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The second justification resides in the importance of separating
meaning and value. In pedagogical talk about freedom the value and the
meaning may be confused, as occurs when it is suggested that, because
freedom is so important, it cannot consist in mere absence of constraints;
it must be positive and because of this it must mean doing worthwhile
things to people. But if it is stressed that freedom means absence of
constraints, then it is clear where the value lies: It lies in the lack of
constraints. It lies either in not being constrained by others, in which case
it is intrinsic, or else it lies in the other values it makes possible, in which
case it is instrumental. Thomas Paine declaimed, "Give me liberty or give
me death!" thus bringing together both instrumental and intrinsic values of
freedom. Freedom is negative in meaning but its negative meaning is not
negative in value.

Third, it would appear to be a psychological and linguistic fact that, in
whatever way the word freedom or its cognates, free, freeing, etc. are being
used (and commonly, by my interpretation, misused), all such uses carry
with them denotations of lack of constraint of some sort. For instance,
when totalitarian true believers force us to be free, they believe that they
free us from the constraints of our former (as they construe them)
intellectual illusions. The fourth and fifth reasons are even more
compelling.

Fourth, in his account of the third formulation of the Categorical
Imperative, Kant (1948, p. 69) argues that the whole class of rational
beings may be considered collectively as a community of independent and
equal judges and legislators of conduct, on the grounds that each will
interpret and offer as universal those maxims that each autonomously
approves for him/herself. To limit the community of persons either in
legislating or applying principles would be to limit the very possibilities of
reason. The British educational philosopher, R.S. Peters (1966a, 1966b),
has developed such Kantian ideas in showing how the principle of practical
reason requires the existence of freedom as liberty. For when people
seriously ask what they ought to do, they presuppose a search for the best
answers to their questions about practical reason. They further presuppose
that they should be allowed freely to act upon the best answers to the
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replaced by more accurate descriptions such as ability, or ability to, or
autonomy, or some combination of these which express in an improved
form the core of the concept actually being applied. It is autonomy which
best captures the content and spirit in most of what is called freedom to
in this sense. In passing I should point out that autonomy is itself a most
appropriate aim of education. It is in part from our belief in the principle
of benevolence that we want children to become educated and autonomous.
So another important reason for keeping notions of freedom (liberty) and
autonomy conceptually distinct is that freedom has an important place in
the achievement of autonomy through judicious mixtures of freedom and
control in education.

Thus, freedom to either means freedom from, or else it is a misleading
way of pointing to other values important in education.

Freedom as a Matter of Degree

We are more free or less free. A person’s freedom is really as
wide-ranging as the potential constraints which are not placed upon him by
other persons. People have freedom to the extent that they are not
restrained by others. It is often only after a constraint or restriction is
placed upon us that we become aware that we were formerly free. If
teachers are suddenly forced to write at least two behavioral objectives for
each lesson, they become aware that under the previous superintendent
they were free from this constraint, though they were scarcely conscious of
this at the time. Children on summer vacation are free from the
expectations of their school teachers to do homework. They are at the
same time, however, constrained by the expectations of their parents. And
if someone persists in asking them whether they are less free during the
school term than when on vacation, that person seems to be asking
something about the relative importance to them. So as Feinberg (1973)
points out, if I am to avoid a vitiating circularity in argument, my standard
of importance has to be other than that it is conducive to freedom (p. 18).
This again shows the significance of keeping the meaning of freedom
separate from other values.
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answers are built in from the beginning. (1975, p. 40)

Challenge to the ideology thus becomes more and more difficult. All
this is included in Raphael’s (1981) clause, "a peculiar meaning largely
invented by theorists” (p. 81). If the ideologue just happened to be a Nazi
SS officer in Hitlerite Europe this "peculiar meaning" might involve your
being placed in a gas chamber to be entirely removed. Until the last few
years, if the ideologue just happened to be a Soviet psychiatrist, this
"peculiar meaning” might place you in an insane asylum. As Anatoly
Koryagin said in an address at Columbia University in 1989, "Scores of
dissidents went into hospitals even without the formality of being evaluated
... and were treated with all manner of psychotropic drugs, electroshock,
and insulin coma."

What is more, once we allow freedom to mean doing things to people
we become involved in interminable arguments about the best kind of
freedom, with each view claiming that it promotes the true freedom.
However, if we call a spade a spade and argue that what is occurring is not
freeing but is confining, or sermonizing, or propagandizing, or
indoctrinating, or conditioning, or brain-washing, or torturing, we are free
from this difficulty.

So there are crucially important moral, social, political, and educational
issues involved in keeping to this meaning of freedom as liberty. If we
allow that freedom may mean having constraints then we have opened the
way for both innocent confusion and deliberate double-talk which may play
into the hands of the enemies of freedom. As Berlin says, there will then
"be a danger of confusion in theory and justification of oppression in
practice, in the name of liberty itself’ (1969, p. xxxix). Once we have
allowed that freedom may imply, even paradoxically, some kind of
constraint, we have performed a great service to the bureaucrat (negatively
conceived) and the dictator.
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autonomous person will emerge from a particular kind of education: A
pupil becomes a student becomes a scholar; autonomy in things intellectual
gradually evolves and emerges. The emergence is not spontaneous, or a
product of nature, but is the product of learning, of encouragement from
other persons in a liberal culture.

Perhaps no person is autonomous all the time. Like having freedom,
autonomy is not like being insured, being 140 pounds, or being a member
of the Republican Party; rather it is like being fat, being conscientious, or
being critical; it is a matter of degree. It also has something to do with
what people do in the important dimensions of their lives (Dearden, 1972,
p. 63), such as in morality. We should hardly call a woman autonomous
if she reacted meekly to every pressure from others in her profession, her
marriage, her political life, although she was continually and aggressively
self-assertive and rationally critical in the way she cleaned the house or
walked down the street. This would still be so even if by some
metaphysical or Einsteinian sleight-of-hand these latter activities could
occupy a much greater part of her time than the former.

As Kant (1948, p. 52) so emphatically said, rationality is central to
autonomy. The autonomous person questions epistemic and social
authority; where these have to be accepted, there is still an attempt to filter
the epistemic authority through the person’s own net of experience and
judgment and to search out the reason for the social authority.
Autonomous reason is also personal: Arbitrariness and dictation by others
are anathema and there is cognitive individuality. Autonomous thought is
independent: It must be the person’s own. What is done is done on the
basis of one’s own carefully-examined and consistent values. Autonomous
persons are not easily deceived by others. They are also self-aware and do
not deceive themselves. They understand their real situation in the world.
They are autonomous to the extent that their plans and purposes are
achieved independent of pressure from others. They have a realistic grasp
of a wide range of understanding and they apply these relevantly. They
take responsibility for their choices and actions. And although critical
reflection can hardly occur in every case and with respect to every thought,
it is for the autonomous person a permanent disposition. Moreover,
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Some Existentialists have held the misleading belief that to be
autonomous one must be spontaneous. In the Sartrean view (1957, 1977)
we seem to have autos but not nomos. Consider the analogy with the
political development of a colony from dependence and direction to
independence and autonomy: There we can see the manner in which
autonomy is made possible. Equally, if we think about the nature of
education, it will become clear how autonomy will gradually develop in
individuals.

In the light of what has been said about autonomy, it should be noted
that many claims made about freedom require modification or challenge.
For instance, Dewey (1928) writes:

Without genuine choice, choice that when expressed in action
makes things different from what they would otherwise be, men are
but passive vehicles through which external forces operate ....
[Further, this claim] ... at least contributes an element in the
statement of the problem of freedom. (p. 265)

Dewey thus sees choice as part of freedom. He says, "Just what is
signified by that participation by the human being himself in a choice that
makes it really a choice?" and "Choice is more than just selectivity in
behavior but it is at least that" (1928, p. 265) [italics added]. But these
passages are misleading in several ways. If people make choices and no
one interferes with the implementation of those choices, then people have
freedom. But such choice is choice, it is not freedom. Choosing is not
freedom; to be operative it merely presupposes an environment of freedom.
What (to use Dewey’s wording) "makes it really a choice” is that it is
autonomous.

Secondly, it is sometimes false to say, as Dewey says above, that a
genuine choice is one which, "when expressed in action makes things
different from what they would otherwise be." Genuine choice (choice not
restricted or constrained, that is, autonomous choice) may well result in the
status quo. Autonomous people may well choose the same things that they
would select under constraints of various kinds. As Dearden (1975, p. 8)
properly points out, what is essential to autonomous choice is not
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When ideological systems exhibit empirical mistakes (as they necessarily
do), such mistakes have to be laid at the feet of individual scapegoats
because the ideology, though actually faulty in various places, is officially
sacrosanct and thus removed from genuine challenge. So it is that
libertarian political, scientific, social, and educational systems, in their
emphasis on freedom and potential falsifiability of claims, are not merely
empirically superior but show at least in this respect a moral superiority.

The principle of fairness would seem to imply that there is something
unfair in either stopping people from acquiring those dimensions of
character, personality, and understanding which allow them to be
autonomous, or in hindering them from exercising these dimensions once,
through education, they have acquired them (the principle of freedom also
appears to be implied in this latter feature). Insofar as the autonomy of
individuals is a situation implied by the principle of fairness, here too there
is general justification for autonomy. The principle of benevolence would
also appear to justify the promotion of autonomy. But because the
relationship between the principle of benevolence and the promotion of
autonomy is rather complex, the development of autonomy is not quite a
straightforward application of the promotion of benevolence.

There is, furthermore, much empirical and conceptual evidence to show
that autonomous action provides human beings with great satisfaction.
From their earliest days, children take considerable pleasure in doing things
for themselves and react with a range of emotions to being constrained.
So do teenagers and adults.

Autonomy would also seem to be justified as a very utilitarian quality.
It enables individuals to cope with the seemingly ever-increasing range of
choices offered them in an advanced technological society. It enables them
to scrutinize critically the blandishments of advertisers and the lures of
politicians and ideologues — such as the (paradoxical) empiricist television
evangelists. And for democratic society it makes for more intelligent
involvement in the responsibilities of citizenship and for more
discriminating voting.
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kinds of conditions in which people can be themselves" (1978, p. 33).
Though I am very much interested in freedom from, I am also interested
in helping people to be themselves, to be autonomous, and this is why I
want to keep the two notions of freedom and autonomy separate. Once
they become confused, it is impossible to trace causation. Confused
concepts do not just make appropriate educational and political action
difficult, they make it unlikely. When we are clear about what we mean
by autonomy then we can see that it is hardly something which comes
naturally and that many practices in most societies will be anathema to it.
As so many teenagers demonstrate, what comes much more naturally and
socially is either acting upon impulse or acting because of group pressure.

For clear thinking about freedom and autonomy and for their
maximization, it is important to keep the two ideas conceptually separate.
A certain amount of freedom within which to make and act upon their own
choices and decisions is necessary for the development of autonomy. But
such added freedom and responsibility must of course be accompanied by
the intellectual tools which make such added responsibility realistic. Thus
it is that the abilities and autonomy of any individual person must have a
history which includes not merely the acquisition of the intellectual tools
just mentioned but also continual encouragement from other minds and
from a culture and society of educated persons which value such excellence.
If there is to be autonomy then there must be experience and knowledge,
together with intelligent insight. There must be standards in thinking.
These are to be gained when people are introduced to the variety of
thinking and the variety of criteria which are involved in the disciplines of
knowledge. This does not imply epistemological authoritarianism. Far
from it. There can be standards to be attained without the preempting of
credible alternative points of view (Hare, 1979, 1985) and without stopping
people from making their own independent use of these standards. Indeed,
the point is much stronger and more positive: It is because students are
provided with the grounds for knowledge and for making informed
judgments in the disciplines that genuinely alternative views become
possible.
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Conclusion

It has been claimed that it is educationally and politically important to
distinguish freedom from ability and autonomy. It is also important to
remember that freedom, ability, and autonomy are subsumed under the
three fundamental moral principles of freedom, fairness, and benevolence
as worthy of pursuit. For then we shall be aware of their logical genesis
and status and the promotion of freedom or ability or autonomy in
education will not occur at the expense of the promotion of other
important values.
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