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SUMMARY 

The thesis aims to justify liberal democracy on the cultivation of autonomy amongst its 

citizens. The potential of deliberative democracy and associational democracy to 

achieve this cultivation are then critically evaluated It is suggested that autonomy has 

intrinsic value and an intrinsic connection to democracy, particularly in Western 
democracies. 

Deliberative democracy is justified as the most suitable model of decision-making to 

cultivate autonomy due to its enhancement of public reason, speaker and hearer 

autonomy. All three factors therefore encourage reflective preference transformation. 

which is the defining mark of deliberative democracy. 

A perfectionist case of deliberative democracy is further presented and associations in 

civil society are evaluated as a location of deliberative democracy. It is argued that the 

associations can achieve this by fulfilling four functions: they can be venues for 

subsidiarity; provide information and representation; be schools of democracy; and 
locations for governance. The fulfilment of these functions enables the 
institutionalisation of deliberative democracy to overcome some of the threats of 

complexity, pluralism, size and inequality. However, not all associations can achieve all 
four functions and in order to do so, they must be internally democratic. 

The associations also need to pursue a dualist strategy in relation to the state. This 
involves a critical public sphere with informal networks of communication based upon 
the norms of deliberative democracy. The public sphere should then set the agenda for 
legislation through the `outside access model'. The second strand of the dualist strategy 
is to gain access to legislative arenas. Associational mediating forums with power 
devolved from the state, again based on the norms of deliberative democracy, are 
advocated as a suitable method by which to achieve this. 

This associational model differs from the neo-pluralist model of interest groups because 
it is based upon the norms of deliberative democracy and can therefore promote the 
common good and avoid the ̀ mischief of factionalism'. 

Finally, a case study of the Stanage Forum is considered I suggest that it approximates 
the associational mediating forums and highlights where trade-offs between the ideal 

and practice need to be, can be, should be and will be made. 
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l N"i'ir,,,, O DI ff"T I ON 

Over the last ten to fiflccn years, deliberative democracy has become an increasingly 

dominant strand ofdcntocratic theory (Dryrck, 2000, p. 1). This thesis intends to add to 

this literature on both justification and institutionalisation. The justification is that it is 

the most suitable model ofdemocratic dccision"making to cultivate citizens' autonomy. 
In terms of institutionalisation, voluntary associations in civil society arc analysed as 

suitable locations for deliberative democracy. This then links the current litcraturc on 
deliberative democracy with the recently rcjuvcnatcd ideas of civil society, ollen termed 

nco-tocqucvillianism or the second wave of civil society. 'This popularity is not 

restricted to political theory although Lester Salamon and Anhcicr inform us that the 

world is undergoing ̀a major reappraisal of the whole state' (Salamon and Anhcicr, 
1996, p. 1) and that this is being countered by `a global associational revolution' 
(Salamon and Anhcicr, 1996, p. 81). The most dominant stream of the thesis however 

is how to cultivate autonomy, and the thesis investigates to what extent deliberative and 

associational democracy can achieve this. The approach is predominantly theoretical 

and normative, and the thesis should be seen as an attempt to contribute to three areas of 
literature on autonomy, dclibcrativc democracy and associationalism. In doing so, the 

thesis tries to address and add substance to several key issues that the present literature 

on these areas has failed to consider in explicit detail. 

The analysis of these topics can also be sccn as a series of suggestions for democratic 

deepening. According to John Dryzck there arc three dimensions through which 
democracy can be deepened. the first is the expansion of the franchise where more 

pcoplc participate in collective decision; the second is scope,, where more issues and 

topics are opened to democratic decision-making; and the third is 'authenticity of 

control', which requires 'the effective participation ofautonomous and comment actors 
(Dryzck, 2000, p. 29). It is this third method that the thesis focuses upon; arguing that 
deliberative democracy can lead to more authentic preferences, and believing more 

autonomous preferences arc more authentic. For Dryr. ck authenticity is `thc degree to 

which democratic control is cnggcd through communication that encourages rctlcction 

upon preferences without coercion' (Uryak, 2000, p. 8). 
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Chapter One presents the case that the cultivation of the value of autonomy is the 

normative core of democracy. It is suggested that autonomy and democracy both aim to 

make their agents sclf-determining and so the relationship between them is implicit. I 

argue that autonomy is an intrinsic value for its own sake, especially in western literal 

democracies, as both the theory and practice of liberal democracy have assumed its 

citizens to be autonomous. However, the argument here is that autonomous citiicns 

cannot be assumed, because the right conditions need to be in place to cultivate this 

autonomy. I outline the core elements of autonomy as free choice based upon rationally 
formed preferences and then defend the possibility of autonomy as defined against 

several challenges that maintain the impossibility of justifying democracy upon 

autonomy. These arc that it is not a political value, that pcoplc arc dctcrrnincd so cannot 
be autonomous, that autonomy inevitably leads to perfectionism or paternalism and that 

autonomy is incompatible with authority. Although there is already a vast literature on 

autonomy, which I use as the basis of my arguments, the thesis maintains key elements 

of originality as the chapter looks specifically at cultivating autonomy in decision- 

making. 

In Chapter Two, l argue that the model of deliberative democracy is the best decision- 

making method to cultivate the autonomy of all participants equally. This argument 

accepts Robert Dahl's argument, that ̀ democracy cannot be justified merely as a system 
for translating the raw, uninformed will or a popular majority into public policy' (Dahl, 

1994, p. 30). For preferences to be authentic, they must be cnlig htcned, and as Dahl 

asserts this requires education, discussion and public debate (Dahl, 1994, p. 31). From 

this Dahl concludes that 'alternative procedures for making decisions ought to be 

evaluated according to the opportunities they furnish citizens for acquiring an 

understanding of means and ends, of one's interests and the expected consequences or 

policies for interests, not only for oneself but for all other relevant persons as well' 
(Dahl, 1994, p. 31). A comparison of purely aggrcgativc mechanisms of decision- 

making highlights the three reasons why deliberative democracy is particularly suitable 
to cultivate participants' autonomy: it generates public reason, information is increased 

and thcrcforc hearer autonomy is enlmnccd, and finally that it ensures speaker autonomy 
by ensuring participants have control over the expression of their preferences. 'dare 

popular challenges to these justifications for deliberative democracy arc also considcrcd 
and refuted: the social choice critique that a popular will cannot be identified; a 
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challcngc from dii%rcncc democracy that deliberative democracy is inevitably biased 

against historically disadvantaged groups; and finally that dclitx rntivc democracy 

requires special obligations among citizens that it cannot itself ground. Again this 

chapter builds on well-established arguments, but is distinctive in the manner that it 

explicitly justifies deliberative democracy by its potential to cultivate autonomy. 

The remaining chapters can be seen as an attempt to address 'the Problem of bringing 

democratic theory down to earth, of giving it practical import, of making it somcthing 

real' (I3laug, 1996, p. 49). They also accept John Rawls' argument that normative 
theory must engage with `the art of the possible', and so must be `feasible" and 
`realistic' (Rawls, 1993, pp. xvxviii). Although the thesis is normative, it attempts to 

ensure that the normative vision can be 'reconciled with the institutional requirements 
of modern society' (Cohen and Anito, 1992, p. 8). In this sense the thesis attempts to 

avoid the criticism of the public choice theorists that normative political theory lucks 

analytical reasoning and that feasibility is absent. tlo%%tvcr, this does not mean that I 

accept public choice theorists' suggestion that their approach is 'political science 

properly understood', and that normative theory has nothing to add (Brennan and 
Lomasky, 1993, p. 6). 'T'his thesis accepts this 'new realism' and therefore the 
institutional discussion will be centred within the present institutional structures of 
liberal democracy. As American activist Brian O'Conncl, has argued, civil society 

should be seen as a supplement and not replacement of current representative 
institutions (Nv vw. dcmocraticciialort, c. orcJrr rt2lrcrxrrt2l htm. (I910312003), p. 2). 

Consequently, the arguments here, for an associational democracy, should be taken in 

this context. As Young has appreciated 'alternative institutions cannot be made out of 

air. Both imagining and external alternative institutions must Ix-gin with some elements 

of existing social life' (Young; 1995, p. 207). 1lo%ti, cvcr, an associational democracy fits 

these requirements because as Jean Cohen and Andrew Arum have famously argued 
'the concept of civil society indicates a terrain in the Wiest that is cndanl crcd by the 
logic of administrative and economic mechanisms but is also the primary locus for the 

potential expansion of democracy under "really existing" liberal regimes' (Cohen and 
Arato, 1992, p. viii). 

With an intcnt to achicvc this, the third chaptcr follows William Nclson, in the sense 
that it acccpts that such a theory must dcmonstratc why democracy is dcsirnblc and it 
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should dehne its democratic institutions, and how they should function, and how they 

will function (Nelson, 2000, p. 181) and therefore attempts to do exactly this. It is 

furthermore an attempt to address another key challenge levelled against dclibcrntivc 

democracy, as Scyla Bcnhabib notes, that it is irrelevantly utopian, because it cannot be 

institutionalised (I3cnhabib, 1996, p. 81; sec also IJlakclcy, 2000, p. 2). The chapter 

therefore tries to expand upon and provide greater detail to the already existing 
literature that connects the ideal of deliberative democracy with voluntary associations 
because as James Fcaron suggests a call for widespread democratic deliberation `is 

simply meaningless without specific recommendations about how the broader 

discussion would be institutionally structured and an analysis of how these institutions 

would condition the discussion that resulted (rcaron, 1998, p. 64; sec also Johnson, 

1998, p. 175). The argument is then based upon an initial premise of John Dryzck, that 

the present institutional framework of liberal democracy is inappropriate for the 

effective institutionalisation of deliberative democracy (Dryzck, 2000, p. 3). It is argued 

that associations can aid in the cultivation of autonomy and the institutionalisation of 
deliberative democracy bccausc they provide venues for subsidiarity, provide 
information and rcprcscntation, arc schools for democracy which can provide l roundint; 
for deliberative obligations and act as locations for governance. All these aspects also 
help overcome the threats of complexity, namely siiic, pluralism and inequality. Social 

policy is taken as a specific example to highlight these normative claims. 

Jamcs Johnson argucs that the current work connccting associational dcmocracy and 
dclibcrativcly democratic dccision"making is incomplctc in two main ways. Firstly, it 

lacks detail on the form and operation thcsc associations would take in respect to state 
institutions. Secondly, there needs to be a clearer account of how dclibcmtivc 

procedures will operate in thcsc associations and in 'more formal political institutions' 

(Johnson, 1998, pp. 17S"176). Chapters Four and Fivc will attempt to build upon the 

present literature that links deliberative dcmocracy with associations by providing more 
detail about thcsc two key aspects. 

The fourth chapter rcinforccs claims made in Chapter'th roc, that in order to fulfil its 

potential democratic functions, associations in an associational dcznocr-acy must 
thcrosclvcs be intcn ally dcmocratic. The desirability of this is dcfcndcd against two 

claims, that whcrc costs of exit arc low the internal structure of the association is 
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irrclcvant and that it would underminc the csscntiat libcn l dcmocratic right to uiccdom 

of association. The possibility of it is dcfcndcd against Michcis' famous 'iron law of 

oligarchy' and the empirical restrictions of size, gcographic dispersion and time 

(Miclicls, 1959). 

Michael Saward contends that `further cnlightcnmcnt on the issue of the appropriate 

siting of deliberation awaits the blending of ag rcgativc, statist understandings of 
democracy and the insights of the deliberative 'model' within a larger realist theory of 

democracy that takes inevitable trade-olTs and dilutions of democratic practice fully on 

board' (Saward, 1998, p. 526). Chapter rive tries to provide some enlightenment on 

these issues by reviewing the potential relationship between associations and the state. 
It advocates a dualist strategy for associations and particularly focuses on the public 

sphere and its networks and their potential to foster deliberative communication 
between associations and bctwccn associations and the state. Mediating forums with 

devolved powers where representatives from associations would gather to make 

decisions based on the norms of deliberative democracy. It accepts however, that this is 

dependent upon the state devolving territorial and functional powers to these forums. 

This involves a consideration ofthc relationship between representation and deliberative 

democracy. The chapter also makes some tentative considerations on the potential role 

of the state in moving liberal democracies towards this dualist model. 

Chapter Six defends associational democracy against one of its most famous criticisms, 
Madison's ̀mischief of factionalism' (Madison, 1966). The chapter suggests that a truly 
democratic conception of the common good must be formed through deliberative 

democracy. 11ow4vver, it further distinguishes betwccn the consensus and agonistic 

models ofdeliberative democracy. I argue in favour of the agnostic model as a common 

good cannot always be presumed, dill'crcncc is an csscntial resource so should not 

always be eliminated and a focus upon the common good can allow dominant social 

groups to disguise their particular arguments. Finally t demonstrate how the 

associational model of deliberative democracy outlined differs comprehensively from 

nco-pluralist intcrcst groups. 

The seventh and final chapter is a further attempt to ground the nonnative claims of the 

thesis with practical reality. A case study of the Stnnagc Forum is used, and 
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cxpcricnccs from empirical rescarch into this case 1uavc infonncd the tihcorctical claim s 

made throughout the thesis. It is argued that the Stanagc Forum is an approximation of 
the dclibcrativcly democratic mediating forums advocated and hence frorn the 
investigation into it some light can be shed on to where the ncccssary tnadc-offs 
between the theory and practice of deliberative democracy need to be made. 

Despite the attempt of the thesis to provide some detail to the discussions on the 
institutionalisation of deliberative democracy in associations, I acknowledge the 
importance of ensuring that a blue-print for institutionalisation is not put forward and 
hope that this has been avoided l lowever, 'the critique of deliberative democracy as 
blueprint does place the onus on defenders of deliberative democracy to demonstrate 
how and to what extent deliberative democracy ... might be successfully 
institutionalised' (Eckcrslcy, 2000, pp. 123-124). 'Mc thesis firstly defends deliberative 
democracy upon the value ofautonomy and then sechs to present one possibility of how 

this institutionalisation might be achieved. 
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CHAPTER ONE: AUTONOMMY: Farr; NORMATIVE COKE OEf DO-1OCKACY 

1,0 introduction 

There are many alternative justifications of democracy, most or which we egalitarian 

justifications. Democracy is therefore justified because it promotes equal dignity, it 

promotes the happiness of all equally and it is essential to ensure and develop humanity 

equally. In this first chapter, however, I will consider the value of autonomy as a 
justification of democracy and present the case that the best justification of democracy 

is that it cultivates autonomy more equally than any other form of government. In 

particular I will argue that it is autonomy that has been the prime theoretical and 

practical aim of liberal democracy, and therefore it is fair to judge liberal democracies 

by how well they enhance their citizens' autonomy. In order to complctcly establish 

autonomy as the normative core of democracy, it would be ncccssary to directly 

compare it with the alternative justifications, and demonstrate that it captures this 

normative core, more accurately than these other justifications. h owtitiwver, this would 

entail a thesis in itself. As the assertion that autonomy is the normative core of 
democracy, is just the first stage in my argument to justify deliberative democracy, and 

consider the possibility of institutionalising it as associational democracy, I will instead 

try to present as convincing a case as possible, for the argument that the cultivation of 

autonomy is the best justification of democracy. 

Democracy is a form of political organisation through which collective decisions arc 

made, and it is the form of decision-making that is my concern fiere, not the cxtcnt or 

scope of decisions (although this is undoubtedly a vital concern to autonomy), bccausc 

this is a connected, but distinct issue to the one i am concerned with; which is that of 
how decisions arc made, and how democratic decisions need to be co-ordinatcd and 

organised in order to cnhancc the autonomy of the participants. To highlight the 

problems and indicate the solutions of how to enhance autonomy in dccision"making, I 

will use a hypothetical example of five friends, Andrea, Bob, Chris, Diane and Emily. 

therefore forming an easily identifiable constituency, and needing to make a decision 

about going out. Although thcrc are, broadly, only two things that need to be decided 

upon i. c. when to go out and where, thcrc are a plurality of possibilities involved in both 

ofthcsc, as well as practical implications such as how to Let therc, cost etc. 'thhc distinct 

yet important factor here, which will make it similar to decisions made in a democratic 
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arrangement is that the dccision will be a coercive and obligatory one, meaning that all 

will have to go out where and when the group decide. ' 

In section 1.1, following the discussion of the connection bct%ven autonomy and 
democracy and autonomy and liberal democracy in section 1.2,1 will consider the 

challenge of Giovanni Sartori that autonomy is not a political value. In section 1.3,1 

will then suggest autonomy is important because it is an intrinsic value. The next step, 
in section 1.4, will be to define autonomy (and all its facets) and consider the 
implications of a political system that aims at achieving equal autonomy for all. My 

conception of autonomy will be a rationalistic one based upon revisions of }: ant's 

theory of autonomy. These will be considered with regard to the essential aspects of 

autonomy, which I wilt argue arc free choice and rationality, this argument will have to 
be defended from communitarian critics who argue that autonomy is impossible because 

people arc not atomistic, but embedded, so that choice and rationality arc impossible. 

After establishing wiiat it is to be autonomous I will address the tensions between 

autonomy and authority that is present in all democracies in section 1.5. This will 
include considering how minorities can ever be autonomous and whether paternalism 

and perfectionism can ever be justified. 

I. I. Autonomy and Dcmocrac 

The concept of autonomy has a long political linage. In ancient times it manifested 
itself in 'autarchy', which is the sovcrcignty of the city-state. In the medieval period it 

was used to distinguish bct«ven the 'sovereignty' of the church and state. i towevcr, it is 

in modern times, at (cast since the emergence or ninctccnth-century imperialism. with 

the emergence of litacral democracy that it has been applied to individuals (Clarke, 
1999, p. 2; Young, 1.986, p. 6; Wall, 1998, p. 131; Lakofr, ' 1996, p. 99). 

Drian Darry, (1991, pp. 29-31), provides a comparable hypo hctical cumple of passcngm in an isolated 
train carriage, having to decide if smoking should be permitted. The key difference with my example is 
that there is only one issue under consideration tctc, with only two altcrnatitcs to choose from i-C. 
smoking or non-smoking. I lowcver, he develops the example� to summt that tic passengers might etw 
want to decide whcthcr to pemit the use of transistor radios. 2 Sanford Lakoff (1996) distinguishes bctwccn throe differing conaVions of autorxxny. Communal 
autonomy, which derives from the original use of the word� where it applied to the Greek city-state. A 
city was considered autonomous when its citizens made the laws, and they were not nude by an catcxnal 
power. Plural autonomy, the rrquircmcrit for all social groups to have equal political rower and is a 
remnant otRoman Republicanism. However. it is the third sense of individual autonomy that will be or 
central concern here. 
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Autonomy is a vastly contested concept howcvcr. Originally 'autos' meant sctf, and 
`nomos' meant rule (Lakot% 1996, p. 37; Young, 1986, p. 5). In this simple sense 

autonomy means to be self governing', and can be applied to any single unit i. c. 

church, state, city, region, nation, organisation or person. When applied to the 

individual person, the essential idea behind the principle of autonomy is that the 
individual should, at least to a certain extent, be in control of their own life, that they 

should make their own choices and their own decisions in all areas of their life i. e. 
home, work, social life and in society, and all definitions of autonomy need to 
incorporate this (Clarke, 1999, p. 210). Howcvcr, it is not that simple as there arc many 
different ideas on what it means to be self-governing, how we can be seif governing and 

to what extent we can be self governing, as ww, e shall sec. 

A classic example of the modern individualist definition of autonomy is supplied by 

Steven Lukcs, in his discussion on Individualism (1973). It cncompcisscs two important 

levels. The first is that of the individual and self-determination over beliefs and desires, 

the second level involves the individual having control over the norms and laws, which 

control her life: 

'The notion of autonomy, or sclf-dºrcction, according to which an individual's thought tnd action 
is his own, and not determined by agencies or causes outside his control. In particular, an 
individual is autonomous (at the social level) to the degree to which he subjects the pressures and 
norms with which he is confronted to conscious and critical evaluation. and forms intentions and 
reaches practical decisions as the rmlt of independent and rational redo ton' (Cokes� 1973, p. 
32)' Ru provides a similar conception (Rar, 1986, p. 369,370 and 408). 

Laws form authority, bccausc law is the authorisation of coercion, it sets the standards 

and conditions for legitimate coercion. I iowever, Jurg, cn I tabcrmas in his modcrn 

classic, I ctwccn Facts and Norms (1995), appccciatcs the fact that `morally motivated 

obcdicncc to the law, cannot be brought about by coercion' (1labcxmas, 1996a, p. 29). 

For law to be obeyed due to moral responsibility and not coercion, it seems that it must 
be vicwcd as legitimate by those it is to coerce, and according to David Held in 

Mtnnmmy and the )Irrhai 4rdct. (1995), autonomy and legitimacy have a necessary 

connection: ̀ The principle of autonomy seeks to articulate the basis on which public 

power can be justified; it should be thought of as a principle of political legitimacy' 

(held, 1995, p. 153). In this scnsc political power is legitimate to the cxtcnt that it 

3 lt is important to note luge the importance Lutes places on rational and critical reflection on values. 
laws and norms in terms of the agent being autonomous. This connection will be c%plored in nxuc detail 
later in the chapter. 
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dcrivcs from the collcctivc autonomous choices of citizcns, or cnlanccs citircn 
autonomy. 

Ilcld's 'principlc of autonomy' incorporates the pcrson's having control over their 

controlling conditions and the idea Out cvcryonc's autonomy is cqually important: 
'Persons should enjoy equal rights and accordingly equal obligations in the specification of the 
political framework which generates and limits the opportunities available to them, that is, they 
should be free and equal in the determination of the conditions of their uwn lh cs, so long as they 
do not deploy this framework to negate the rights of others' (tick!, 1995. p. 147; Sec also 
Dodson, 1997. p. 100). 

There arc three main themes within this principle. Firstly we scc that people should 

participate in the process to determine the laws, which demarcate the structure of power 

and the limits of behaviour. The second idea is that the collective power of the people 

should be limited to guarantee the freedom and autonomy of all. The third idea is that 

autonomy and democracy arc compatible, hand only if the autonomy of each is vice-. 'Cd 

equally (Warren, 2001, p. 62). 

John Dunn believes that ̀ the rower and appeal of democracy conics from the idea of 

autonomy, of choosing freely for oneself (Dunn in Lakoff, 1996, p. 33). Democracy is 

the only political arrangement that gains its power and legitimacy from the rule of the 

people. Central to the very idea of democracy then is the principle that mcmbcrs of an 

association should be able to determine the conditions of that association, through free 

choices: 
'If democracy means 'rule by the people', the determination of public decision-making by 
equally free members of the political community, then the basis of its justification tics in the 
promotion and enhancement of autonomy, both for individuals as citizens and for the 
collectivity' (Held. 1995, pp. 145-46). 

If this is the case then autonomy is the fundamental democratic idea because thcy 
implicitly aim for the samc thing, the promotion or sclf-dctcrmination (Warrai, 2001. 

pp. 60-69; Dahl, 1989, Chaptcr 7; LakofT, 1996, p. 64; Graham, 1986, p. 3; 1 labcrmas, 
1996a). It sccros that democracy preserves autonomy by ensuring all have an equal 
opportunity to participate in the decision-making process, and thcrcforc cqual power to 
determine the laws of society. We sec thcsc aspects in David t3cctham's definition of 
democracy in `Liberal Democracy and the Limits of Democratisation' (1993): 



'Democracy is a model or decision-making about collectively binding tulci and politics ems' 
which people exercise control. and the trist democratic utangcment to tic that what all 
members or the collectivity cnjar cffcctivc equal rights to take part in such decision-making 
dircaly' (Dedham, 1993, p. 40). 

If we consider other forms of political organisation then it is apparent that no other aims 

at, nor can achieve, the 'equal' tight to take part in decision-making directly. 

Autocracies by their very nature only have person making the decisions, and certainly 
do not allow all to participate in making laws. Totalitarian regimes destroy the 

opportunities for autonomous action even further as not only do they not allow Pcopic to 

participate in making decisions, but they have no restriction or state rower whereby an 

individual might be free from the state to make private decisions. Referring to our 

example, these systems would be the equivalent of Andrea appointing herself to make 

the decisions of where and when to go out and then imposing this decision upon the 

others through the threat or use of force/ sanctions. In this situation only Andrea is in 

any sense self-determining. In contrast a dcmocrntic arrangement would be where oll 

five participate in some way in making the decision, the most democratic being where 

they each exercised equal control, hence all of them arc as self-determining as the 

others. Hence Nobcrto Bobbio argues that it is the preservation of autonomy that is the 

primary justification of democracy. - 
'Democratic forms of government are those in which the laws arc made by the same people to 
whom they apply (and for that reason they are autonomous norms), v%hilc in sutocntic forms of 
government the law. =kcrs are different from those to whom the laves arc addressed (and are 
therefore heteronomous norms)' (13obbio in Post, 1993, p. 659). 

If people are not autonomous when ruled by others, then they must rule themselves 

collectively and so become 'both law givers and law. obcycrs', then they can combine 
'the benefits of government with the blessings of freedom' (Wolff. 1976, p. 21). It 

seems then that democracy, as a social order where people have the sower, is the only 

mechanism to reconcile autonomy with authority. however. as Hobert Post appreciates 
in 'Managing Deliberation' (1993). 'what it means for lass to be "made" by the "same 

people to whom they apply" is not easy to understand' (Post, 1993, p. 659). This 

chapter will consider what this does involve, but following I ectham's definition of 
democracy. we can make some preliminary assertions. 

4 Wacnn (2001. p. 60) provides a similar definition. 
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For dcmocracy to achicvc its aim or cultivating autonomy, citizcn participation is sccn 

as an csscntial and hence representative bovcrnnlcnt is a movC away from the principle 

of self-government: 
'Participation in this Icgislativc activity is an ccscntial clcmcnt imvlvcd with mcmtx: nhip in the 
tcalm of ends, as it is a rc quircmcnt of moral autonomy, In the abscncc of ouch participation, om 
is tcduccd to a state of hctcronomy, subject to laws that are not of one's own making' (1)odwn 
1997 p. 98; Sec also Lakol' 1996 p. 327; Kclscn, 1949. p. 285). 

Such consideration led Jcan-Jacqucs Rousseau in the classic Spcial 
-Contmct 

(1968, 

first published in 1762) to make many now famous assertions on the necessity or 

participatory democracy including: 'A people since it is subjcct to laws, ought to be the 

author of them. '; 'Legislative power belongs and can only belong to the people. '; 

'Sovereignty cannot be represented' (Rousseau, 1968, p. 83,101 & 141). Participation 

is defined in general terms by Geraint Parry, G Moyscr and N Day in Politickil 

Patticipation__and Democracy in i3ritain (1992). as, 'taking part in the process or 

formulation, passage and implementation of public policies' (Parry, Moyscr and Day, 

1992, p. 16). However, in modem complex societies it is assumed that representative 

government is essential (Lak off, 1996, p. 176). 1 agree that some 1cvcl of representation 
is necessary, which raises a problem for the preservation ofautonomy: 

'T 'he requirements for participation and for authority in political lire air to stand in 
contradiction with each other. Participation requires the full exercise of the agency of each of the 
participants in making decisions, whereas authority seems to connote that some individuals have 
the right to exercise power over others and to nuke decisions far them, to these others are bound' 
(Gould, 1988, p. 215). 

There is thcn always a tcnsion bct%kccn the agcncy of the represented and the autlK)tity 

of the rcprcscntativcs, and how this authority can be made compatible with Cqual 

autonomy. llowevcr, Andrew Dobson, in 'Rcprescntativc Democracy and the 
Environment' (1996), argues that direct participation and rcprcscntation still share the 

same commitment in principle to autonomous decision-making. It is more'nuanccd' in 

rcprcscntativc dcmocracy, but citizcns can still autonomously select thcir representative 
(Dobson, 1996, p. 127). $ 

It sccros cvidcnt that having, and using, an opportunity to patticipatc will cnsurc that I 

am mors; autonomous than if I did not have this opportunity, providing my participation 

This is only the case to a certain extent, for example thctc might be a tack of chaicc of tcpscacntativc% 
from which to choose, The connection bctwecn representation and autonomy will be explored in greater 
detail in Chapter Five. 



13 

affects at least one decision. Furthennore, I have autonomy over my participation 

providing I get to choose the nature of the participation and the ends I hone to achieve. 
However, it is not evident that the act of participation is a protection of my autonomy, 
because it still does not ensure that the decision will reflect my decision in any %%Iy, 

particularly as the results of the decisions may actually turn out to restrict my autonomy 
by reducing my legal scope of action. This problem will be taken up again in section 
1.5.3. Next though I shall consider a criticism ofthc above argument which claims that 

autonomy is not a political value and so cannot be the justification ofdcmocracy. 

I. I. I. Is Autonomy a Political Value? 

In The Theory of Democracy Revisited (1987), Giovani Sartori is sceptical that 

autonomy is a political value, and therefore is critical of any political justification based 

on it. Sartori's conception of'frccdom to' has three interpretations: I may, as in 'one 

has consented to'; I can as in 'I have the capability'; and I have the power to', which as 

Sartori correctly notes, includes having the necessary conditions and resources (Sartori, 

1987, p. 300). According to Sartori's analysis 'I may' corresponds to the 'external 

sphere' and 'I can' to the 'internal sphere of freedom': 'When we arc interested in the 

externalisation of liberty, that is in free action, freedom takes the form of permission. 
When on the other hand the problem is not of external freedom, thcn tiwc arc concerned 

with freedom as ability' (Sartori, 1987, p. 301). IIc associates 'I may' with Berlin's 

sense of negative liberty, claiming it is 'independence' or 'protection'. 'I can' is 

associated with autonomy as it is referred to as "self realisation" or 'will'. Armed with 

this distinction, and borrowing from Bobbio the idea that freedom in the negative sense 
denotes the area of action, whereas autonomy has to do with will, Sartori argues that 

autonomy is not a political concept, as political freedom is associatcd with action not 

will. Therefore autonomy is not a good concept to base a political system around, but 

alternatively negative liberty is. Consequently he dcfincs political freedom as 'freedom 

from not freedom to i. c. negative, dcfcnsivc or protective frccdom... ', this is not 
freedom from all restrictions but, 'protection against arbitrary and limitless (absolute) 

powwer' (Sartori, 1987, pp. 301.302). Sartori tries to demonstrate this to us further by 

looking at the opposites of liberty and autonomy. The contrary of liberty is claimed to 
be coercion. The contrary to autonomy is said to be lictcronomy ("passivity. 

characterlcssness'), which also deals with the 'inner-dircctcd responsible seit'. 
Essentially this means that, 'liberty from and freedom as autonomy cannot be 
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substituted for each other nor is autonomy positive liberty because it is not a political 

freedom at all' (Sartori, 1987, p. 320). 

There are many faults with Sartori's argument, the most vital being his definition of 

autonomy as simply internal will6 Autonomy is a complicated concept, as the 

discussion so far should have indicated, and although it is certainly connected with 

internal will, it involves much more beside. Heteronomy is the contrary of autonomy, 
but heteronomy means being ruled by or subject to an external law. Autonomy means 

being ruled by laws that have come from one-self. This involves forming an 

independent will away from manipulation, but also the opportunity to have one's will 

put into action. Autonomy then is certainly a political concept and does deal with 

action. Providing conditions for people to be autonomous is promoting a value, but this 

is inevitable. Those who do not value autonomy cannot be forced to do so, because we 

value autonomy; however, we must provide them with the opportunities to be 

autonomous whether they use them or not. It is no contradiction though to say people 

need opportunities to be autonomous in order to choose what style of heteronomous life 

they want. Being autonomous is to be self-governing and is therefore a political value 

that can be used to justify democracy, but we need to establish what is involved in this. 

The next stage of my argument is to establish a particularly strong link between liberal 

democracy and autonomy. 

1.2. Liberal Democracy and Autonomy 

The concept of autonomy is central to liberal thought and to its conceptions of 
democracy, freedom, and the individual self.? William Galston has argued in `Two 

Concepts of Liberalism' (1995) that there are principally two dominant strands of 

liberal thought. One aims at the promotion of individual autonomy, the other is 

tolerance of diversity. Robert Young in Personal Autonomy (1986) takes a stronger line 

and argues that any adequate defence of liberal democracy requires a conception of 

autonomy (Young, 1986, p. 3). Despite thinking that autonomy is impossible because it 

6 It will be demonstrated in section 1.4. that Sartori has made a conceptually false use of the distinction 
between negative and positive liberty. 

Despite the arguments made here, many thinkers dispute this claim. For example, C. ß Macpherson 
argues that the aim of liberal democracy is the same as the communist and third world forms of 
democracy which is the provision of the `conditions for the full and free development and the essential 
human capacities of all the members of the society' (Macpherson, 1966, pp. 36-37). This argument could 
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presupposes people have a will of their own, which is impossible, x Erich Fromm, in The 

Sane Society (1955) does argue that liberal democracy is based upon the idea of 

autonomous individuals (Fromm, 1955, p. 185). Robyn Eckersicy in Greening Liberal 

Democracy (1996) likewise proposes that liberal democracy is based upon the, 

`fundamental respect for the inherent dignity and autonomy of each and every 

individual' (Eckersley, 1996, p. 222). I suggest that the connection between autonomy 

and liberal democracy can be demonstrated by a review of some key thinkers in the 

liberal tradition and by observing actions in civil society that have fought for 

institutional change in liberal societies. 

Liberal democracy has always aimed to create the appropriate circumstances for 

individuals to select their own actions and goals. As Lukes asserts, ̀Autonomy is a 

value that has always been central to liberalism' (Lukes, 1973, p. 56). This aim has 

orientated itself through two processes, choosing between political alternatives, and the 

limitation of scope and degree of political power. We can see this in the theories of 

John Locke in his classical statement Two Treatises of Government (1988, first 

published 1690). 9 He proposed that individuals could and should determine and justify 

their own actions, and enter into self-determined relations. He also advocated the 

necessity of autonomous spheres of action, which include religious, social, political and 

economic affairs, to ensure individual autonomy and freedom. In all these spheres, 

people must be free from arbitrary power in order to choose and form opinions, and 

regulate and co-ordinate their own actions. For Locke the source of political obligation 
lies in individual consent, express or tacit. Political authority therefore is to be 

distinguished from paternalism, by being derived from the people. This is to be 

achieved through the rule of law, to prevent the arbitrary use of power (Locke, 1988). 

Another classic thinker from the liberal tradition, J. S. Mill also thought it essential to 

base legitimate state authority upon a concept of individual autonomy. He was reluctant 

be countered by arguing that it is autonomy that is the essential human capacity, but this is not 
Macpherson's argument. 

This argument will be considered later in its communitarian variant. 
Whether Locke is considered a liberal theorist or not is dependent upon one's view as to when 

liberalism first emerged as an ideology. The two most popular theories on this are that liberalism 
emerged as an ideology following the French Revolution of 178 or alternatively that this process began in 
17' century England. In this latter thesis Locke would be considered one of the first primary liberal 
thinkers. In the former theory Locke pre-dates the emergence of the liberal ideology, but would still be 
considered a significant precursor to the liberal ideology. See Macpherson (1962). 
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to use the term autonomy in his most famous work On Liberty (1993, first published in 

1859), but his work is still closely associated with the concept to the extent that Young 

refers to this essay as, `one of the most powerful defences of the value of individual 

autonomy' (Young, 1986, p. 44). Mill argued that individuals should be `sovereign' 

and free from state interference when choosing and pursuing their own ends, providing 

they did not harm others and limit their autonomy. The individual can legitimately limit 

the sovereignty of the state providing it goes against their own will e. g. conscientious 

objectors. In turn the state must have good reason to interfere with individuals, and for 

Mill interference could only be permitted to prevent the individual limiting another's 

autonomy. Despite accepting that it is `common-place' to assume Mill thought it the 

role of the state to promote autonomy, Brian Barry in Culture and Equality (2001) uses 
Mill's arguments against state intervention to argue that `it is clearly a travesty of Mill's 

position to identify him with any such view of the role of the state' (Barry, 2001, p. 

120). This is not to say that liberalism cannot be justified by reference to the value of 

autonomy, but that it is not the role of the state to ensure it. He further suggests that 

liberal values and institutions can be defended upon other concepts other than autonomy 

and his favoured conception is equal freedom (Barry, 2001, pp. 121-122). Despite his 

disagreement with it Barry does accept that `autonomy-promoting liberalism' is a `bona 

fide form of liberalism' (Barry, 2001, p. 123). 

A commitment to autonomy is also evident in more modem liberal thinkers such as 
Joseph Raz in The Morality of Freedom (1986). He argues that state authority is morally 
justified if it is based on the autonomous consent of individuals. Therefore the state has 

a moral duty to create the necessary conditions for autonomy (Ra z, 1986, p. 425). This 

is because the cultivation of autonomy will not arrive `naturally', as the goals available 
for individuals to pursue are dependent upon social forms i. e. `on forms of behaviour 

which are in fact widely practised in his society' and institutions within society (Raz, 

1986, p. 308). In modem Western liberal societies the social forms i. e. the social, 

economic and political institutions require individuals to be autonomous. For those who 
have been socialised and raised in Western liberal democracies, the value of autonomy 
is undeniable, they can abandon the value only by incurring social and personal costs as 
Joseph Raz explains: `Since we live in a society whose social forms are to a 

considerable extent based on individual choice, and since our options are limited by 

what is available in our society, we can prosper only if we can be successfully 
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autonomous' (Raz, 1986, p. 394). Bhikhu Parekh in his discussion of Raz in Rethinking 

Multiculturalism (2000) rightly recognises that even in Western societies not all people 

do value autonomy, but this is not Raz's point, he only claims that the social forms of 

Western liberal democracies require it. A more poignant point made by Parekh is that 

just because people in Western societies do value autonomy does not mean that they 

should continue to do so, if it is possible for them to reject it (Parekh, 2000, p. 92-93). 1° 

Steven Wall in Liberalism. Perfectionism and Restraint (1999) provides some detail to 

Raz's claims about modern Western societies. He outlines six features of Western 

societies that distinguish it from others and make autonomy an essential value in these 

societies: 
Geographic, familial and social mobility, Technological and economic innovation: The 

greater mobility in Western societies means that citizens in such societies need to be 

able to form and revise their aims and make regular decisions about how their nature 

and talents can be best employed and to adjust to the continuous economic and 

technological changes. 

Pluralism and secularisation: Due to pluralism and secularisation Western citizens 

cannot rely upon authoritatively enforced religions to act as guides for action. The 

pluralism of worldviews and religions encourages citizens to form ideas and beliefs of 

their own to follow and to choose between these competing views and religions. " 

Human Rights: The commitment to human rights in Western societies is based upon the 

idea of the individual and provides protections for the individual to be self-governing in 

many areas of life (Wall, 1998, pp. 166-169). 

Parekh rejects the argument that autonomy is a functional requirement for Western 

societies, arguing that there are many Asian immigrants in Britain that do not value 

autonomy, but have achieved significant material success precisely because they do not 

value autonomy. Instead they, `draw on the ample resources of a flourishing and tightly 
knit community with its readily available network of social support' (Parekh, 2000, 

p. 93). I think Parekh's argument is mistaken as he has conflated autonomy with 
independence, which will be argued later is not what autonomy is. Consequently, there 

to We must then provide other reasons as to why they should continue to value autonomy and why it is 
better than a heteronomous life, something which will be undertaken in section 1.3. 11 See also Berger, (1991) pp. 138-139. 
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is nothing necessarily inconsistent with drawing upon a network of social support and 

being autonomous. Moreover, Asian cultures in modern Western societies may have 

benefited from the presence of many of the social forms e. g. social mobility, pluralism, 

secularisation and human rights that not only encourage autonomy, but provide 

supporting conditions as well (Wall, 1998, p. 171). 

In Political Liberalism (1993), John Rawls labels autonomy a `political not a 

metaphysical' concept, distinguishing it from the more `comprehensive' ideal of 

autonomy formulated by Mill and Kant (Rawls, 1993, p. 10). For a concept to be 

political in Rawls's theory its justifications must be drawn from `intuitive ideas' that are 

embedded in society in an `overlapping consensus' that can involve a range of ideas 

from alternative philosophical, moral and religious doctrines. If a concept is derived 

from this consensus then it is a principle latent in political culture. If a concept is 

`implicit' it tends to derive from the `background culture of civil society' (Rawls, 1993, 

p. 14) and is found in the culture of everyday life of that society. Autonomy is then 

limited to the political sphere. Rawls' commitment to autonomy is clearly demonstrated 

when he asserts: 
`Citizens' rational autonomy is modelled in the original position by the way the parties deliberate 

as their representatives. By contrasts citizens' full autonomy is modelled by the structural aspects 

of the original position, that is by how the parties are situated with respect to one another and by 

the limits of information to which their deliberations are subject' (Rawls, 1993, p. 77). 

Held takes this idea of Rawls's to argue that autonomy is such a concept, and is 

embedded in the public political culture of Western liberal democratic societies. It is 

important to note that "`embedded" connotes in this context that the principle has 

developed as part of, and has been constructed upon, the conceptual and institutional 

resources of Western democratic culture in a manner that could, in principle, be 

understood and fully acknowledged by all citizens' (Held, 1995, p. 148-149). To 

provide evidence of this, Held highlights the way in which it has been the pursuit for 

equal autonomy in society that has been the motor of which has ̀ reconstituted the shape 

of modem Western politics', (although he does not mention in which era this has 

occurred). This has been activated most prominently through social movements e. g. 

women, race, social class movements. These movements have won rights in liberal 

democracies; such as freedom of speech, expression, belief and association; freedom for 
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women in and beyond marriage, free and equal voting in elections and universal 

suffrage. These rights aid in the cultivation of autonomy for citizens in modern 

democracies by limiting the power of the state and providing citizens with equal powers 

of participation in the decision-making process (Held, 1995, pp. 149-150). Elsewhere 

in `Citizenship and Autonomy' (1989), Held argues that 'the slow but progressive 

achievement of civil rights was a prerequisite to the secure establishment of the liberty 

of the subject' (Held, 1989, pp. 191-192). In his analysis of Tu Marshall, Held 

eulogises about how the organised working classes achieved welfare and social gains as 

rights. For Held this `search for citizenship became the search for the conditions under 

which individuals could enjoy a sense of equal worth and equal opportunity' (Held, 

1989, p. 192). By gaining these rights the labour movement gained more control of 

their life and their autonomy began to be recognised as of equal worth and worthy of 

equal respect as the capitalists: `Accordingly, the study of rights can be thought of as 

the study of the domains in which citizens have sought to pursue their own activities 

within the constraints of community. ' The early battles to establish citizenship centred 

around achieving autonomy, `from the locale in which one was born' and within the 

workplace. Later it was seen as essential to have rights of freedom of speech, 

expression, belief and association to achieve autonomy. Women themselves realised 

that to achieve their autonomy specific rights both in the home and workplace were 

required (Held, 1989, p. 201). According to Jean Cohen and Andrew Arato in Civil 

Society and Political Theory (1992), it was the desire to achieve equal autonomy that 

encouraged the feminist movement to enter the `cultural space' created by the New Left 

in 1968 and the abortion issue was seen to perfectly characterise the demands for 

autonomy as self-determination (Cohen and Arato, 1992, pp. 554-555). 

Will Kymlicka, in both Liberalism. Community and Culture (1989) and Multicultural 

Citizenship: A Liberal Theory of Minority Rights (1995) argues that all human beings 

wish to be autonomous because it is essential to the good life. Kymlicka's conception 

of autonomy is grounding for liberal democracy because he argues that civil and 

personal rights, freedom of conscience, association, speech and constitutional 

government are necessary to ensure autonomy. For Kymlicka, the cultivation of 

autonomy is then the central liberal value (Kymlicka, 1995, p. 85). 
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From the discussion of liberal democracy, I have tried to demonstrate that autonomy has 

been a central concept to liberal thinkers throughout its history by discussing the ideas 

of Locke, Mill, Raz, Rawls and Kymlicka, and furthermore, that many of the social 

forms require autonomous citizens. However, there appears to be a presumption in 

liberal theory that all human beings have autonomy, certainly in relation to ethics, as 

people are seen to be responsible for their own moral choices and law as people are 

punished for failing to obey it and even success, as it is believed people deserve either 

their rewards or plight. However, this is a grand assumption. We have already 

established that autonomy requires certain conditions and how certain groups have had 

to fight for these conditions to achieve more autonomy. Furthermore, if you can have 

more or less autonomy it is not enough to presume autonomy for all, as it needs to be 

established the extent of people's autonomy, how equal autonomy is and if and how the 

autonomy could be increased for all. However, if we cannot presume autonomy, then 

this cannot be the foundation of liberal democratic government, but must be created by 

it. Paul Clarke in his enlightening study Autonomy Unbound (1999), claims such a 

conclusion ̀ is radical not to say revolutionary for it implies that this base or laissez faire 

liberalism is both incoherent and fails to meet its own goals. It can be done only by 

political action. Liberal governments are therefore, bound to intervene to produce their 

own conditions. Liberalism is not a self-contained text but must step outside itself and 

outside its own justifications in order to produce the conditions within which it can 

justify itself (Clarke, 1999, p. 33). We can therefore judge liberal democracy and its 

institutional arrangements on its ability to guarantee autonomy for their citizens. Just 

because the cultivation of autonomy has been the principal concept behind the practice 

and theory of liberal democracy, does not mean that present liberal democracies meet 

the standard of ensuring that citizens are, `free and equal in the determination of the 

conditions of their lives' (Held, 1987, p. 271; Doyle, 1990, p. 81). Firstly, we need to 

establish in more detail why autonomy is desirable. 

1.3. The Value of Autonomy 

According to Roland Pennock in The justification ofDemocracy (1989), people want to 
be autonomous because autonomy is an intrinsic good: `An individual capable of 

autonomous behaviour and aware of that fact, possesses something of great intrinsic 

value. It is good in and of itself' Pennock, *1989, p. 21; See also Hurka, 1987). This is 

to say that we value our own choices, decisions and will. We also value the opportunity 
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to act'upon them pursuing our own goals and forming our own relations. People want 

to be acknowledged as the kind of people who are capable of being self-determining. In 

this sense, `the autonomous person gives meaning to his life' (Dworkin, 1988, p. 31). 

As Wall discusses, autonomy can be conceived as being intrinsic in two main ways. It 

can either be valuable `in itself or valued `for its own sake'. This is based upon a 

distinction made by Chrsitine Korsgaard in The Sources of Normativity (1996). In the 

former meaning autonomy would derive its value from itself and itself alone, and 

therefore is to do with the source of value. In the latter conception autonomy is valuable 

for its own sake and `in virtue of its intrinsic properties' and not valuable because it 

leads to other valuable consequences, and so deals with the way in which it is valued 

(Korsgaard, 1996, p. 111). 12 I agree with Wall and Lindley that autonomy is an intrinsic 

good more in line with this latter conception. In this sense autonomy is not valuable as 

an end, but rather a condition we value (Wall, 1998, p. 145). If autonomy was to be an 

intrinsic value `in itself, we would have to conclude following Moore that autonomy 

would be valuable even in complete isolation (Moore in Lindley, 1986, pp. 27-28). 13 If 

we accepted this latter argument it would mean that autonomy would be valued without 

an agent to value it, and this seems an untenable idea. M. Beardsley, in `Intrinsic 

Value' (1965, p. 11), thinks this problem can be avoided by appealing to a hypothetical 

and ideal observer, however, even in this conception there is an agent, all be it a 

hypothetical agent, to value autonomy. 

The distinction between the two ways something can have intrinsic value is important in 

order to distinguish the position held here, from the libertarian perspective where 

autonomy is valued ̀ for its own sake' and therefore can be experienced in isolation. The 

libertarian position must be rejected because autonomy requires structures, as an agent 

needs to be autonomous in relation to something. By this Clarke means that autonomy 

is a social value, it must be exercised in a social setting. In this sense a pre-social 

12 In The Republic 1, Plato thought that a just soul was intrinsically valuable, for its own sake. 
13 There is a further issue as to whether it is necessary to experience autonomy in order to value it, or if it 

would be valued if it were to be experienced. This is essentially a debate between objectivism and 
subjectivism, which I do not think is necessary for me to resolve. However, for a discussion of these 
positions see Lindley (1986, p. 28-29). For an account of the subjectivist proposal see Von Wright. 
(1963). For a defence of the objectivist position see Brandt (1959). 
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individual could not be autonomous; autonomy then requires society if it is to be 

achieved and valued (Clarke 1999 p43). 14 

Gerald Dworkin, in The Theory and Practice of Autonomy (1988) realises that as well 

as intrinsic value, autonomy could also have instrumental value. When one is 

autonomous and chooses which values and goals to pursue and how to pursue them, it is 

more likely that such a life will be satisfying and bring about contentment than if others 

(even benevolent others) make these choices and decisions for them. Consequently 

people tend to resist and dislike external control, whether it is benign or not (Dworkin, 

1988, p. 111). 15 Mill, who perceived autonomy as necessary for happiness and Raz who 

suggests that, `a person's well-being depends to a large extent on success in socially 
defined and determined pursuits and activities', shares such a view (Raz, 1986, p. 309). 

Although such instrumental claims about autonomy are most certainly true in most 

normal circumstances, what of circumstances where people are manipulated to be 

happy, and so are happy despite being heteronomous, such as in Aldous Huxley's Brave 

New World (1994)? 16 Robert Nozick, in Anarchy. State and Utopia (1974, pp. 42-45), 

makes a similar point with reference to `an experience machine', which would create a 

virtual reality and provide people with any experience that they wanted. Therefore I 

think it is important to establish autonomy as an intrinsic value. Intrinsic values focus 

upon `agent evaluation' and instrumental values upon `act evaluation' (Lindley, 1986, 

p. 21). 

In order to establish ̀ autonomy' as an intrinsic good, Thomas Hurka realises in `Why 

Value Autonomy' (1987), that it cannot be due to instrumental reasons. Although he 

does not deny that there is a connection in most cases, in some cases autonomy would 

not be required to achieve contentment because we can envisage circumstances when an 

agent may only have one choice, but it is the option she would select given ten good 

options. He concludes therefore that to prove autonomy as an intrinsic good it is 

14 This argument will be explored further in section 1.4.3, where the communitarian critique of autonomy 
as a justification of democracy is considered. 
15 Here again we see how it is autonomy that gives value to democracy, by enabling people to participate 
in setting their own laws and have control over their life people avoid external control. 16 Christman (1988, p. 120) points out that a sophisticated utilitarian might argue that happiness is 
satisfaction of autonomously formed goals, which exempts them from such Brave New World criticisms, 
of a manipulated feeling of happiness. Such an approach is employed by J. S. Mill (1993). 
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necessary to show that the latter circumstance is better than the former. For Hurka the 

answer is efficacy and agency: 
`The ideal of agency is one of causal efficacy, of making a causal impact on the world and 

determining facts about it. And the autonomous agent, just in virtue of her autonomy, more fully 
realises this ideal. When she chooses among options she has two effects: realising some options 
and blocking others, and this gives her a larger efficacy than someone whose only effect is the 
first' (Hurka, 1987, p. 366). 

Robert Young pursues such a line of thought and concludes the value of autonomy must 

be intrinsic and is due to the relation between human agency and self-esteem: 
`Autonomy... is the means to our working out our projects in the world. In exercising 
it, in being self-directing we make our lives... our own, and this is conducive to self- 

esteem' (Young, 1986, p. 43; see also Lindley, 1986, p. 25, who invokes a very similar 

argument). By `conducive' we must assume that Young means being autonomous is 

part (of the value of) having self-esteem. Hence autonomy is constitutive of self-esteem 

otherwise it is not an intrinsic value, but instrumental. This is certainly the case that 

Hurka presents. 

Just because autonomy is an intrinsic good does not mean that it is all that is required 
for `a good life' (Wall, 1988 p. 130). It is apparent that there are (other) things of value 

other than autonomy. Bruce Ackerman suggests that it is, `not necessary for autonomy 

to be the only good thing; it suffices for it to be the best thing there is' (Ackerman in 

Sher, 1997, p. 58). George Sher, in his enlightening Beyond Neutrality (1997), proposes 

that there is an internal connection between autonomy and other values, which elevates 

autonomy as the most important value, although lie neither attempts to endorse or 

criticise this perspective. It is essentially an existentialist argument and suggests that 

other values can only be realised if they are autonomously chosen: 
`On this account, the values of family ties, culture, community, and the rest will not be 

competitors to autonomy, but rather will presuppose it; for lives involving close family tics, 
culture, and community will be valuable only when (or only to the extent that) they are adopted 
for the reasons provided by their value' (Sher, 1997, p. 58; See also Sartre, 1948, p. 32; 
Haworth, 1986, p. 208; Hurka, 1987, p. 378). 17 

Agents then make choices based upon a potential value, but that potentiality is only 
realised if then autonomously chosen. It is agency that makes autonomy an intrinsic 

value. Geoffrey Brennan and Lauren Lomasky in Democracy and Decisions (1993), 

make this suggestion with the example that someone may consider arranged marriages 

17 Joshua Cohen (1998, pp. 215-217) locates a similar theory in Dworkin, (1989) and Locke, (1955) p. 34. 
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to be more successfully in the long-term, but still prefer that people choose their own 

mates due to a desire to be self-governing (Brennan and Lomasky, 1993, p. 168). 

Whether or not autonomy is an important value in societies that do not value it is 

another matter and raises a question as to the universability of the arguments here. 

However, as already argued, autonomy is certainly valued in Western democratic 

societies. 

Now because autonomy is an intrinsic value I think we need to maximise it in the sense 

of maximising the number of autonomous people and maximising the cultivation of 

autonomy in each individual compatible with equal autonomy for all. There will offen 
be conflicts between these two maximising principles and where there is it should be the 

autonomy of the most people that should be maximised, rather than the autonomy of 

certain individuals that should be maximised. Wall criticises this argument claiming that 

not all people will want to maximise the development of their autonomy because 

autonomy is not the only thing with value (Wall, 1998, pp. 184-185). 1 have accepted 

that there are other important values, but the mistake that Wall has made is to assume 

that autonomy is incompatible with these other values when this is not the case. 
Following Sher's argument I have argued quite the opposite that the potential value of 

other things can only be realised if autonomously chosen. The maximisation of 

autonomy will then potentially achieve a greater realisation of other values. We must 

now turn to a discussion on what is required to be autonomous. 

1.4. The Requirements of Autonomy 

Due to its link with agency outlined in the section above, autonomy requires an 
identifiable agent. Therefore agency is always linked with autonomy whether that 
individual is a person, state, group or organisation, but it is mainly the autonomy of the 
individual person that I will concentrate upon here (Clarke, 1999, p. 210). Once there is 

an agent to be autonomous I argue that two further conditions must be met for that agent 
to achieve autonomy: 
1.4.1. Free choice 

1.4.2. Rationality 
These will be considered in turn. 
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1.4.1 Free choice 
An essential condition necessary for autonomy is to be able to make free choices. 

Immanuel Kant argued that if people are responsible for their actions (which I believe it 

is assumed by most people they are) then they are metaphysically free, which in turn 

implies that they are capable of choosing between courses of actions' 19. Robert Wolffs 

`In Defence of Anarchism' (1976), much influenced by Kant, does not see autonomy 

just as a valuable principle but believes it is an obligation as well: `Every man who 

possesses both free will and reason has an obligation to take responsibility for his 

actions. ' This responsibility derives from `his ability for choice' and as a result, `he 

cannot give it up or put it aside. He can refuse to acknowledge it, however, either 

deliberately or by simply failing to recognise his moral condition' (Wolff, 1976, p. 13 

and p. 14; Lindsay, 1929, p. 11 makes a similar argument). This again is an existentialist 

point; the idea that people are responsible for themselves assumes that existence comes 
before essence, which is the central principle of existentialism. It also assumes that 

people are capable of choice, which is why people are responsible (Sartre, 1948, pp. 26- 

29). Lucas states that to be autonomous is to take responsibility for one's own actions: 

`I, and I alone am ultimately responsible for the decisions I make, and am in that sense 

autonomous' (Lucas in Dworkin, 1988, p. 6). The key point is that without choice 

people are not responsible for their actions and therefore not autonomous. This is based 

upon the premise that people are thought responsible for their actions if they caused 

them. However, if it is thought that the person had little or no choice in the matter i. e. if 

it was unavoidable then this is thought of as a good reason for not blaming the person. 

Such excuses are often used in court. But the question does arise whether there is such 

a thing as a free and open choice, people are always constrained when choices are being 

made, often an agents' choice is constrained by previous choices they have made or 

choices that others have made. In such cases the person is in a structure that constrains 

their choices. Again such excuses are also made as defence for actions in court i. e. 

mitigating circumstances. But if this is the case then it raises a serious query over 

whether anyone can ever make an autonomous choice. Surely all agents' choices arc 

18 Political autonomy, which is our concern here, is distinct although related to the concept of moral 
autonomy. Moral autonomy was important for Kant, who believed people should form their own moral 
principles to pursue, but Kant believed these should be rationally constructed and universalisable. 
Political autonomy is simply the capacity to determine their own lives, and so is only a part of the 
doctrine of moral autonomy. 
19 Clarke traces this notion of people taking responsibility for their own actions back to St. Paul and his 
concept of conscientia (Clarke, 1999, p. 84). 
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constrained by their previous choices and by others. What we need then is a theory of 

what is required for a choice to be an autonomous one. When choices are constrained 

through such factors as background and environment etc it is acknowledged that the 

agent's autonomy is restricted, but only partially. What it really does is indicate, is why 

a person made the decision they did. It demonstrates for what reasons they did the 

action, and therefore brings meaning. Therefore, constraints on choices do not show 

that autonomy is not possible, but rather helps interpret the context in which free will 

was exercised. It helps us to see to what extent the action or decision was an 

autonomous one. 

As Raz suggests an autonomous choice requires two factors; firstly, the agent must have 

the mental capacities to be able to exercise a choice and secondly, the external structural 

requirements to be able to make a choice. Such structural requirements include the 

range of choice and the extent of possibilities to choose from. Clarke claims liberals 

like Raz put too much emphasis on the formal requirements of autonomy. These are the 

empirical circumstances necessary for people to make autonomous choices. The 

empirical conditions are right if the agent is free from external constraints and has a 

`variety of acceptable options to choose from' and an awareness of these options. 

However, lacks of external restraints are necessary so a person's options are not 

reduced, and to ensure that peoples' formation of preferences and goals is not perverted 

(Raz, 1986, pp. 372-378). The connection between an acceptable range of choices and 

autonomy is apparent if we consider our friends deciding where to go for a night out. If 

the only options were restaurants then there would not be a sufficient variety of choices 

as none of the five may want to eat out. What they need are a plurality of options 
including restaurants, bars, cinema, theatre, clubs, gigs, bowling, snooker hall etc. 
Moreover, if the friends are unaware of these choices i. e. they were ignorant of the fact 

that there were any forthcoming gigs then this does not count as a choice. Knowledge 

about the options is therefore a further condition for autonomy (Hurka, 1987, p. 367). 

Clarke argues that liberal theorists such as Raz do not place much emphasis on the 

enabling conditions, to enable people to be autonomous, but presume that all adults are 

capable of rational free choice and are therefore capable of autonomy. It is certainly the 

case that there is a gap between having the formal rights and conditions free from 

interference to make autonomous decisions, and being able to actually make use of 
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these opportunities and rights. Clarke attributes the concentration on formal autonomy 

within the liberal tradition to the disconnection between autonomy and self-realisation 

identified in Raz. He uses an example of a person being free to choose to live in a 

cardboard box just as a person is free to choose to live in a palace. There are no formal 

constraints to either, but this ignores the lack of substance in the freedom as the 

homeless person who inhabits the box is substantially unable to live in a palace: 
`It demonstrates that merely formal autonomy is not necessarily life enhancing, that there is a 

real difference between autonomy and substantive autonomy and that the disconnection betwccn 
autonomy and seif-realisation matters. Such a disconnection matters for it legitimatesý or tends to 
legitimate, wide and established inequalities of opportunity for meaningful self-realisation. If 
autonomy and self-realisation are, as I have suggested, connected, this effectively restricts or 
limits autonomy' (Clarke, 1999, p. 221). 

This point, raised by Clarke is an important one, but this criticism cannot be directed at 

Raz as he demands an acceptable range of options, and if one has no resources and is 

forced to choose to live in a cardboard box, it seems apparent that there is not an 

acceptable range of options from which to choose. Nevertheless, the point still remains 

that the agent must be able to substantively act upon the range of available options for 

them to be considered ̀ acceptable. ' If we again return to our friends planning a night 

out, it is not enough that there may be a range of choices of where to go out, but these 

must be realistic options. If the snooker hall were a hundred miles away, this is not an 

acceptable option. Likewise if Bob is unemployed, a theatre ticket for £30 would not be 

an acceptable choice for him. When making individual or collective decisions it is 

necessary that there is an ̀ acceptable' range of options and the decision makers must be 

aware of them, otherwise the decision will not meet the standards of autonomy. 
However, this is a necessary, but not sufficient, condition as the choices made may be 

based upon coercion, seduction or manipulation. 

For Jon Elster in Solomonic Judgements (1989), seduction, coercion and manipulation 

are ̀ intrinsically morally objectionable' because they inhibit an individual's autonomy: 
`Coercion takes place when an individual prefers x over y, and continues to do so even 

when someone (physically) coerces him into doing y' (Elster, 1989, p. 82) i. e. being 

forced into taking an action we would otherwise not choose. Seduction occurs, `when 

an individual initially prefers x over y, but comes to prefer y over x once he has been 

coerced into doing y' (Elster, 1989, p. 82) This is obviously not how the term is usually 

used, but again the important difference with coercion is the person changes their 
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perspectives having been forced into an action; an example of dissonance reduction. 

For Elster manipulation is similar to persuasion and occurs when, `an individual is led 

by a sequence of short-term improvements into preferring y over x, even if initially he 

preferred x over y' (Elster, 1989, p. 83). In all these instances autonomy is violated 

because the agent is not in control over their preferences, and is not making their own 

rational choices but are being constrained by an outside force. Coercion diminishes 

autonomy by reducing the options available for pursuit by forcing people to take a 

certain option therefore taking away their control. Manipulation does not necessarily 

affect options available, but interferes in the choice of option a person will take. In the 

cases of coercion and manipulation the actions of the person have not derived from 

them completely, to a certain degree they are attributable to another. Sher accepts that 

preferences cannot be seduced or manipulated and still be autonomous. However, he 

does argue that an agent can be coerced and still be autonomous, so a person can be 

threatened with a mugging and `autonomously' submit their money although he accepts 

that they are unfree. It appears that Sher only acknowledges positive freedom, and not 

negative freedom, as a requirement for autonomy (Sher, 1997, p. 50). 20.21 

Freedom and autonomy are inherently linked, but different values. S. t. Benn and W. L. 

Weinstein in `Being a Free Act, and Being a Free Man' (1971), argue that, `the concept 

of man presupposed by the concept of freedom of action is that of the free autonomous 

chooser. Not to have this freedom is to be defective' (Benn and Weinstein, 1971, p. 

210; See also Sher, 1997, pp. 45-46). It has been traditionally thought that there are two 

senses of political freedom (which is what we are concerned with here in teams of free 

20 Schumpeter (1974) has argued that it is possible for individuals to be free from manipulation in the 
market place and in their private life, but thought it impossible in the political sphere. If this is the case 
then autonomy could not be the justification for democracy and the requirement for legitimate decisions. 
In fact no theory of legitimation would be required; as the political system would manufacture the 
conditions for its own legitimacy (Held, 1996, p. 182). 
21 Sher, providing an argument in favour of perfectionism, points out that even when a government 
employs methods of coercion, seduction and manipulation to motivate citizens to adopt a certain way of 
life this is undoubtedly a violation of autonomy, but this does not rule out that the citizens will 
autonomously adopt this way of life later for good reasons, and therefore be autonomous (Sher, 1997, pp- 
62-65). However, this is only the case if the citizens can still choose not to follow this way of life which 
would involve an absence of government coercion, seduction and manipulation, because there is no 
guarantee that citizens will autonomously go on to select this way of life. Sher does not seem to 
appreciate this, but that is probably because he does not think choice is necessary for autonomy, a claim 
that has been contended earlier. Moreover, Sher's argument does not support the perfectionism he aims 
at unless the government is not elitist or else seduction, coercion and manipulation would have to be ruled 
out, not on the grounds that it restricts the citizen's autonomy, but because it would promote the 
autonomy of government elites above that of citizens, because they will be making the decisions and 
citizens will be excluded and there seems no justification for this. 
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choice). Isaiah Berlin famously outlined `Two Concepts of Liberty' (1984), which he 

believed to be `in direct conflict together' because they have contrasting aims (Berlin, 

1984, p. 23). In the negative sense of liberty, `I am normally said to be free to the 

degree to which no man or body of men interferes with my activity. Political liberty in 

this sense is simply the area within which a man can act unobstructed by others' (Berlin, 

1984, pp. 15-16): 
`The "positive" sense of the word "liberty" derives from the wish on the part of the individual to 

be his own master. I wish my life and decisions to depend on myself; not on external forces 
whatever kind. I wish to be the instrument of my own, not of other men's acts of will' (Berlin, 
1984, pp. 22-23). 

Now on first consideration, it appears that it is positive liberty, which embodies 

autonomy the best as it appeals to principles of self-government, u but negative liberty 

is vital as well. 23 To be autonomous involves both liberties, in order for actions and 
decisions to derive from the person positive liberty is necessary and to ensure the agent 
is not coerced, manipulated or seduced into actions or decisions negative liberty is 

required. 24 Does this mean that Berlin is wrong to claim that these two concepts of 

liberty are in direct conflict with each other? 

Charles Taylor, in his excellent discussion ̀ What's Wrong With Negative Liberty? ' 

(1997) understands positive liberty as an exercise concept and negative liberty as an 

opportunity concept (Taylor, 1997, p. 419). If being free is being able to pursue one's 

22 Kant certainly interpreted autonomy and positive freedom in this way as does Young (Kant, 1964; 
Young, 1986, p. 6). 
23 Some interpretations of Kant's 'Groundwork' interpret negative and positive freedom as equivalent. 
For example see Beck (1960). 
24 This is in accordance with Gerald McCallum's analysis of freedom in 'Negative and Positive Freedom' 
(1967). MacCallurn feels that it is misleading to talk of positive and negative freedom, because the 
distinction between 'freedom from... ' and 'freedom to... ' is not a clear or useful one. MacCallum argues 
that every instance of freedom consists of a triadic relationship between the agent, the absence of 
constraining conditions and ability to become something. This is set out as ̀X is (is not) free from Y to 
do (not do, become, not become) Z, " X ranges over agents, Y ranges over such "preventing conditions" as 
constraints, restrictions, interferences and barriers and Z ranges over actions or conditions of character or 
circumstance (MacCallum, 1967, p. 314). MacCallum acknowledges the use of freedom in the style of 
`the sky is now free of clouds' or 'she is free from any vice' but this really means 'rid of or 'without' 
(MacCallum, 1967, p. 315). To be free one should not be prevented from making ones own decisions and 
pursuing them in ones chosen way. It is also necessary that the agent directs ones own life and has the 
relevant opportunities to do so. As Carol Gould realises MacCallum's joining of the enabling conditions 
would be classified as ̀ what one is free from the absence or lack of. ' And this is 'an oblique and strained 
way of referring to the positive conditions. ' Furthermore this definition of freedom makes no distinction 
between lack of interference from others and the provision of enabling conditions: `To ignore this 
distinction would be to conflate forbearance from action with action' (Gould, 1988, p. 381). We must 
then either accept Berlin's argument that the two conceptions of liberty are in conflict or find an 
alternative method of linking them to MacCallum's. 



30 

own goals without being constrained, William Connolly in The Terms of Political 

Discourse (1993), is right to observe that `a person could increase his freedom simply 

by scaling down his desires to match the opportunities available to him' (Connolly, 

1993, p. 148). Berlin is aware of and agrees with this view. This is an example of 

Elster's adaptive preferences (i. e. changes preferences to reduce dissonance) that he 

outlines in `Sour Grapes' (1991). Now adaptive preference change is not an 

autonomous change, so the satisfaction of these preferences would not achieve freedom 

or autonomy. However, if I purposively change my preferences and desires so I can 

achieve more of them, then this is an autonomous change. Consequently Elster defines 

freedom as being `free to do all the things that one autonomously wants to do' (Elster, 

1991, p. 228). The question that immediately arises is; `what arc the conditions for 

autonomous wants', Elster does not have the answer to this, admitting he can only say 

what things make ̀ wants' heteronomous. 23 

Connolly supports Elster, arguing correctly I think, that people can face constraints and 

coercion when formulating their goals, not just on the pursuit and realisation of them. 

As John Christman perceptively points out in `Constructing the Inner Citadel' (1988), 

`no matter how rich a conception of restraint one works out in this context (that one 

must be "free from" when one acts), it will always be a further question whether the 

desire a person is acting on is autonomous or not' (Christman, 1988, p. 111). A person 

can face no constraint while being motivated by heteronomous desires. A person acting 

upon such desires is, by Berlin's conception, free, but this surely shows the inadequacy 

of negative freedom as a concept if used alone. For example, in countries with state run 

media, people only receive limited perspectives and information, constraining their 

ability to form certain aims. For the same reasons brain washing or other forms of 
behavioural control prevent autonomous choices and the formation of autonomous 

values. Likewise commercial advertising is seen as a method for changing peoples' 
desires, but this does not always mean that they lead to autonomous desires and certain 

advertising methods e. g. subliminal clips are banned for this very reason. Choice is not 

autonomous if the preferences one bases their choices upon have been manipulated. 

23 Elster further notes that if you are free to do what you want to do then your desires are not shaped by 
the available options, so your preferences are not adaptive. This though depends on people being aware 
of this freedom, but moreover on there being no limits to freedom, or else how will we know that it is not 
dissonance reduction that has formed our wants. As having no restriction on freedom is impossible, then 
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Certain forms of conditioning can be objectionable in the sense of manipulating an 

agent's preferences. The classical example being a person forced into slavery for 

considerable time, is then offered the opportunity for freedom, but chooses to remain in 

servitude (Slier, 1997, p. 47). Autonomy is important to democratic theory because 

surely it is important to have an account of how the opinions and beliefs upon which 

people will be motivated to act and participate, have been formed. Autonomy indicates 

how authentic such beliefs will be to the person. 

As Anthony Giddens argues, ̀ only if the individual is recognised as an autonomous 

agent does it become reasonable to regard that individual as politically responsible' 

(Giddens in Held, 1989, p. 192). For a collective to be self-determining it will be argued 

that it is important for the preferences to be authentic, and not just sufficient that the 

people make the decisions. Brennan and Lomasky use an example of an election where 

all citizens voted by pulling levers, and the more a lever was pulled the greatest chance 

that policy option would have of winning the election. However, if the voters were 

entirely ignorant of what lever stood for which option, such an arrangement would not 

be democratic because the preferences that motivated the vote would not be authentic 
(Brennan and Lomasky, 1993, p. 170). For John Dryzek in Deliberative Democracy 

and Beyond (2000), authenticity is `the degree to which democratic control is engaged 

through communication that encourages reflection upon preferences without coercion' 
(Dryzek, 2000, p. 8). 

The concept of negative liberty appears totally oblivious to the idea that someone's 
desires might have been manipulated or `unduly' influenced by an outside source. Such 

an idea seriously discredits the concept of negative freedom because if I am not 

constrained and act upon desires that are not my own, how can it be said that I am free? 

I have not been restrained from doing the act, but I was still not in control of what I was 
doing. I was also unrestrained from doing other actions, but due to manipulation was 

unable to choose these. I really had no choice. The conditions of autonomy do require 

choice, and conditions to ensure people can act upon and exercise their decisions. 

However, choice is not enough. The right conditions need to be in place for people to 

we cannot avoid facing the difficult question of what criteria is necessary to make preferences 
autonomous. 
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form autonomous preferences on which a choice will be made (Levine, 1993, p. 160). 

Freedom therefore, cannot just be an opportunity concept (Taylor, 1997, p. 419). 

Taylor locates the view of negative liberty as nothing more than an opportunity concept 

from the Hobbesian and Benthamite traditions (Taylor, 1997). Supporters of such an 

entirely negative conception of freedom assume that people are already autonomous in 

this sense providing they are free from external influence. This is not true, and 

democratic society needs to ensure that the conditions for participation in decision- 

making processes develop autonomous preferences within its citizens: `Thus a 

commitment to negative liberty, conceived as an absence of political or social 

interferences in the pursuit of one's ends, leads inexorably to a notion of autonomy, 

understood as the ability, again so far as this ability is socially conditioned, to set 
(achievable) ends before oneself (Levine, 1993, p. 160). If one is coerced and 

manipulated then one is prevented from freely determining one's own will or one's 

goals and is therefore not autonomous. However, as Taylor acknowledges, we must be 

careful not to caricature the negative view of liberty, as those from the Millian tradition 

defend negative liberty as an exercise concept (Taylor, 1997, p. 419). Once an exercise 
justification of freedom is adopted, ̀ then `being able to do what one wants can no 
longer be accepted as a sufficient condition of being free. For this view puts certain 

conditions of being free' (Taylor, 1997, p. 420). 

Some constraints in society are inevitable and if one cannot participate in determining 

what these constraints are, then autonomy is impossible. Furthermore, if one does not 
have the conditions (e. g. knowledge, education and information) to rationally form and 

choose one's goals in allegiance with one's will, one is not autonomous. Both freedoms 

then are vital to achieving autonomy. Raz succinctly sums up this argument when he 

states that, `positive freedom derives its value from its contribution to personal 

autonomy. Positive freedom is intrinsically valuable because it is an essential 
ingredient and a necessary condition of the autonomous life. It is a capacity whose 

value derives from its exercise. One's positive freedom is enhanced by whatever 

enhances one's ability to lead an autonomous life' (Raz, 1986, p. 409). Negative liberty, 

alone is therefore not sufficient because, ̀ negative freedom, freedom from coercive 
interferences, is valuable inasmuch as it serves positive freedom and autonomy. 
Coercing another may express contempt or at any rate disrespect for his autonomy... it 
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reduces his options and therefore may be to his disadvantage ... In judging the value of 

negative freedom one should never forget that it derives from its contribution to 

autonomy' (Rnz, 1986, p. 410; See also Young, 1986, pp. 8-9). Here we sec evidence 

that Raz accepts that both positive and negative liberty, are essential to autonomy and so 

Berlin is wrong to define them as opposing values and Levine agrees with Raz (Levine, 

1993, p. 160). 

Consequently, the government should act to promote autonomy by providing 

conditions, which protect individual autonomy by protecting her from others and 

protecting her from excessive coercion from the state. Human and civil rights are 

usually used in modem democracies to ensure this individual, negative freedom. To 

promote positive freedom the government needs to provide enabling conditions so that 

everyone has the opportunities for education and access to information to be able to 

form rational claims and rational arguments to support these claims. Also required are 

opportunities of participation in the decision-making processes of the state, including 

rights of freedom of speech, conviction and association. We have seen then the 

conditions that are necessary for people to exercise autonomy in collective decisions, 

and they require free choice. A choice is free if there is an acceptable range of options, 

there is knowledge of these options, the choice is not coerced and the preferences this 

choice is based upon are not the result of manipulation and seduction. A free choice 

must be free in the negative and in the positive sense to be autonomous. 

Free choice then is a necessary condition to be autonomous, but it is not enough as Benn 

appreciated. `To be a chooser is not enough for autonomy, for a competent chooser 

may still be a slave to convention, choosing by standards he has accepted quite 

uncritically from his milieu' (Benn, S. L, 1976, p. 123). The critical input of rationality 
is therefore also required as a condition for autonomy. 

1.4.2 Rationality 
1.4.2.1 Between Kant and Hume 

Benn distinguishes between 'autarchy' and `autonomy'. The autan hical person being 

one who makes their own choices, but to be autonomous one must have reasons for a 

choice. One of the most prominent advocates of this type of relationship between 

autonomy and rationality is Immanuel Kant in Critique of Practical Reason (1993, first 
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published 1781), whose theory argued that to be autonomous was to live life in 

accordance with self imposed maxims, which have been developed through reason. He 

argued that people could be morally autonomous precisely because they are capable of 

reason (Lakoff, 1996, p. 157). Alternatively David Hume in the classic sentimentalist 

text A Treatise of Human Nature (1978, first published in 1740) believed `that reason 

alone can never be a motive to any action of the will... ' and ̀ can never oppose passion 

in the direction of the will' (Hume, 1978, p. 413). The central dispute here for the 

relevance for autonomy is whether preferences, desires and passions can be formed 

through reason and should play a part in our decision-making processes, Kant argues 

reason can and Hume says reason cannot. Bernard Williams, in `Internal and External 

Reasons' (1981), differentiates between two forms of reasons. Internal reason being the 

Hume approach where an agent has a reason for an action, if they have a motive for that 

action, and the external approach follows Kant where an agent has a reason for action, 

even if they do not possess that motive. These two contrasting views and their 

implications for autonomy will be reviewed in turn. 

Richard Lindley, in Autonomy (1986), warns against using Kant's requirements for 

rationality. Kant insisted that the self-imposed maxims must be universalisable, and 

therefore are independent of context. Furthermore, Kant's conception of rationality was 

to be divorced of all desire and inclination. Although rationality is antithetical to such 

traits, Lindley is right I think to claim that this is an excessively stringent requirement 

for rationality. Therefore Lindley argues in favour of, `active theoretical rationality', 

which requires the agent deliberating over preferences, desires and beliefs (Lindley, 

1986, pp. 21-70). The argument that the categorical imperative is context insensitive is 

based on the traditional Hegelian critique. Hebel believed consciousness was inter- 

subjectively developed. Hegel further suggested that Kant's categorical imperative took 

no account of contextually based reason, but instead depended on pure reason. It is 

Kant's concept of pure reason that is not context-sensitive, but interpreted as universal 

and applies to issues such as consistency in beliefs. However, Clarke defends Kant, 

discarding the Hegelian critique as a misreading of Kant. He argues that the Categorical 

Imperative should not be seen as a generator of action, but a test of actions to see if they 

meet the requirements of autonomy and morality. Consequently, it is always 

contextual, because it is dependent on the context in which the person wishes to test a 

possible action (Clarke, 1999, p. 181). Nevertheless, I would suggest that pure 



35 

rationality is too stringent a requirement for autonomy as it still requires agents to 

disregard their particular interests and desires, in this sense Kant's pure rationality is not 

sufficiently contextual especially for democratic decision making between interested 

citizens. 

Despite his defence of Kant, Clarke still remains critical of Kant's rationality 

requirements for autonomy. Clarke accepts that to be autonomous one requires a wide 

range of reasons (Clarke, 1999, p. 181). However, he thinks Kant's conception of 
`autonomy' as an act motivated by reason is an oversimplification, due to the fact that it 

takes no account of the role of desire. This is in accord with Williams' critique of 

external reason statements, because ̀no external reason statement could by itself offer 

an explanation of anyone's action (Williams, 1981, p. 100). For Clarke, acts that are 

motivated by desire and passion can still be autonomous. It is whimsy and wanton that 

must be avoided if autonomy is to be preserved. However, the standard Kantian 

argument disregards actions based on desire as heteronomous, because desires are 

subject to causal processes, which means actions are determined. The question remains 

as to what protocols an agent should invoke when rationally criticising their 

preferences. A proposal for the necessity for critical rational enquiry to ensure 

autonomous opinions came from J. S. Mill. As already established opinions, to be 

autonomous, must be based upon good reasons, but Mill appreciated that this process 

also involved the consideration of alternative opinions and their justificatory reasons. In 

contrast to Kant who claimed that rationality must be separated from inclinations to 

achieve autonomy, Mill claims that the inclinations should be based upon rational 

critique. 

In contrast Hume, who preceded Kant, perceived reason to be purely instrumental in 

achieving goals dictated by preferences and desires, summed up in Hume's adage that 

`Reason is, and ought only be the slave of the passions, and can never pretend to any 

other office than to serve and obey them' (Hume, 1978, p. 415). This means that it is 

passion that is the motivator of action, but requires rationality in order to achieve its 

goals, with the more intense the passion, the greater the reason for acting upon it. In 

this sense passion uses reason, rather than passion being subordinate to reason, as Kant 

perceived the relationship. Clarke is critical of the Humean view, favouring Kant's 

conception: 
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`Passion can use reason to serve its, ends but passion cannot judge itself Passion is feeling, it is 
motive, it is a mover but it is not a final self-judge. That no one should be a judge in his own 
cause was an imperative invoked by Locke to justify the shift from a natural to a civil condition. 
And that passion should not be a judge in its own cause is an imperative that justifies the 
appropriate and reflective shift between reason and passion' (Clarke, 1999, p. 195). 

The categorical imperative is a way of testing these passions, not of generating them, it 

subjects them to reason, to test the validity of these passions separate from the passion 
itself. Hume is right that passions, not reason are the motivator of action. He is also 

right to point out that the content of passion can be good or bad, moral or amoral etc, in 

other words passion has no objective content. From here though he concludes that 

preferences are not susceptible to rational critique unless they are based upon false 

supposition (Hume, 1978, p. 416). Hume did not explicitly refer to autonomy, but 

rather to liberty, which for him was the ability to choose and act upon that choice. 
Young argues that we can substitute liberty for autonomy to have a Humean view of 

autonomy (Young, 1986, p. 33). It is a very minimal conception of autonomy, but its 

strength over the Kantian view is that it accepts the connection between preferences and 

autonomy. However, its weakness is that an agent can be autonomous without having 

autonomous preferences. This seems to be based on an inadequate conception of the 

role of deliberation. The Humean view of internal reason only thinks that desires can be 

subtracted from the agent when proved false, but not added. However, I think 

Williams' approach to internal reason is more accurate when he asserts that through 

deliberation 

`an agent can come to see that he has reason to do something which he did not see had reason to 
do at all. In this way, the deliberative process can add new actions for which there are internal 
reasons, just as it can also add new internal reasons for given actions' (Williams, 1981, p. 104). 

We can accept this without having to align ourselves with a Kantian external approach 
to reason, which suggests an agent can gain a reason for action fro ma motivation that 

she does not have (Williams, 1981, p. 109). 

I think though that it must be pointed out that passion can deflect from autonomy, by 

blinding people to reason if they are over passionate about something (Hurka, 1987, p. 
367). As Sartre has argued, the existentialist believes people are responsible for their 

passions (Sartre, 1948, p. 34). Sartre provides an example to demonstrate this. He says 
that one may claim that they love a friend enough to give them a certain amount of 

money, but this is only proved if it is done. The measuring of the strength of a feeling 
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can only be judged if it is acted upon, but we cannot therefore justify an action upon this 
feeling without being drawn into a vicious circle. For Sartre and the existentialist 

position, feelings are formed by action rather than act as a guide to action (Sartre, 1948, 

p. 37). 

Both Danny Scoccia in `Paternalism and Respect for Autonomy' (1990) and Jon Elster 

claim `economic rationality' is the most appropriate conception of rationality, and 

therefore follow in the Humean tradition. For Elster being rational brings about the 

desired ends, which requires selecting the most efficient method to achieve the end. For 

a choice to be `economically rational' it must be, `likely (in light of what the chooser 

does or can know at the time he makes it) to maximize (within the bounds permitted by 

his moral principles) the satisfaction of his presently held desires' (Scoccia, 1990, p. 
320). Economic rationality is simply choosing the best method to achieve one's goal, 
but as already argued, the formation of these goals must be rational as well 2.6 For 

example, if I did have the desire to cut off my ear, then through economic rationality I 

would be contemplating the best method to sever my ear from my head, and the best 

method would be dependent on my other desires like `Do I want it done quickly? ' `Do I 

want it done the least painful way? T 'Did I want the severed ear whole? ' There is no 

falsity of belief here so it is autonomous by Humean standards, but it seems apparent 

there is further reason required to justify the desire. However this takes no account of 

the fact that the desire to have my ear cut off is not a rational one and there are unlikely 

to be good reasons for wanting to do it. It is likely to be some strange desire possibly 

arising from anger or passion that I would come to regret later. In short the rationality 

required for autonomy requires more than just the satisfaction of whatever desires one 

may happen to have, but the efficient satisfaction of rationally formed desires. For 

goals to be minimally autonomous, they must have been `critically scrutinised'. This 

means before a goal or value is selected it must have had its strengths and weaknesses 

evaluated and considered, which requires the consideration of available information 

about the options and their possible consequences. 

Young provides a possible defence of the Humean view. He agrees that an agent's 

preferences, desires and passions can be irrational, and therefore they may have no good 

26 This conception of rationality also closely resembles Schumpeter's model of instrumental rationality 
(1974). 
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reason to act upon the desire to cut off their car, but suggests that it is not irrational to 

have the desire as it is just a feeling, and so, `when beliefs and decisions to act are 

stripped away from inclinations, there is nothing left about the inclination to be 

irrational' (Young, 1986, p. 39 & p. 41). If this is the case though, the Ilumean 

connection between desire, reason and action is broken. This is because as well as 

having reasons to do something, we can also have reasons not to do something and there 

are many good reasons why someone should not cut off their ear. They could have the 

desire to cut off their ear and not act upon it because they have good reasons not to. In 

this sense desires, preferences and passions can conflict, but the Humean conception of 

rationality never offers us an account of how this conflict should be resolved even if it is 

adapted to accept the existence of the irrationality of acting upon certain desires. If we 

follow Hume then we should simply act upon the strongest desires, but that is not 

always possible to determine, moreover the Humean view denies the possibility of the 

individual being able to distance themselves from desires and critically evaluate them 

(Young, 1986, p. 42). 

The case being made here is that rationality provides the connection between `will' and 

`choice'. There is no objective set of rational preferences as Kant suggests, but it is the 

individual and their deliberation that provides the motivation of judgement behind 

rationality's critical appraisal, which then determines whether someone finds a reason 

convincing or not. Korsgaard appreciated this when she claimed `autonomy is 

commanding yourself to do what you think it would be a good idea to do, but that in 

turn depends on who you think you are' (Korsgaard, 1996, p. 107). John Dewey 

certainly believed in the necessity of rational thought when choosing what goals to 

pursue and actions to take, if the chooser is to be free. As he states in Experience and 
Education (1950): `Impulses and desires that are not ordered by intelligence are under 

the control of accidental circumstances. It may be a loss rather than a gain to escape 
from the control of another person only to find one's conduct dictated by immediate 

whim and caprice; that is at the mercy of impulses whose formation intelligent 

judgement has not entered. A person whose conduct is controlled in this way has at 

most only the illusion of freedom' (Dewey, 1950, pp. 75-6; See also Wolff, 1976, p. 
12). This is congruent with Kant's analysis as he suggested that practical reason was 

necessary to influence one's will, which in turn would dictate behaviour instead of 
inclination, which is not rationally based (Young, 1986, p. 17). 
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Connolly (1993) borrows a useful example from Fyodor Dostoevski's The Brothers 

Karamazov (1945) to demonstrate the weakness in the Humean connection between 

autonomy and rationality. The character Father Zossima mocks the definition of 

freedom as, ̀ the multiplication and rapid satisfaction of desires... ' lt is not freedom to 

act and follow whatever ̀ senseless and foolish desires and habits and ridiculous fancies 

are fostered in them' (Dostoevski, 1945, pp. 328-329). This is a similar view to the one 

expressed by Socrates in Plato's `Protagoras', who argued against hedonism being an 

act of freedom, but rather suggested that the hedonist is a slave to her pleasures. To be 

ruled by pleasure was ignorance, to be one's own master was wisdom (Plato, 1956, 

353c 358c). An important distinction is made here, between freedom being `doing 

whatever one pleases or desires' (the freedom of the hedonist), and freedom ̀ to do what 

one chooses through thought and reflection. ' Benn and Weinstein seem to share this 

view as they maintain, `it is apposite to discuss whether he is free to do it only if it is a 

possible object of reasonable choice; cutting off one's ears is not the sort of thing 

anyone in a standard range of conditions would reasonably do' (Benn and Weinstein, 

1971, p. 195). The full weakness of the Humean view is captured if we refer back to 

Huxley's `Brave New World'. The citizens here do choose and can employ 
instrumental rationality to achieve their preferences, but we would surely not want to 

term them autonomous as in no way have they contributed to the rational formation of 

these preferences. Hume's view of autonomy does not therefore encompass a proper 

conception of agency, which I have suggested is what makes autonomy an intrinsic 

value in the first place. 

On consideration of two of the most dominant traditions in the connection between 

rationality and autonomy we must reject and accept elements of both Kant's and 

Hume's approach. From Kant we accept his argument that rationality and not 
inclination must be dominant to achieve autonomy. However, Kant goes too far and 
does not acknowledge the relevance of particular desires and interests. Hume rightly 

accepts the relevance of desire and preferences but does not think that these preferences 

can be rationally formed, therefore he thinks only instrumental reason is sufficient for 

autonomy. 
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1.4.2.2 Dworkin's Hierarchical Approval and Infinite Regress 

Neither the Kantian nor Humean conception of rationality seems satisfactory to provide 

the connection to autonomy. The question still remains as to `what form of rationality is 

required for people to form autonomous values and make autonomous choices? ' One 

possible theory is provided by Gerald Dworkin in his influential The Theory and 

Practice of Autonomy (1988). 

Dworkin states that the `idea of autonomy is not merely an evaluative or reflective 

notion, but includes as well some ability both to alter one's preferences and to make 

them effective in one's actions and indeed to make them effective because one has 

reflected upon them and adopted as one's own' (Dworkin, 1988, p. 17). Later on he 

defines autonomy as, `the capacity to reflect upon one's motivational structure and to 

make changes in that structure' and involves `... the ability to alter one's preferences 

and make them effective in action' (Dworkin, 1988, p. 108). Dworkin calls these 

preferences ̀ second order preferences' because they have been formed through the 

critical scrutiny and reformation of `first order preferences' in accordance with one's 

will. It seems that autonomy requires people to change their preferences in light of 

information and rational scrutiny. Christman is wary of Dworkin's requirement to alter 

preferences, as he says some preferences are too deeply `entrenched' into his 

personality by previous methods of self-development, and he has accepted them as his 

own (Christman, 1991, p. 6). 1 do not think this contradicts Dworlý-in's requirements 
for autonomy. By `altering one's preferences' Dworkin does not mean that all 

preferences a person holds must be changed, but that each preference has been critically 

scrutinised and evaluated in terms of internal will and compared to her preferences to 

ensure compatibility, and subsequently changed if they do not meet this standard. 

Lower order desires are attributable to actions, for example the desire to smoke a 

cigarette. Higher order desires deal with lower order desires in this example, ̀the desire 

to smoke a cigarette'. Dworkin expects an agent to `identify' with some, but by no 

means all, lower order desires in an `important way'. It is this identification from 

higher to lower order desires that is the key to autonomy for Dworkin. Identification 

occurs following a process of rational reflection, whereby the agent considers their 

lower order desires to be the sort of desires they want to have, and perceives them as 
being in accordance with their higher order beliefs and principles. In agreement with 
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Christman (1988, p. 213), I think it is clear that Dworkin sees the process of 

identification as being one of endorsement and not just realisation. This means the 

agent is not just appreciating the fact that they have these desires and seeing them as 

part of them, but approving of them. If then we agree with Dworkin's suggestion that 

autonomy is identification of higher with lower desires then is it possible to have a 

desire that one disapproves of? What if a person lives a heteronomous life, but 

identifies with this? 

In this sense we should also see that there are not just second order preferences, as there 

are no limits to the levels of preferences we might hold because you can have a third 

order preference about a second order preference and ad inf nitum. This though is not a 

serious challenge to the theory of Dworkin because we can take Young's view that 

autonomy is determined by the highest order preference (Young, 1986, p. 66). A much 

more serious weakness is that Dworkin has overlooked the key fact that people are 

socialised and manipulated when forming higher order as well as lower order desires. 

Hence the higher order preferences may be as heteronomous as the lower order ones and 

therefore identification will occur, but the person is still being motivated by desires that 

are not rationally grounded. Consequently, Dworkin's argument descends into an 

infinite regress, which any model that links rationality and autonomy must address. 

Influenced by Thalberg, Christman summarises this problem: `For either a desire 

descended to the agent without her awareness or approval (which seems a troublesome 

basis for the rationality of action), or the agent was able to judge whether or not this 

desire was acceptable. If the latter is the case (as must be on hierarchical approval 

models), then the judgement about the desire will have to be based on (other) desires of 

the agent. Then the question arises about these new desires of the agent and their being 

approved or not by the agent, from which flows the infinite regress of desires' 

(Christman, 1991, p. 8). This is not to say that Dworkin's distinction between higher 

and lower order preferences is useless and meaningless. It is quite possible to perceive 

that people do have different levels of preferences. People certainly have preferences 

about their preferences, and have overarching desires about their life. However, 

Dworkin has not said what conditions are required to ensure these higher order 

preferences are autonomous (Christman, 1988, p. 113-114). 
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Developing Dworkin's ideas, John Christman presents alternative requirements that 

must be met to be autonomous in `Autonomy and Personal History' (1991). It is the 

process of preference formation that is key, but in Christman's case a preference is 

autonomous if the person is aware of and approves of the process whereby they form or 

accept a preference: `The motivating idea behind the theory is that autonomy is 

achieved when an agent is in a position to be aware of the changes and development of 

her character and of why these changes come about' (Christman, 1991, p. 11). 

Three conditions are required for this acceptance to be adequately achieved: 
A- That the development of the preference was not resisted or would not be resisted. 

For this requirement to be met, 'all that must be true is that the agent would not resist- 

that is take action to counteract- the process, were she to understand it' (Christman, 

1991, p. 13). 

B- That this lack of resistance was not due to factors that inhibited self-reflection. 
C- That the self-reflection involved in `A' was rationally motivated and did not involve 

self-deception (Christman, 1991, p. 11). 

This model is able to avoid the regress, which infects Dworkin's model because it does 

not involve conditions of self-appraisal. Nevertheless, a choice is still involved when 

the agent is developing a desire, and a choice is motivated/ informed by other desires, 

we must then ask ̀ is this latter desire an autonomous one? ' Christman's theory avoids 

this regress though by not depending upon any self-appraisal based on other 

preferences. Instead the agent appraises the process of desire formation, and providing 

this appraisal is rational and devoid of self-deception and manipulation, then the 

acceptance of the desire is autonomous. The regress is avoided because there is no 

other level of desire, which is used to evaluate the development of the new desire 

(Christman, 1991, p. 18-19). However, surely at some point people do need to re- 

evaluate already obtained desires and beliefs. Supposing I autonomously (i. e. do not 

reject the process by which 1) gain a new belief in the benefits to my health that can be 

brought about by drinking red wine. This belief will then be used to evaluate other 
desires. It may mean I start to drink red wine more regularly and other drinks like white 

wine I may desire, and therefore consume, less. However, because the desire to have 

more red wine was autonomously gained when it is used to re-evaluate other desires on 

other beverages, I know that this will be an autonomous process. If people change their 
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preferences, we need to ask why this change has occurred, as it is not the case that any 

transformation in preferences automatically makes them more autonomous. Changes 

can be engineered through coercion and manipulation, habituation and resignation and 

through learning. For Elster it is informed preferences that are of most importance 

because they are ̀ grounded in experience' and have greater stability. 

Preference changes will not meet Christman's criteria if they are adaptive preferences, 

as they do not meet the second criterion of being based upon self-reflection. Adaptive 

preferences change in accordance with two principal factors; the reduction of 

dissonance and adjustment to available possibilities. In `Sour Grapes' (1991) Elster 

defines adaptive preference change as, ̀ a causal process taking place "behind my back", 

not the intentional shaping of desires advocated by the Stoic, Buddhist or Spinozistic 

philosophies, by psychological theories of self control or the economic theory of 
`egonomics' (Elster, 1991, p. 224). He goes on to give a good example to demonstrate 

the difference between a deliberate and autonomous preference change and an adaptive 

one: 
`The psychological state of wanting to do a great many things that you cannot possibly achieve is 
very hard to live with. If the escape from this tension takes place by some causal mechanism, 
such as Festinger's "reduction of cognitive dissonance", we may speak of adaptive preference 
change. The process then is regulated by something like a drive, not by a conscious want or 
desire. If, by contrast, I perceive or change my wants so as to be able to fulfil a larger part of 
them, I then act on a second-order desire, not on a drive' (Elster, 1991, p. 224). 

Here we see that adaptive preference changes are not rationally motivated, but are in 

fact examples of self-deception. For preferences to be autonomous the process through 

which they are formed must then be conscious, rational and accepted by the agent in 

question. This though does still not tell us what type of rationality is required. Two 

types offer different solutions, intemalist rationality and externalist rationality. 

1.4.2.3 'Internalist Rationality' Versus ExternalLxt Rationality' 

As can already been seen, despite the extensive number of theorists who have made a 

connection between rationality and autonomy, the relationship is far from uniform and a 

variety of stipulations that must be met for the agent to be sufficiently rational have 

been proposed. Christman further distinguishes between `internalist rationalists' who 

require an agent's preferences to be consistent (i. e. transitive) and `extemalist' 

rationalists' who require the agent to have sufficient and objectively correct evidence 
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(Christman, 1991, p. 13-14). Christman personally believes the `internal' requirements 

are most apt. If it were the case that external rationality was required, and the more 

information a person has the more autonomous they were, then `the property of being 

autonomous would be open ended and vague. ' It would be difficult to say when a 

person was sufficiently autonomous. In contrast the internalist approach argues that to 

be autonomous the person must have rationally consistent means to form desires and 

that the resulting desires must also be consistent. Therefore an autonomous person must 

not be, `guided by manifestly inconsistent desires or beliefs' and that `... the final ends 

and purpose that an agent has must also be consistent with the rest of the judgements, 

values and beliefs to which she has committed herself' Christman, 1991, p. 15). 

Elster has also acknowledges the practical problems that arise from the externalist 

approach to rationality. He gives an example of a mushroom gatherer. She obviously 

needs to seek out a good place to pick mushrooms, but should not spend too much time 

comparing places as this will reduce the time available to pick mushrooms. She then 

does need information to make her decision more rational and autonomous in the sense 

she will increase her chances of achieving her end of picking lots of mushrooms, but it 

is hard to know how much information is enough. We could answer this only if we 
knew what the effect of the extra information would have on the mushroom picker's 
decision, but we do not know this until she receives this information. This is why 
Habermas warns us that all `rational reconstructions' have only a `hypothetical status', 

as people will change their decisions and beliefs in light of new information, or that they 

rest on falsities which deflect attention from `correct intuitions', or based on 

generalisations from specific cases (Habermas, 1990, p. 32). Information is then always 

contingent and limited, but an agent can still attain available information. By `available 

information' here I mean it in the weaker sense of people considering information that 

they can personally attain, which excludes information that others have and would 

provide given the chance. It is hard to define what is the minimum amount of available 
information required, as it will vary depending on the decision being made. However, 

what we can say is that the more relevant information considered the more autonomous 
the decision is likely to be, but as Elster realises there is inevitably a trade-off between 

gathering information to form preferences, and pursuing the fulfilment of the 

preferences. It is not clear, however, where this trade-off should be made. 
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Christman acknowledges, but fails to confront some of the serious implications that 

arise from rejecting the externalist requirement of rationality. A person could have 

consistent preferences, but have several or even all of these preferences based on 

misinformation and/or manipulation, whereby access to information is controlled and 

limited by another source. In fact the rejection of the externalist rationality requirement 
is inconsistent with his own proclamation that autonomy requires accepting the process 

by which one gains one's beliefs and desires. The person may accept the process by 

which they have formed their beliefs and desires, but be unaware that such manipulation 
has taken place. For I believe that most people would not accept their preferences if they 

were to learn that they had been based on limited information that could have been 

available. Surely they would want to know what that information was in case it did 

have an effect upon their preferences? The only way to find out if it would affect their 

preferences is for them to receive it. If told that their access to information has been 

manipulated, but the person is still happy with the method of forming their desires and 
beliefs, then that person has failed to meet Christman's first condition, as they cannot 
fully understand the manipulation, and therefore the preference formation process, 

without knowing what information they have been excluded from having. If they say 

they, are, then surely there is an element of self-deception here which means 
Christman's second condition has not been met. By Christman's own definition, to 

avoid self-deception, one's motivating beliefs and desires must be transparent to the 

self: `If the "self' doing the "governing" is dissociated, fragmented, or insufficiently 

transparent to itself, then the process of self-determination sought for in a concept of 

autonomy is absent or incomplete' (Christman, 1991, p. 17). This then is different 

from invoking someone else's acceptance or rejection of beliefs and preferences 
because the agent is still deciding for herself based upon her own analysis of that 
information. Just because she is exposed to the information or belief does not 

necessarily mean she will accept it, but the exposure will increase that chances of this 

acceptance. 

Now what could be the motivating desire behind not wanting information that you know 
has been purposely kept from you? The two most likely thoughts involved in such a 
decision are that you feel you already have sufficient information, but surely there is a 
lack of self-awareness here as how can one know that they do not need this information 

and know that this information will not significantly affect their beliefs and desires? 


