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to my mother, my lover, and my daughter

contaminari decere fabulas®

Il n’y a point de mot qui ait recit plus de différentes significations,
& qui ait frappé les esprits de tant de maniéres, que celui de
Liberté®

¢ [1]tis proper to contaminate stories. Terence, Andria, introduction, modified text.
# No word was given more meanings and so variously affected humans than freedom.
Montesquieu, De ['’Esprit des Loix, 1.11.2.
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To the Benevolent Reader:
A Preliminary Note On Quotations

Books have many purposes: I would suggest that you use this
book as a hands-on tool. This is why I not only offer you a series
of reconstructions of Western notions of freedom, but I also put
on the table, so to speak, the most relevant textual material for
my arguments: the book is thus replete with footnotes and, more

important, quotations.

Nowadays, the sheer overabundance of secondary literature and
the complete reliance on translations risk keeping you away from
the original sources: the former, by inflating your need for expert
mediation, the latter, by boasting the independence of the text
from its specific language expression. In both cases, the supposed
meaning of the text is unduly detached from its written configu-

ration and, more generally, from its context.



xii Farewell to Freedom

In this book, quotations in the original version and script are
instead meant to render immediately visible to you the long and
tortuous process of construction and reconstruction of texts
across times, cultures and languages. Western notions of freedom,
similarly to other main Western ideas, trace a path that is both
convoluted - as it is often bent over its past — and discontinuous:
subsequent waves of translations from Greek (and sometimes
Hebrew) sources into Latin first, and into European national idi-
oms later on, are major turning points in such a turbulent course.
Moreover, deviations and jumps in the use of notions of freedom
do not only result from translations and transliterations, but also
from language manipulation, which only the original reference
can show.’

The display of the transformations of freedom-related terms,
both within and without specific languages, is intended to give
you visual evidence of a plurality of uses that can only forcibly
be reduced to the fictitious unity of a single notion of freedom.
But of course, you may use this material as you wish: to verify, to
take further, or to question my suggestions. However, so long as
my quotations allow you an escape from the monolingual cage of

contextless abstractions, their presence in the text is not useless.

* I write the word ‘god’ as referring to both Christian and other deities with the
lower-case initial letter, whilst [ write ‘God’ in quoted text when capitalised by other
authors.



Introduction

Why should one read another book on freedom? First, because
this is not a book on freedom (in the singular), but rather on a
plurality of words, notions and concepts, around which revolve
the various discourses of freedom during the last twenty-five
centuries. Second, because these materials are presented and ana-
lysed in their original form, and their translation into English is
problematized as an ongoing task.

Nor does the peculiarity of the book lie just in its extensive use
of sources. As most relevant Western thinkers engage with one
or another notion of freedom, the book is also a brief historical
sketch of Western thought, and a highly unorthodox one, because
it does not focus on interpretations but on the production of the
theoretical lexicon.

Moreover, the book has the ambition to follow the course of
Western thinking also before and after freedom, so to speak, as



xiv  Farewell to Freedom

its narration considers Western texts before the invention of the
notions of freedom, maps the long rise of freedom’s theoretical
constellations, and explores the possibility of their overcoming.
This possibility emerges from the very process of construction
of the lexicon of freedom, whose words are often ‘fabricated in a
piecemeal fashion from alien forms’* More generally, by survey-
ing the construction of new vocabularies, the book shows how
intellectuals do things with words.?

Nowadays, we all experience, at least, the negative aspects of this
construction: the widespread adoption of the neoliberal vocabu-
lary and its definition of freedom have a tangible (and disastrous)
impact on our daily lives. In particular, the neoliberal under-
standing of freedom as absence of interference, albeit ridiculously
simplistic, is all the more effective insofar as its construction is
presented, in good modern fashion, as a statement of fact. In
other words, neoliberal theorists, such as Hayek, not only vulgar-
ize Hobbes’ notion of individual freedom, but they also repeat the
Hobbesian double gesture of producing a perspectival construc-
tion of reality and pretending it to be a mere description.

Moreover, our neoliberal dwarves are firmly perched not only on
modern giants’ shoulders,’ but also on more towering figures: the

' ‘[Clonstruite piéce a piéce a partir de figures qui lui étaient étrangeres.’ In Michel
Foucault, ‘Nietzsche, la généalogie, I'histoire," in Hommage a Jean Hyppolite (Paris:
Presses Universitaires de France, 1971), 145-172, 148. Eng. trans. ‘Nietzsche,
Genealogy, History,' in id., Language, Counter-Memory, Practice: Selected Essays
and Interviews, Donald F. Bouchard ed. (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1977),
139-164, 142.

2 See John Langshaw Austin, How to Do Things with Words (Cambridge, MA: Harvard

University Press, 1962).
‘Dicebat Bernardus Carnotensis nos esse quasi nanos gigantum umeris insidentes,’ Ber-
nard of Chartres used to say that we are similar to dwarves standing on the shoulders

w



Introduction  xv

rudimentary notion of negative freedom can be traced back to the
no less rudimentary dichotomy between acting and being acted
upon, which is first systematized by Aristotle. However, this is just
one possible lineage in the genealogy of the discourses of liberty:
as Montesquieu reminds us, ‘no word was given more meanings
and so variously affected humans than freedomX Yet, despite all
this variety, the neoliberal reductionist view relies on the widely
shared assumption that freedom (just like any other notion) can be
defined, or, at least, can be traced to some kind of core idea.

Of course, the quest for definitions is probably as old as the pro-
cesses of production of abstract terms. In particular, the system-
atic questioning of the Platonic character Socrates seems to be the
first Western apparatus of production of theoretical abstractions.
In Plato’s dialogues, Socrates questions his interlocutors about the
definition of several nominalised epithets: he is never tired of ask-
ing ‘what is the good?, ‘what is the pious?, ‘what is the beautiful?,

and so on.’

This language device® is at once a morphological, syntactical and
semantic innovation: it not only produces a series of abstract entities

of giants. In John of Salisbury, loannis Saresberiensis Metalogicon, J. B. Hall and K. S.
B. Keats-Rohan eds. (Turnholt: Brepols, 1991), 116.

‘Il n'y a point de mot qui ait re¢il plus de différentes significations, & qui ait frappé
les esprits de tant de maniéres, que celui de Liberté. In Charles de Secondat Montes-
quieu, De ['Esprit des Loix, Tome 1 (Genéve: Barrillot & Fils, 1748), 240 (11.2). Eng.
trans. id., The Spirit of the Laws, Thomas Nugent trans., vol. 1 (London: J. Nourse and
P. Vaillant, 1758), 212, modified translation.

For example, in Alcibiades 1 130d (the same); Eutyphro 5d (the pious); Hippias Major
288a (the beautiful); Phaedo 65d (the just, the beautiful, and the good), 78d (the
beautiful and the equal).

Before Plato, the production of abstract terms also relies on what we would now
call a process of nominalization of adjectives, such as (if we can trust Theophrastus
and Simplicius) Anaximander's &netpov [apeiron], the boundless or non-determined
(fr. 12 B1 Diels-Kranz), as well as participles, such as Parmenides’ ¢6v [eon], that which

IS
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xvi Farewell to Freedom

in the Platonic text, but it opens the way for the systematic con-
struction of entities, notions, and later, concepts as the main tools
of Western thought. It is then not surprising that even long after the
disappearance of Plato’s objects of concern, the enquiry into defini-
tions still gives shape to most Western non-fiction writings.

On the contrary, this book follows a completely different path. It
observes that the words of the ever-changing vocabulary of free-
dom are linked by a ‘complicated network of similarities overlap-
ping and criss-crossing: sometimes overall similarities, sometimes
similarities of detail”” The book explores how these words and their
similarities are composed and re-composed, and how their uses,
time after time, converge towards some shared meaning.

Hence, the book does not ask the fateful question ‘what is free-
dom?; which surreptitiously affirms the existence of the entity
‘freedom, regardless of the plurality of its constructions. Following
the Platonic scheme, the question ‘what is freedom?’ puts the cart
before the horse, because it assumes the possible result of a shared

is, or, more commonly, being (fr. 28 B6 Diels-Kranz). Plato’s (or Socrates’) innovative
intervention produces what Bergson would call a dispositif, that is, something like
a device or an apparatus. Plato’s manipulation of language is particularly evident in
his use of the adjective adtog [autos]. In Classical Greek, the word autos assumes the
role of the Latin intensive adjective ipse when it is associated with a noun: for exam-
ple, the phrase avtdg 6 Pacihevs [autos ho basileus| may be translated as ‘the king
himself,’ ‘the very king,’ or ‘even the king.’ Plato combines the word autos (neuter auto)
with an adjective, which thus syntactically and semantically performs as a noun. See,
for example, the phrase avto 10 kahov [auto to kalon], the beautiful itself, in Plato,
Phaedo 78d. This new language mechanism can turn any predicate - in the words
of the Platonic Socrates, avto ékaotov 8 &otv [auto hecaston ho estin), the very each
thing which is, ibid. - into an immutable subject.

‘[E]in kompliziertes Netz von Ahnlichkeiten, die einander iibergreifen und kreuzen.
Ahnlichkeiten im GroRen und Kleinen.' In Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophische Unter-
suchungen/Philosophical Investigations, G. E. M. Anscombe trans. (Oxford: Blackwell,
1999), 32/32¢.

<



Introduction  xvii

practice of communication, namely, the shared meaning® of the
word ‘freedom, as the precondition of the communication itself.

Actually, the notion of freedom is not even a Platonic invention,
as the Greek word é\evOepia’ [eleutheria] is previously attested in
Pindar: Plato improves and systematizes an already active process
of production of abstractions. Havelock associates this process with
the construction of the first Greek written alphabetical language,
which the Socratic-Platonic semantic enquiries culminate.

The book argues that before this process there is no literal free-
dom, but just free things, and then, free humans. When the word
e\evOepov'! [eleutheron], free, appears in the Homeric text,'? it
does not grammatically refer to human subjects, but it meta-
phorically hints to their state: for example, we now translate the
Homeric expression é\evOepov fuap" [eleutheron hémar], liter-
ally free day, as the day of liberty, that is, the condition of freedom.

Only in the fifth century BCE, does the appearance of the word
eleutheria in two Pindaric odes herald a series of neologisms, such
as, for example, Thucydides” avtovopia'* [autonomia], which we
now render in English as ‘autonomy. These terms become part

of a wide constellation of locutions that construct a plurality of

o

Following Wittgenstein, it would be more precise (albeit probably less clear) to say ‘a
shared use of the word freedom.’

Pindar, Isthmian 8 15; Pythian 1 61.

10 See Eric A. Havelock, Preface to Plato (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
1963).

In Attic Greek, eleutheros, eleuthera, and eleutheron are the masculine, feminine and
neuter nominative forms of the term.

Iliad 6.455; 6.528; 16.831; 20.193.

Ibid., 6.455; 16.831; 20.193.

Thucydides 3.46.5; 4.87.5; 8.21.1.

©
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xviii  Farewell to Freedom

freedoms: a similar constellation also revolves around the Latin

words liber, free, and libertas, liberty.

Later on, Christian authors such as Augustine identify a proper
freedom and relocate it in the afterlife, whilst associating its mun-
dane limited exercise with will. As compared with the Graeco-
Roman and Germanic variously grounded notions of liberty and
freedom, the Christian emphasis on individual salvation takes
further the Stoic and Neoplatonist retreat towards interiority, and
it produces a radical decontextualization of personal choice.

After the turn of the first Christian millennium, medieval theologi-
cal debates focus on freedom both as a divine faculty and as a secular
practice. The latter aspect is also developed by lay legal scholars and
political thinkers, following the recovery of Roman law codes and
Greek philosophical texts. Paradoxically, Luther and Calvin’s stress
on predestination allows then the redirection towards worldly tasks

of individual agency, and its unlimited expansion.

As early modern constructions of freedom emerge from a clash
of religious fundamentalisms, despite their claim of absolute
novelty they often recast medieval theological notions. However,
seventeenth-century English parliamentary debates also revive
the Roman phraseology of slavery, in order to articulate the con-
cept of freedom as absence of dependence. This concept is formu-
lated by Hobbes on the model of the new physics.

In the eighteenth century, Rousseau follows Hobbes in reshaping
medieval mystical bodies in the form of the general will. Moreo-
ver, he redefines freedom as the obedience to a self-prescribed
rule. Similarly, Kant claims absolute autonomy through a volun-
tary subsumption of the individual under the universal.
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German idealist thinkers™ inflation of the concept of freedom
reveals it as a mere hyperbole, which can be realised either as
absolute compulsion or in the absence of others. Hegel endeav-
ours instead to capture freedom within a framework of evolving
historical necessity. The reaction to the Hegelian dynamic totali-
zation opens the way to a variety of theoretical challenges to the
very notions of subject and will, which are the foundations of the

medieval and modern constructions of freedom.

From Stirner on, a veritable fault-line opens up in Western
thought between the pursuit of a conceptual definition of liberty
and the attempt to rethink freedom as the human production of
novelty. Whilst Marx anchors this production to material pro-
cesses, Nietzsche takes further Stirner’s questioning of ideas by
challenging the unity of the Western subject.

Nietzsche’s effort to reconstruct conceptual entities as processes
allows us to revise the discourses of freedom in terms of human
practices. In particular, a radical shift of the very locus of freedom
and autonomy results from a double change of theoretical focus:
Simondon rethinks individuals as processes of individuation,
and Foucault constructs subjects as processes of subjectivation.'

These processual approaches undermine the raison détre of the
notions of freedom and autonomy: regulative properties such
as freedom and autonomy only apply to an enclosed and self-
consistent entity — the individual, or the collective - as distinct
from others, and they cannot fit subjectivation processes that are
based on the constitutive participation with others. Hence, a new

> The word ‘subjectivation,’ does not express the sense of ‘making subjective’ of the
English word ‘subjectification.’
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theoretical lexicon is needed to strike a dia-nomous'® middle path
between autonomous and heteronomous alternatives: such a rela-
tional third way requires likewise relational notions.

Of course, it may seem impossible to transcend the horizon of free-
dom: the very plurality of the discourses of liberty may rather appear
to justify the hope in some understanding of freedom that transcends
its pervasive neoliberal version. Nevertheless, also more articulate
discourses of liberty can hardly face our current challenges, both in
the public and the private sphere. For example, these discourses also
still claim the freedom to exercise an absolute power over oneself - a
mastery that in fact is their paradoxical cornerstone.”

If the discourses of freedom appear exhausted and even
counterproductive, couldn't we treasure instead the neoliberal
unwitting demonstration of the performative power of words,
and thus realise that other words may help catalyse other (and
participative) practices? In this case, we could take advantage of
our knowledge of the past to construct a different vocabulary,
which may empower us to claim the life that we all deserve.'®

16 The book introduces several neologisms: dianomy, dianomous, dianomize, diapoie-
sis, throughdom, perdividual and perdividuation; it also suggests the recovery of
Greek words such as kinésis and enthesis.

17 Here is a clear example of such a paradoxical double standard: ‘La puissance c’est le
pouvoir qu'on veut prendre sur autrui, la liberté, c’est le pouvoir qu'on veut prendre
sur soi-méme.’ Potency is the power that one wants to take over others, freedom is
the power that one wants to take over oneself. In Denis de Rougemont, ‘Denis de
Rougemont: Tel qu’en lui-méme,’ Cadmos 33 (Printemps 1986), 7-23, 23.

'8 This is an explicitly political task, which is what differentiates a genealogical endeav-
our from a merely historical reconstruction. Just like good historians do, genealogists
recognise historical narrations as (inevitable) projections onto the past. Whilst this rec-
ognition surely improves the epistemic horizon of modern historiography, it still does
not transcend it: genealogists only cross the cognitive threshold of merely historical
narrations when they acknowledge their own investment in the present through their
reconstructions of the past, without hiding themselves behind the finger of historio-
graphic refinement.



CHAPTER |

Antiquities Before Christianities

1.1 - Eleutheria

The battle rages under the walls of Troy, when Hector is sent back
to the city by his brother, the augur Helenus, to ask the women
and elders to pray. Once in Troy, Hector also angrily rouses his
brother Paris to the fight. Paris seeks reconciliation, which Hec-
tor defers to after the ousting of the Greeks, when a kpntijpa (...)
E\evOepov' [krétéra (...) eleutheron], literally a free krater, that is,

a mixing-bowl in honour of freedom, will be offered to the gods.

1 Jliad., 6.528.

How to cite this book chapter:

Baldissone, R 2018 Farewell to Freedom: A Western Genealogy of Liberty. Pp. 1-35.
London: University of Westminster Press. DOI: https://doi.org/10.16997/
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2 Farewell to Freedom

Homer deploys the word eleutheron not only in association with
the word krétér, bowl, but also with the word hémar, day. In turn,
the phrase eleutheron hémar, literally, free day, in the Homeric
narration is almost immediately reversed as SovAov fuap®
[doulion hémar], slavish day. In all these cases, our modern
reading requires a somewhat metaphorical shift from the literal
translation of Homer’s lines: more precisely, we have to project
onto the Homeric text our habit of constructing reality with
abstract nouns, such as ‘freedom’ and ‘slavery’

Of course, I am not refusing to translate the Homeric expressions
eleutheron kreéter and eleutheron hémar with English periphrases
such as ‘the bowl to celebrate freedom’ and ‘the time of liberty’
respectively. I am rather suggesting that we resist the temptation
to absolutize our current language uses as the inevitable outcome

of past language transformations.

Neither was the word eleutheron necessarily to evolve as the abstract
term eleutheria, nor, pace Jakobson,”! was a pre-existing metaphori-
cal pole to allow our hermeneutic transformation of a historically
determined expression (eleutheron, free) into another expression
(eleutheria, freedom) yet to appear. For sure, still at the time of Plato
the shift from epithets such as good, pious, and beautiful to their
nominalised forms (the good, the pious, and the beautiful, as we
previously recalled) deeply puzzles Socrates’ interlocutors.

20 [bid., 6.463.

21 Jakobson describes the supposed significative and distinctive functions of language
as metaphorical and metonymical poles respectively. See Roman Jakobson, ‘Two
Aspects of Language and Two Types of Aphasic Disturbances,’ in Roman Jakobson
and Morris Halle, Fundamentals of Language (The Hague: Mouton, 1956), 53-82.
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Moreover, whilst we nowadays rely on a well-established gram-
matical taxonomy that allows us to classify eleutheron as an adjec-
tive and eleutheria as a (derived) noun, this categorisation is yet
to appear in ancient Greece. It is Plato who possibly invents*
the first repartition of language parts as a simple dichotomy*:
ovopata [onomata] and pripata [rhemata].**

Plato makes the unspecified Eévog [Xenos], Stranger, or better,
Foreign Guest® — the main character of his dialogue The Sophist —
turn these two terms already in use into technical linguistic
definitions: ‘we may call a rhéma the indication which relates to
action (...) and the vocal sign applied to those who perform the
actions in question we call an onoma’*

The word rhéma is not part of the Homeric lexicon. Its first extant
occurrence is in a seventh-century BCE poetic fragment by
Archilochus, where it may be understood as a solemn announce-
ment.”” Only one century later, Theognis deploys it as a synonym

2!

[N

Plato possibly invents the term ypappatikny [grammatiké], that is, grammar: how-
ever, Plato may merely be writing words that are already in use. See Plato, Cratylus
431e; Sophist 253a.

On diairesis, that is division into two parts as methodos, pursuit and thus method,
see Plato, Soph. 235b—c.

Ibid., 262a. In the first century, Plutarch, who is already used to our familiar plurality
of grammatical entities, seeks to answer the question ‘why said Plato, that speech
is composed of onomata and rhemata?' In Plutarch, Moralia, Platonic Question X.
Onomata and rhémata are the plural form of onoma and rhéma respectively.

On the word xenos, see Emile Benveniste, Le Vocabulaire des institutions indo-européennes,
2 vols (Paris: Editions de Minuit, 1969), vol. 1, 94. Eng. trans. id., Indo-European Language
and Society (London: Faber and Faber, 1973), 77.

10 pév ¢m Taig pdkeaty 6v SAwpa pRpa mov Aéyopev (. ..) T 8¢y’ &’ avToig Toig
¢kelvag mpdTTovast onueiov TG wviig émtedev Gvopa [to men epi tais praxesin on
deloma rhema pou legomen (. . .) to de g’ ep’ autois tois ekeinas prattousi semeion tes
phaonés epitethen onomal). In Plato, Soph. 262a.

Archilochus, fr. 52 (Diehl).

2
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4  Farewell to Freedom

for ‘word.*® However, the Platonic Guest associates rhéma with
the expression of an action, so that it may appear as the first defi-
nition of a key grammar notion: the verb.*’

The translation of the second term of the dichotomy proposed by
the Guest, namely onoma, may likewise appear deceitfully unam-
biguous. Whilst the term has already the meaning of ‘name’ in
Homer,” the definition of the Platonic Guest seems to refer to the
logical subject of the sentence, and we may be tempted to trans-
late this other half of Plato’s dichotomy with a later grammatical
definition of a specific part of discourse: the noun, indeed.

Plato also deploys the couple onoma and rhéma in his (possibly
previous) dialogue Cratylus, with the apparent meaning of ‘word’
and ‘phrase’ respectively.’! Aristotle recovers the partition with its
later sense, that one suggested by the Platonic Guest; yet, his use of
the term rhémata is closer to the logical notion of predicates than
to the grammatical definition of verbs. However, in his language
classification in the Poetics, Aristotle does not name adjectives,
which instead appear in the Rhetoric under the broad definition
of éniBeta’®® [epithetal, that is, additions® or epithets.

If we consider existing works, it is not until the second century
BCE that Dionysius Thrax grants adjectives a status (albeit not

2

Theognis, 1152; 1238b (Diehl).
2 Whilst Plato does not further specify the association of rhema with actions, Aristotle
limits it to actions in the present, and he recurs to the compound definition nt@otg
prinatog [ptasis rhematos], tense of the verb, for actions in other times. In Aristotle,
De Interpretatione 16b.
1l. 3.235; 17.260.
Plato, Cra. 399b.
Aristotle, Rhetoric 3.2.9.
Aristotle uses the expression t& énifeta [ta epitheta] in its etymological meaning of
‘added things' in Constitution of the Athenians 3.3.

3
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Antiquities Before Christianities 5

autonomous) in the grammatical arena. Dionysius is tradition-
ally acknowledged as the author of the Téxvn ypappatikn [Tekhne
grammatike], the art of grammar, which is the first extant Greek
grammar. Whilst the Tekhneé recasts the traditional Platonic parti-
tion of rhémata and onomata, the latter are further subdivided
into three categories, the last of which is devoted to the énifetov
[epitheton], that is, the addition, or epithet: Dionysius gathers
under this Aristotelian label both adjectives and nouns that are
used with the function of modifiers.

Only much later do adjectives emerge as independent grammati-
cal entities. In the twelfth century, Abelard recalls adjectiua® as
specific grammar items, which grammatically concord with the
associated nouns: within flexional languages such as Greek and
Latin, concord distinguishes adjectives from appositions. It is
somewhat ironic that Abelard gives adjectives theoretical visibil-
ity by acknowledging them as nomina adjectiua, that is, literally,

adjoining names.”

I am soon to show how, during the first documented wave of
nominalisation in Western languages, the word eleutheria, free-
dom, which now we define as a noun, is derived from the word
eleutheros, free, which now we define as an adjective. Yet, if a
clear-cut severance between adjectives and nouns is only claimed
nineteen centuries after the beginning of the Greek nominalising

3 [E]t illi adiectiua tantum dicunt ea quae aliis, id est substantiuis, per se adiunguntur,’
and they [the grammarians] call adjectives those items that are adjoined to other
nouns, the substantives, in Abelard, Glossae super Peri Hermeneias 5.78.

The distinction is clearly stated, among others, by Aquinas: ‘haec est differentia inter
nomina substantiva et adiectiva, quia nomina substantiva ferunt suum suppositum,
adiectiva vero non, sed rem significatam ponunt circa substantivum,’ this is the dif-
ference between substantives and adjectives: substantives bear their suppositum,
while adjectives do not, but rather they adjoin the signified thing to the substantive.
In Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1.39.5 ad 5.
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6 Farewell to Freedom

process, we may at least consider the possibility to construct this
crucial transformation less anachronistically.

Rather than rendering the derivation of eleutheria from eleutheros
with the language of later grammar, we may describe it in Aris-
totelian terms as the transformation of a predicate into a subject.
This description likewise applies to Plato’s transformations of epi-
thets into ideas, and we may well understand the birth of eleuthe-
ria as part of the genesis of philosophical abstractions.

Moreover, the task of rendering this transformation goes also
beyond the shift, however important, from adjectives to nouns,
or predicates to subjects: what is also at stake is the role of our
current categories in the construction of the past. Inasmuch as
we acknowledge our retrospective projections and their inevi-
tability, the diachronic - that is, historical - differentiation of
the past from the present (which is the achievement of histori-
cism) may not be enough: we may also have to acknowledge a
synchronic differentiation between the various depictions of the
past in the present.*

However, if we observe the use of the word eleutheron, free, in
the Iliad, a diachronic, or historical differentiation emerges:
eleutheron does not directly characterise a specific human subject
as a free subject, as we would expect according to our current use
of the term ‘free’ In Homer, eleutheron rather defines a significant

% Historicism's diachronic differentiation overcomes the crude rendering of the past
as a present in different clothes, as it were: nevertheless, given the inevitability and
the variety of our retrospective projections, we would better accept as a theoretical
horizon the actual plurality of diachronic constructions, rather than iterating the
historicist aspiration to a potentially objective history. Historians may have dreamed
of history in the singular, but they always produced histories in the plural.
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object (the krater) and a portion of time (the day) as free: human
subjects are only implicitly described as free, through their rela-
tion with such objects and times, which act as a sort of objective
correlative” to the subjective condition of freedom.

Besides, though the condition of freedom is experienced indi-
vidually, it is either maintained or lost as a collective endowment:
by depicting the day as either free or slavish, Homer alludes to
a human group and its shared condition, which depends on the
result of the war.*®

Following its appearance in the epic,” the term eleutheron is
then related to its dichotomous counterpart doulion, slavish: the
loss of the war immediately entails for all the defeated the loss
of their free condition. In the Iliad, this loss is prefigured by
those female prisoners that the Greeks capture during the war.

7 Eliot claims that the expression of an emotion in the form of art requires an objec-
tive correlative, that is ‘a set of objects, a situation, a chain of events which shall be
the formula of that particular emotion.’ In T. S. Eliot, ‘Hamlet and His Problems,’ in
id., The Sacred Wood (London: Methuen & Co., 1920), 92. We may consider Homer's
krater as an objective correlative to the condition of freedom, inasmuch as it evokes
the latter’s celebration.

Benveniste insists on the social origin of the notion of ‘free": ‘The first sense is not,
as one would be tempted to imagine, ‘to be free of, rid of something’; it is that
of belonging to an ethnic stock designated by a metaphor taken from vegetable
growth.’ In Benveniste, Vocabulaire 1, 324. Eng. trans. id., Indo-European, 264.
Before the Homeric epic, a probable predecessor of the Greek word eleutheron is
found in Minoan tablets: for example, in several Na- tablets of the series of Pylos,
the word e-re-u-te-ra, possibly the neuter plural form of e-re-u-te-ro, is likewise asso-
ciated with the ideogram sa denoting an object (probably flax), and it is translated
by Ventris and Chadwick as ‘free allowance.’ In Michael Ventris and John Chadwick,
Documents in Mycenaean Greek: Three Hundred Selected Tablets from Knossos, Pylos
and Mycenae, with Commentary and Vocabulary (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1956), 299. The term ereutero may - but also may not - relate to humans with
a metaphorical shift. See Filippo Cassola, "EAev6epov - EREUTERO,’ in Syntheleia
Arangio Ruiz (Napoli: Jovene, 1964). However, the morphological similarity does
not imply an unbroken semantic continuity.
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8 Farewell to Freedom

The dispute over one of them, the princess Briseis, is in fact the
cause of the major event in the narration, namely, the wrath
of Achilles. Actually, though Briseis is part of the booty, she
is treated by Achilles as a wife: Patroclus even insists that she
will be formally married after the end of the war and the return
to Phtia.*

However, only a few centuries after the composition of the
Homeric poems, the grammatical association of the term
eleutheros with human subjects does directly express their free
condition: the first extant occurrences of this association are in
the fragments of Solon.

Solon’s surviving texts witness both old and new uses of the
word eleutheros. In an impressive poetic piece, Solon constructs
a parallel between humans and yi*' [gé], the land. On the one
hand, he claims to have stripped the land of the stones that mark
the condition of debt*: hence the land, which was a slave before,
is now eleuthera, free. In this powerful image, the l