found now in society,:
cannot be considered as models of moral behavior no matter what illustrious ances-

tors they may claim to have (1 pragf. 15).

Early Education: Institutio Oratovia, Book 1

The first book of the Instirutio, together with the section in book 10 devoted to the.
readings recommended for the orator-to-be, is the part of Quintilian’s work that has
attracted a broader interest over the centuries {sce Colson 1924). Book 1 does not
deal with rhetoric proper but with the initial stages of education prior to the teaching
of rhetoric. Here Quintilian has the opportunity to display his positive attitude
toward students. From this attitude springs the image of him as a benevolent teache
devoted to his task with an almost sacred zeal (Schwabe 1909: 1859; see Kennedy
1962 for a balanced criticism of enthusiasm toward Quintilian’s character). '

Since Quintilian’s ambitious program aims to leave no aspect of the formation of the,
perfect orator untouched, his advice starts literally from the cradle: parents must be
conscious that their son will be an orator and must act accordingly immediately after.
birth (1.1.3); nurses, who will spend the most time with the newborn, should be as’
educated as possible (1.1.4-5); and if well-educated paedagogi cannot be found, then
they should at least be conscious of their lack of education (1.1.8-9). Quintilian’s views
have rightly been considered open-minded and relatively innovative, a feature that.
Jargely explains his warm reception among modern readers. He advocates ideas and
practices that seem to have run counter to long-established nsage. Note, for example,
what he considers the best way to optimize the early years of education, a period
regarded as crucial for shaping many habits and character traits: he insists on th
convenience of studying several subjects simultancously (1.1.12-14), on the benefits
of starting school at the earliest possible age and before the traditional age of seven
{1.1.15-17), on the need for relaxation and even fun if learning is to be fraitful (1.3.8
on the advantages of good pedagogic material (1.1.24-6), and on the superiority of
instruction in schools over private tuition {1.2.1-31). Quintilian also strongly rejects
corporal punishment as pointlessly cruel (1.3.13-18) and warns against the possibility
of physical abuse that such a frame of violence can foster (1.3.17).

The greater part of book 1 (1.4-9) is devoted to grammatica (“grammar’), the
educational stage between elementary instruction and rhetorical schooling. This
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consisted essentially of the detailed learning of linguistic correctness, both written
and spoken, and the technical study of poetry, where Vergil was already established as
the most important text. {On the whole grammatical cugriculum, see Bonner 1977:
189-249; Fritz 1949 provides a balanced and accurate account of Quintilian’s views
and their wider context.} Quintilian is detailed in his exposition even to the point of
prolixity; his lavish exemplification provides the modern reader with a wealth of
information about many linguistic usages of the time and illustrates the extent fo
which Latin was not so fixed a language as literary texts suggest. Beyond the
minuteness of particular issues Quintilian does articnlate a theory of linguistic cor-
rectness that corresponds to modern views on the subject and is based on four criteria
(1.6.1-3): vatio, vetustas, aunctoritas, and consuetndo. Quintilian’s preferences give
clear preeminence to consuetndo — widespread linguistic usage — as the supreme
discriminating criterion; this is followed by authority (usages to be found in the
“right” writers). On the other hand, analogy, while defended by other critics, must
be considered a secondary guide and is often misleading. Quintilian is conscious of
the diverse linguistic registers available to a speaker, and the one he draws particalar
attention to is what we would call the “learned norm,” which is why he defines
consuetudo as consensus evuditorum (“the consensus of the educated,” 1.6.45).

Quintilian finishes the first book of his Institutio with a consideration of the other
disciplines that the furure orator should also learn. Quintilian’s broad conception of
rhetoric implies that an orator must be well versed in almost every topic; hence he
recommends the study of logic, music (1.10.9-33), and geometry (1.10.34-49).
Given the importance of oratorical delivery, Quintilian also recommends the help of
other teachers such as actors (1.11.1-15) and gymnastc trainers (1.11.15-19}. Such
a complete curriculum has much in common with the Greek ideal of the enkyklios
paidein. Quintilian, however, puts all the emphasis on rhetoric: everything is learned
for the sake of an expanded cultural, moral, and philosophical rhetoric that is to
replace previous educational ideals. Instead of an all-encompassing enkyklios paidein
we find a universal rhetoric to which all other disciplines are subordinate.

The System of Rhetoric in the Institutio

Preliminary issues: bistory and basic categovies

When boolk 3 begins, Quintilian has already dealt with the issues prior to the system of

 rhetoric itself. After a short excursus on the origin and historical development of
. rhetoric, he delves into the core matter of his work by explaining in order the main
~ categories upon which such a system is built. Quintilian’s initial remarks at this point
- are typically modest and considerate. First, he warns the reader of the relatively dry
. nature of the exposition he is about to undertake {3.1.2), although he claims to have

incorporated some stylistic embellishments into his prose in an attempt to move away
from the approach taken by traditional handbooks (3.1.3). Secondly, he explicitly
renounces any claim to doctrinal originality; his aim is to present a careful and balanced
selection of material critically chosen from a variety of earlier authors (on Quintilian’s
sources see Cousin 1935; Russell 2001: 1.5-8). Quintilian notes, however, thar on
occasjons he will set forth his own position on a particular topic {3.1.22).
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Afer his introduction Quintilian briefly sketches the history of rhetoric {3.1.8-21

by referring to many of the traditional figures: Empedocles as the first writer on

rhetoric (according to Aristotle), the quasi-mythical Tisias and Corax, and Gorglas a

the “importer’” of the discipline into Athens. Quintilian prefers not to linger on what
he considers sterile controversies and closes the topic by saying that worrying about:
the origin of rhetoric need not delay us long (mec diu nos movetur quaestio guaé:
vhetovices ovigo sit, 3.2.1). The issuc has already been indirectly touched upon in bool :
2 (2.17.8), where Quintilian addresses a question that is the subject of moderry

controversy: is there some kind of rhetoric outside or prior to the traditional accoun

of the discipline? His answer is a clear no: although the art of rhetoric results from e

process of observation and gradual deduction of rules (3.2.3) and although persua
sive communication is a human universal (3.2.4), as can be atfested in Home

(2.17.8), rhetoric (a systematic techne) is not the same as oratory, which is a persuasive

activity that can be pre-rhetorical or simply nonrhetorical.

After settling these historical matters, Quintilian proceeds to explain the essential:
sets of categories which comprise the system of rhetoric: the five divisions of rhetoric:

(3.3), the kinds of cause {3.4), and several others, among which stasis theory (3.6
receives the longest treatment because of its complexity and because here Quintilian
makes his own original contribution (se¢ Adamictz 1986: 2260-3; Montefusco.
1986). Quintilian adheres to the traditional division in five parts, which recalls
Cicero’s authority in the Partitiones Oratorine, but he does mention rhetoricians
such as Dio of Prusa, Theodorus of Gadara, and Hermagoras, whose different
divisions he does not approve (3.3.8-9). E
The Institutio as a whole is concerned primarily with forensic oratory. Epideictic
and deliberative oratory are dealt with summarily (3.7-8); even though some alli:
sions to these two genres can be found scattered through the work, from this poiﬁ
onward the genns indiciale, quod est praccipue multiplex (“‘which is particula
complicated,”” 3.9.1), constitutes the main concern of the technical part of th
work. Accordingly the remainder of book 3 is devoted to other preliminary taxon:
omies that condition the general structure of a given forensic speech: the types of
cause (three “types” not to be mistaken with the three genera}, the question (guaes-
tio), the line of defense {ratio), and several others (3.10-11). Quintilian expliciﬂ '
follows Hermagoras here and also discusses some conceptual quarrels he considers
irksome to the point of exclaiming: verum haec adfectata subtilitas civca noming
verum ambitiose laborer (“‘but these minute affectations about terms for things are;
pretentious labours!”; 3.11.21); similar discomfort with excessive subtlety is already
expressed in 1 praef. 24-5. :
Quintilian usually adopts a conservative attitude: he generally aligns himself with tht
well-established and more widespread categories. Afthough he admits that there has
been some progress in perfecting the system of rhetoric, he regrets that proﬁtabln.
innovations are often mixed with the subversion of established sound principles (3.1.8:

The cove of the speech: invention and arrangement

Quintilian devotes over a third of the Instizutio (more than four books) to the joint
analysis of snventio (3.6-6.5) and dispositio (7 1-10). In his discussion he follows the
“patural” order of the different parts of the speech, namely exordium, HATYALT
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avgumentatio, and peroratio, and also considers some subdivisions of these main four
as well as transitions between them {although he does in fact introduce some
digressions now and then that do not fit neatly into such a scheme}. The material is
organized in this way for pedagogical reasons, but Quintilian also notes that inven-
tion and arrangement, together with elocutio, must be conceived as an interrelated
whole (3.3.6).

Ewordium (4.1) and navratio (4.2) are the first parts discussed. They are granted
less space than argumenratio, which takes up all of book 5, and are presented in a
highly conventional way (coincidences with previous sources such as Cicero and
Rbetovica ad Hevenninm are especially evident here). Quintifian, however, expresses
his own views on several matters, often as a reaction against widespread school
practices and what he considers uncritically assumed orthodoxies and inertias. As in
other places, Quintilian shows his dislike of excessive taxonomization and subdiv-
ision, this time with regard to both narratic (4.2.2-3) and partitio (4.5.24). He also
disapproves of the generally recommended lack of emotional appeal in the narratio
(4.2.111), since restrained use of pathos is a resource that an orator should always be
ready to handle. The book also deals with different possible types of transition
between marratio and argumentatio, namely digressio (4.3), propositio (4.4), and
partitio (4.5).

Up to this point Quintilian has not progressed too far in his detailed explanation of
the system of rhetoric. However, one of the main principles that determines his
course of discussion and that will be pervasive throughout the remainder of the
work has already appeared: Quintilian’s advice sets as its constant target successful
practice in the courts and condemns mary trends that, although widely followed, are
rooted in the environment of the schools. Every rhetorical device regarded by
Quintilian as too colorful, artful, twisted, or flashy is therefore crificized mainly on
the basis of its limited ability to persuade. The more technical part of the Institutiois
thus put implicitly to the service of Quintilian’s ideal of rhetoric, not to what is in
vogue both at schools and as public entertainment. Quintilian also imparts a moral
dimension to what he had declared to be essentially a dry exposition of rules and
precepts: by showing that some of the rhetoric practiced by his contemporaries has it
“wrong” or is even degenerate, he implies that other related aspects are to be
condemned too. In this respect Quintilian displays a rather limited conception of
rhetorical effectiveness, for the resources he disapproves of do in fact atrain a measure
of success within the audience that they target, even if this success is based on
applause rather than persuasion.

The importance granted to forensic rhetoric can also be seen in the weight
Quintilian gives to argumentario, which fills the whole of book 5 and is one of the
longest and most technical discussions in the work. The matter is treated under two
main heads: (1) inartificial proofs (5.2-7), that is, external evidence (witnesses,
documents, confession extracted through torture, etc.) that is not the result of
thetorical claborarion and is thus foreign to the art {(hence inartificialis); and {2)
artificial proofs (5.8-14) or arguments, which are built according to the rules of the
art of rhetoric (and are therefore artificialis). Such a distinction can already be found
in Aristotle {Rh. 1.13-14), but it does not receive much attention from Quintilian’s
main point of reference, Cicero. The greater part of book 5, however, is devoted to
proof within the system of rhetoric, which includes the study of “signs”” {(arguments
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built upon external evidence, 5.9), argumentation through examples {including
examples taken from history or poetry, 5.11), and arguments in the true sense of
the term {5.10, 5.12, 5.13). Once again Quintilian delves into the doxographical
tradition of terminology and, although he refers to the Greek distinction between
enthymemes, epicheiremes, and demonstrations, he regards them all as falling within
the general concept named in Latin by the term aggumentum (5.1.1). The issue of
loct receives detailed discussion in the book (5.10.20-94), but Quintilian uses the
term not to designate stock arguments on general subjects but rather in the same
sense as in Aristotle (RA. 2.15-30), namely, as argumentative patterns suitable to
admit any possible content. The book ends with a new call for practicality (5.14.28-9),

at which point Quintilian renews his fight against philosophy (audiences cannot .

understand the dialectic subtleties of elaborate argumentation ) and reminds the reader
that there are two other forms of persuasion apart from logic: emotional appeal ( pathos)

and the orator’s own personal qualities (ethos); these, he claims, are often more effective

m the long run.

Having discussed the exordinm, narratio, and argumentatio, Quintilian tarns m'.'-
book 6 to address the last of the parts of a speech, the perorario. He has already
established that one of rhetoric’s aims is to sway the emotions (movere animos,

2.17.26), countering the traditional Stoic objection to this technigque by claiming
that the orator is a vir bonus who will never trespass the limits set by decorum. The.

place in a speech where appeals to the emotions can play a significant role is precisely
the peroratio, and it is for this reason that a good part of book 6 deals with the issue of:

pathos; it is appropriate then that the preface to the book is a highly emotional text:
where Quintilian recalls the loss of his wife and his two children {see Leigh 2004).

After the preface the book begins with the general characteristics of a peroratio, whose

main functions are recapitulation and emodonal appeal, especially to the judge, for
the perspective of the forensic genre is always predominant. This description gives

Quintilian the opportunity to insert here one of the parts of the Institutio that has

drawn considerable attention from modern readers: his discussion of pathos-in
general (6.2) and of the role of humor and laughter in oratory (6.3). Both chapters
largely follow Cicero’s treatment of these subjects in De Oratore {2.178-290},
although Quintilian elaborates in much more detail the issuc of wit and humor,
lavishly illustrating it with examples drawn primarily from Cicero (sec chapter 16):

As with every other rhetorical device, however, Quintilian imposes limits on the use
of humor, all of which have to do with one quality that must be safeguarded at all
cost: the orator’s dignity. That is why the humor used by the orator, like his language:
must be that of the elite: he must speak in an elegant and sophisticated way (décere
uvbane) and avold obscene jokes (6.3.30). The dose must also be kept within som
bounds: too much humor diminishes the orator’s awmctorias, something that alse
happens when he makes fun of himself; for then, Quintilian warns, he behaves more
like a jester than an orator (6.3.82).

Before ending the book and proceeding to deal with dispositie, Quintilian bneﬂy
touches on two subjects. First, the need of the orator to be well prepared for
debate (termed the altercatio) that will take place after the whole formal speech. is
delivered (6.4); this feature, he notes, is too frequently neglected in the schools
as well as in the handbooks and yet it is fundamental for the outcome of real
cases {6.4.6-15). Secondly, the importance of using iudicium (*‘discernment,’”
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“judgment’) in all the first three parts of a speech (the idea was initially mentioned at
the beginning of the treatment of énrenzio at 3.6.6).

With book 6 Quintilian ends the discussion of invention and related matters and
proceeds to dispositio, the topic of book 7. As Russell (2001: 3.145} points out, book
7 must be understood as “‘a supplement to book 3°” because it deals with the proper
line of argument to be followed according to the theory of staseis (*“issues™) explained
carlier. In what is the most technically complex book in the Insgiturio, Quintilian
expounds in great detail the types and arrangement of arguments that are most

3

convenient for each “‘issue,” alluding frequently to their application in practical
cases and to the difference between the court and school.

The question of style

One of Quintilian’s main concerns in the Insrizutio is linguistic style. This concern
appears in three different forms: (1) in his technical treatment of elocsstio, the orator’s
third efficiwm in the traditional system of rhetoric (8.1-11.1); (2) in his passing
comments on the different linguistic styles employed both in the past and in his
own time; and {3) in the style that he himself employs in the Institutio.

Of the five traditional tasks of the orator, elocutio has played perhaps the most
important role in the history of rhetoric: it was the equation of rhetoric with elocitio
alone that gave the discipline the bad name it has endured in recent centuries. The topic
features prominently in many handbooks and Quintilian devotes to it three books out
of the twelve (8, 9, 10). He consciously marks the transition from dispesitio to elocutio
with a long preface to book 8 which, after summarizing the main ideas expounded so
far, introduces the arduous doctrine of elocasio, something that needs more effort and
care {plus exigunt lnboris et curae guae secwntur, 8 praef. 13) than the preceding
inventio and dispositio. Quintilian’s conception of rhetoric as something more than a
mere craft, however, makes him warn his readers that content is more important than
words, notwithstanding the difficulties of mastering elocurio {8 prasf. 18-22).

Quintilian organizes his discussion along the lines of the four virtues every speech
should display as far as style is concerned: Latimitas, perspicuitas, ornatus, and
decornm. Latinitas (“linguistic correctness,” 8.1) is granted little space because it
has already been dealt with in book 1; perspicauitas (*“clarity,” 8.2) is defined mainly in
negative terms; obscurity must be avoided, and from this clarity will automatically
result; ormatus {“ornament™) is developed at greatest length, taking up the remainder
of book 8 and the whole of 9; and decorum (““appropriateness,”” 11.1} is dealt with
very briefly but is one of the most important concepts in the work, as we will see
below.

Quintilian’s first chapters on s#natus provide a general approach to the issue: lexical
choice (8.3.16-39), merits and faults of style {8.3.40-90), and procedures of amp-
lification and attenuation (8.4) are reviewed. The core of ornament, however, is
formed by the discussion of rhetorical figures: tropes (8.6), figures of thought
(9.2), and figures of speech (9.3); book 9 ends with a chapter (9.4) devoted to
compositio, that is to say, the regulation of the syntactical period, including numerus
(prose rhythm). As usual, Quintilian does not avoid technical complexities and he
provides the reader with full surveys and examples, with frequent reference to Vergil,
who is second in the Institutio only to Cicero in the number of passages quoted from
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his works; however, he advocates moderation in the application of tfaxonomy as well
as in the actual use of figures (9.3.100-2).

Quintilian’s insistence on the need for practical experience and training reappears
here. After his long and detailed review of all the rhetorical figures and devices that
elocutio requires, he begins book 10 with the affirmation that just knowing them is
not enough: sed hace eloguendi pracceptn, sicut Cogmitiont Sunt necessaria, ita Row Saiis
ad vim dicendi valent (“‘but these rules of style, although they are necessary for
theoretical knowledge, are not enough to ensure oratorical power,” 10.1.1). The
orator’s natural abilities and technical knowledge must be complemented by constant
exercise (sec Montefusco 1996), and the student will gradually acquire mastery of
style through imitation of the good authors. Quintilian is conscious, however, that
slavish smitatio would impede the development of rhetoric — no innovation and no
advancement of style would be possible — and that is why he adds the idea of inventio
(in a general sense, not as the first phase of rhetoric) to imitatio (10.2). As Harsting
(1998: 1329) points out, ‘‘imitation is only a means of acquiring a cerfain knowledge
and cerrain skills in order to build up a copia, i.e., a basis for one’s own invention.”

Invention would then be needed to create a tradition that is established as such by .

imitation, but that can only grow and survive by means of invention.

Itis in this frame of mind that the most famous part of the Tnstirutiois introduced by

Quintilian (10.1.37-131): his short but complete review of Latin and Greek literature

from the beginning to his own time (although living authors are deliberately ex-

cluded). Quintilian bere is not outlining a canon of Greco-Roman literature from a
literary perspective but from the point of view of the contribution that each author can
make to the formation of the future orator’s style (explicitly stated at 10.1.42).

Although general acsthetic judgments do appear time and again, Quintilian’s prime

concern is always with their utility to the orator. The main idea behind book 10 is,
therefore, as Leeman (1963: 311) righty puts it, to familiarize the future orator with
“style in action.”” Quintilian acknowledges that his canon is limited, for some authors
worth reading will be nnavoidably excluded (10.1.45), but his general attitude is.
comprehensive: every author of those who have stood the test of time will be at least
of some use to anyone who uses his judgment (paucos enim vel potins vix ullim ex iss qui
Vetustatem pertulevunt existino posse veperivi quin indicium adbibentibus allaturns sit
utilitatis aliguid, 10.1.40). Quintilian adheres mostly to traditional opinions, trusting,
often in the authority of Cicero and Horace. Homer (1. 10.46-50) is the first author to:
be considered and receives the expected lavish praise; from there on the rest of Greek
literature is discussed (first poetry, then drama, and last of all prose) and this then gives
way to Quintilian’s appraisal of Roman literature (10.1.85-131). ;

Quintilian’s discussion of Roman prose ends with his weli-known criticismm of;

Seneca and his style. The fanlts that Quintilian finds in Seneca are essentially two:
his lack of iudicium (“judgment”) in what Quintilian calls his corrupta elocutio
(“depraved style”); and his usc of compressed phrases for effect {( minutissimae

sententine, 10.1.129-30). Quintilian, however, was more worried about Seneca’s:

influence on young imitators, who lacked his talent, than he was with making a dire
attack on the philosopher’s style. We cannot forget that Seneca appears as the last of
the Roman authors considered and he is included as a conspicuous example of a
fashionable style that advanced students should be at least acquainted with, not as a
model to be imitated (see Laureys 1991).

Quintilian as Rhetorician and Temk-re;'f 317

Quintilian’s review of Greek and Roman literature, as well as his treatment of the
precepts for elocustio, is tightly linked to his own view of the style that was to be practiced
in his time. Style is a question of taste, much more so than arrangement or invention
The strength of an argument or a speech’s internal coherence creates a persuasive powel.'
that worlks on an essentially logical level. The use of figures and other stylistic features
_by contrast, has a persuasive effect that depends much more on changeable tastes Styl(;
is thus Potentially a matter for more subjective debate and it generated much h.cated
discussion during the Flavian period. The fact that so much interest was focused on
matters of form (rather than content) has been interpreted since antiquity itself as a
result of the political constraints imposed by the imperial regime: deliberative orator
was excluded at least to some extent from public space; and rhetorical energy, so tg
speak, was sublimated within the field of formal expression, of style. This concent)r:ation
on form, together with the dangers that open discourse implies for dictatosial regimes
WO'LllC‘i have given rise (it has been argued) to stylistic trends that were complex selfj
conscious, and even twisted. (See Rudich 1997 and hisidea of a generally “rhctori}cized
mentality” during the empire; also Dominik 1997b: 66.)

Quh:atilian’s positon in this respect has been characterized as a reaction against the

new triumphant rhetorical styles: an archaizing tendency, on the one hand, and, on
the other, the “modern® and affected style that was widespread in the scl;ools ’and
that ‘took Seneca as its model. Quintilian’s proposal {see 10.1.43-5, 12.16.58-606)
was for a new classicism based largely but critically on the model of C’)iccr'o (Lecman
1963: 296-8). But his reaction against what he considered the stylistic vices and
excesses of his time has often been overemphasized (see, e.g., Ryland 1911: 855-6
who regards the whole Institutio as a “long protest against tjhc tastes of th-e agc”)’
Nevertheless, Quintilian’s attacks on what he considers to be “corrupt cioqucncc’;
arc vchement enough, even though lamenting the decline of eloquence was a com-
monplace already by Petronius® time (J. Walker 2000: 94-101}. The intensity of his
condemnation of school practice, while sincere, can also be scen as part of his battle to
replace the standard curricofum with his new vision based on the ideal of the vir
bﬂn.u.f. There is therefore a clear link between Quintilian’s preferred style and the ideal
society where his ideal orator would have a place.
. As. for Quintilian’s own style, it is the coherent result of these ideas, of the genre he
is wntling in, and of his time. The typical prose for 2 handbook on rh::toric is dry and
expository; Quintilian, by contrast, explicitly claims {3.1.3) to have adopted a more
rc?ﬁncd, claborate, and occasionally colorful style {even though he is not writing a
dllalogue or a philosophical work) that includes a moderate use of complex periods
.(mstead of the usual parataxis) and rhetorical figures when the subject matter allows
it. Although Cicero is his stylistic model, Quintilian’s choice of vocabulary is condi-
tioned by his own time; he is thus not slavishly subject to his mode{ but rather applies
his own iudicinm about what is appropriate in each case. o

A coda on style: decorum

The fourth of the virtues of style is, in Russell’s {2001: 5.3) words, “the difficult (and
almolst untranslatable) concept of decornm.”” “Appropriateness™ is) the most common
Enghsh rendering and Quintilian grants it the utmost importance since, among all
four virtues of elocutio, appropriateness is maxime necessaria (““the most’ essential,”’
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11.1.1). The concept (dealt with in 11.1) bears nonetheless a more general sense than
just appropriateness of style to the given circumstances, for it also means “appropti-

ate” or “becoming’ at the broadest moral level. Throughout the chapter Quintilian

gives abundant examples of cases where decorum has been broken, but he eventually
admits that decornm cannot be taught through precepts: cuius rei observatio iudicio
Magis quodam Sentivi guam pracceptis tradi potest: guantumt Satis sit et guantum
vecipiant aures non habet certam mensuram et guasi pondus. . (“observance of this
principle is possible more from instinctive judgment than from taught rules; how
much is enough and how much the listeners will accept does not have a precise
measurement and weight...,” 11.1.91).

From style Quintilian proceeds to a more general level and presents the idea of

decornm as the governing rule of all the orator’s actions. Quintilian’s moral concerns
arc not satisfied by the technical, systematic dimensions of rhetoric. Rhetotic as a
system, however powerful, must be a part of a wider whole in order to have true sense
and significance. Quintilian finds that sense in something that is outside the system
and vet seems to be a part of it, something that can be learned through time but not
taught systematically: the idea of decoram. This is once again a view that appeals to
the aristocratic mentality {compare the definition of linguistic correctness as the
consensus ernditornm, which is discussed above). Quintilian conceives of rhetoric as
somcthing that can be learned and even mastered in its technical aspects but which
requires a cerfain natural talent that he probably regards as the preserve solely of those
born within the elite. Moreover, Quintilian emphasizes the moral dimension, which is
a matter of decornm, that is, of the orator conforming his style, bodily movement, and
use of rhetorical devices to the expectations of those who are knowledgeable about
these matters and who are good in a moral sense. The zudicium every orator is
endowed with, as far as he is a véir bonus, will ensure his appreciation of what decorum
prescribes on each oceasion (11.1.35),

The Orator in Action

We have seen throughout his discussion of imvenzio, dispositio, and elocutio that
Quintilian repeatedly insists on the relevance of his precepts to actual practice in the -

courts. It is logical then that he grants the utmost importance to the last of the five
traditional rhetorical tasks: delivery (dealt with in 11.3; see too chapter 17). Quintil-
ian adheres to the widespread assumption that mediocre speeches, if well delivered,
will be far more effective than the best of speeches poorly performed (11.3.5),

something he must have learned from direct experience since he did plead before | .

the court on occasions {Crook 1995: 161-71; Quintilian explains features of his own
argumentative practice in 7.1.23-39 and alludes to several cases in which he took part
at 9.2.73,4.1.19, 6.1.39). Quintlian’s most famous case was the defense of Queen
Berenice, Titus’ mistress (the precise charge against her is unknown; see Young-
Widmaier 2002), and he also admits to having published his speech for a Naevius
Arpinius {7.2.24) in a youthful attempt to gain fame.

Quintilian’s great concern with delivery is evident in several parts of the Tustitutio.

In book 1, for example, he recommends instruction in acting and gymnastic tech- -

niques (1.11.15-19) and in book 12 retirement is recommended precisely on the
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grounds of the orator’s physical decline {12.11.2). In this area even more than others
Quintilian’s account {11.3) is the fullest treatment of the subject we can read {Cicero
dealt with the matter briefly and unsystematically in De Or. 3.213-27 and Orat. 55—
60), and it is likely that he broke new ground in giving such detailed atrention to an
arca that in other treatises was left to common sense and whose content had never
been made fully explicit (see Tall 2004).

Quintilian thus gives detailed discussions of voice (11.3.15-30) and the general
qualities of good delivery (11.3.30-65), then proceeds to gesture, where he deals one
by one with the different parts of the body: head, face, neck, shoulders, and arms
{11.3.65-84). Hands receive a good deal of Quintilian’s attention (11.3.85-121; see
Maier-Eichhorn 1989), and a discussion of the orator’s dress as well as gestures
featuring other parts of the body (11.3.137-49) closes the account. Quintilian insists
here, as often, on the need for appropriateness and ends by warning: huius guogue loci
clansule sit eadem necesse est quae cetevorum est, vegnave maxime modum (“it is
necessary for the conclusion of this topic to also be the same as that which applies
to the others: moderation rules,”” 11.3.181).

There has been some debate about how artificial the rhetorical system of gestures
outlined by Quintilian actnally was and to what extent it was based on the gestures
commonly used in daily life. Some scholars, perhaps misled by the minute detail of
Quintilian’s account and prescriptions, have claimed that such a system was quite
separate from everyday gestural communication and that it could only be learned and
mastered through arduous training in rhetorical schools. This view has been rightly
contested (for full discussion see Hall 2004, where wide bibliographical reference is
provided), and Quintilian’s precepts are best regarded as a conscious selection and
stylization of everyday Roman nonverbal communication. Such a selection must be
based, once again, on the orator’s sense of digniry, which implies the rejection of
improper bodily movements and gestures, especially those that are conceived of as
“effeminate” (11.3.32, 11.3.91}. The range of issues for which rhetoric functions as
a process of acculturation thus extends even to the orator’s awareness of his own
“manly” body, a feature that has been fruitfully exploited by gender theorists (see
Gunderson 2000: 59-86; also Connolly chapter 7).

The Orator and the Prince

If, as already noted, Quintilian’s character has met with general approval from
modern readers, his apparent flattery of the emperor Domitian (3.7.9, 4 praef 2-5,
10.1.91-2} has often generated criticism. In fact, his praise of the princeps has been
interpreted in a variety of ways: some have viewed it as a sincere expression of support
for Domitian’s regime (e.g., McDermott and Orentzel 1979: 15); others as a per-
functory, thoroughly conventional routine, one virtually unavoidable given the circles
in which Quintilian moved (e.g., H. Buder 1920: viii; cf. Kennedy 1969: 110). A
more complex picture of Quintilian’s relationship with the emperor should take into
account several issues that point to a certain indimacy between the rhetor and the
successive rulers of the empire,

The first of these issues is Vespasian®s attitude toward provincials: as the first Flavian
emperor he showed a very active interest in promoting individuals from the western
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provinces to high positions in the Roman administration. Vespasian, following Claud-
ius’ carlier policy, made a conscious effort to renew the ruling classes by turning to
the more Romanized provinces (especially Hispania) for new blood. Moreover, from
a parrower political point of view, Hispania (together with other provinces) had
aligned itself with Vespasian while the outcome of the conflict between the Flavians
and Vitellius was still uncertain (see Tac. Hist. 3.53.5, 3.70.5), a factor that no doubt
reinforced Vespasian’s favorable attitude.

Another affinity between Quintilian’s ideas and the Flavians® policies involves
philosophy. As has already been discussed, one of Quintilian’s main concerns in the
programmatic preface to book 1 of the Institutio is his battle with philosophers
for hegemony over the intellectual and educational scene of the time, and it was
Vespasian who took the extreme measure of banishing philosophers from Rome in
71 cg. It should be noted, however, that the philosophers Quintilian has in mind
in his discussion were generally not concerned with political matters, while the ones
hounded by Vespasian most probably belonged to the anti-tyrannical Stoic tradition
and more or less actively opposed the imperial regime.

It should be remembered too that Domitian’s despotic persecutions had almost
exclusively as their target the senatorial rank, which traditionally opposed imperial
absolutism, a group to which Quintlian did not belong. Moreover the Flavians” rule
was characterized for decades by its administrative efficiency. Their success in this
respect depended heavily on the selection of reliable collaborators from emergent
groups, including a provincial like Quintilian. Finally, Domitian’s rule had another
positive side: the last Flavian emperor led a campaign of solid moral reform that aimed
at correcting what was interpreted as present-day decadence and recovering a more or
less vague glorious past. This was an idea that Quintilian was likely to approve of since
it coincided with his conservative views on the moral situation of contemporary
Rome and the aesthetic trends that derived from it.

Although Quintilian’s flattering comments on Domitian are hyperbolic, especially
the praise of the emperor’s poetic skills at Institutio 10.1.91-2, and he was rewarded
with the ormamenta conswlarin, he is far from servile: he did not dedicate the
Institutio to the emperor and he limits his praise to the three passages cited above.
Moreover, there is little sign of the emperor’s influence on the Institutio’s general

structure, scope, and content. At most Quintilian indulges in a certain political -

opportunism in his emphatic denunciation of philosophers and his invocaton of
the morality and literary style of the past.

Quintilian’s Message: Rhetoric and Morals

Quintilian’s announcement at the beginning of the Institutio that his work aims to

depict an ideal is repeated at the end, and book 12 is devoted to a portrayal of the:
consummate orator. Quintilian’s ideal has sometimes been the target of criticism on
the grounds of anachronism. The imagined orator, even if he could come into;

existence, could not perform. The highest task expected of him in imperial Rome:
active leadership in political life (e.g., Kennedy 1969: 130-2). But other scholar
challenge this view and argue that political discourse, including that which too

place in the senate, continued to form an essential part of oratory in Roman society.
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(see chapters 9, 24). In any case, it should be remembered that Quintilian is
concerned with an ideal and ideals always bear programmatic implications. In this
case the kind of rhetoric outlined in the Institatio is a conscious compromise between
two conceptions in Quintilian’s mind: the best possible rhetoric that could be
practiced from a technical point of view (based on sound Ciceronian principles and
lacking “modern” decadent elements); and an ideatized form of rhetoric designed to
assume its deserved hegemony over the educational curriculum and to give rise to a
new kind of orator, Remanus sapiens (“a Roman wise Man,” 12 .2.7), who is suited
to political leadership because of his moral superiority and unparalleled persuasive
ability.

That Quintilian recognized the untimeliness of his proposal (at least partly) is
implied by the very last words of the Imstitutio, where he states clearly that the
main aim of the Institutio is a moral one: haec evant. . . guibus praccepta dicendi pro
vivili pavte adinvari posse per nos videbantur, quornm cognitio studiosis iuvenibus si
non magnam utilitatem adfevet, at cevte, quod magis petimus, bonam voluntatem
{“‘these were the precepts. .. through which it seemed that I might advance, as far
as I could, the manly task of speaking; the knowledge of which, even if it d(;es not
give the young students much practical help, will at least - which I value more — give
h]m good intentions,” 12.11.31). In fact, many of the categories that govern
Quintilian’s message, even in the application of technical rhetoric, belong to the
world of morals: decornm, indicivim, consuctudo, vir bonus. The content of such
concepts, moreover, is never defined, a fact that opens the way for their use in
justifying Quintilian’s own more or less whimsical views on matters both great and
small (Winterbottom 19983,

It is true, nonetheless, that the more enlightened and ““encyclopedic® features of
Quintilian’s ideal have universal appeal and are linked both to his illustrious ancestors
(e.g., Isocrates, Cicero) and offspring; vet part of this universality also derives from
Quintilian’s response to specific problems of his own time {Winterbottom 1967). His
proposed innovative curriculum must be seen within the context of a fight against
philosophy for cultural and educational hegemony (Cassin 1995}, one that probably
took advantage of Domitian’s suspicion of the subject.

FURTHER READING

The standard critical text of the Iustizuzio Oratoriz is that of Winterbottom (1970), now
reproduced with minor improvements in the five-volume set of the Loeb collecdon (Iiusscll
2001), which provides a translation in modern English. Russell’s short introductions to cach
boolf of the Institurio present informative critical summaries of the work’s contents and
cgnsmtently refer the reader to Quindlian’s sources (on which Cousin 1935, in French, is
still irreplaceable) and to relevant bibliography on each issue. The edition of Cousin (197)5;
80), in French, is especially helpful for its notes. There are valuable individual commentaries on
books 1 {Colson 1924), 10 (Peterson 1891}, and 12 (Austin 1948} plus a German edition on
book 3 (Adamietz 1966). Rheroric 13.2 and 13.3 (1995), the volumes of Albaladejo, del Rio
and .Cab.allero (1998), and Tellegen-Couperus (2003) are all devoted to Quintilian, and thf;
Instizutio and comprise about 150 papers in all. These vary in their length, focus, and interest
but together address the Ingtitutie from almost every conceivable point of view a)nd refer to a
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wealth of bibliography. The chapters by Wuellner and Hcgth in Pc_)rtcr (1?97: 51'71. 11i9) Pre:scn{
an overview of the evolution of arrangement and invention, ag?unst which Qump an’s vl1:]w.*s
can be appropriately contextualized. Lausberg (1998_) ‘is a classic buF muc.lk'll of h_tsﬂma.tzl anlcs{
based cxplicitly on Quintlian, who often offers gddmonal' explanan(.ms that syn 1;:;175) !

clarify the material. The transmission of the rext is dealt with in detail b? Cousin { ~ , dn
French, who can be complemented by Winterbottom (1967). The most comprehensive study

of Quintilian’s style is Zundcl (1981}, in German.

CHAPTER TWENTY-FOUR

Tacitus and Pliny on Oratory
Willsam Dominik

The Dinlogus de Orarovibus of Cornelius Tacitus constitutes one of the most import-
ant documents on rhetorical and literary criticism of the imperial age. This work has
often been interpreted as a document that argues for, illustrates, or reflects a declining
standard of oratory in the first century cg. The following discussion challenges the
pessimistic outlook read into the Dialggus by examining the rhetorical, cultural, and
literary context of the arguments presented by Marcus Aper in favor of contemporary
oratory. The validation of Aper’s defense of contemporary rhetorical practice extends
the opportunity fo recvaluate the common trope of oratory’s decline in the imperial
period. Further contemporary evidence may be brought to bear upon the issue of
oratorical decline in the form of the published letters of Gaius Plinins Caecilius
Secundus, the younger Pliny, who was a contemporary of Tacitus. In the Episties,
composed between 96 and 108 ce (cf. Sherwin-White 1966: 20-41), valuable
countermeasures to the notion of rhetorical devolution are found in the highly
successtul and prestigious oratorical carcers enjoyed by Pliny and other members of
his circle, including Tacitus; in Pliny’s own public reflections upon the state of
rhetoric and the development of rhetorical style; and in his first-hand testimony for
the status and flourishing of alternate avenues for rhetorical exposition that had come
to the fore in the first century.

Tacitus’ Dialogus

The Dialogus de Oratoribus was probably composed during the reign of Nerva (96-8
cE; cf. Murgia 1980; Barnes 1986: 244) or at least before 103 of Trajan’s reign (cf.
Brink 1994: 251-80). It supposedly constitutes a response to Tacitus’ dedicatee
Fabius Tustus, consul in 102, whose question about the reasons for the decline of
contemporary oratory motivates Tacitus to narrate a debate on the topic he claims to
have been witness to during his youth, probably in the mid seventies or earlier.




