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This paper is a response to Ann Cudd’s essay ”Wanting Freedom”. Cudd’s paper focuses on the 
topic of people’s desire for freedom. She bases her argument on the assumption that people 
don’t always want freedom but that they should want it. In this paper I agree with Cudd that 
having freedom is something intrinsically good. Cudd argues that people ought to want and strive 
for both moral and social freedom for themselves as well as for all. In this paper I will attempt to 
expand on Cudd’s work in understanding why people don’t always seem to want freedom and 
provide further thoughts on how to go about providing freedom for all. I will also argue that 
striving for freedom, as Cudd encourages people to do in ”Wanting Freedom”, is sometimes not 
reasonable.  


I will begin this paper by presenting Cudd’s definition of the relevant kinds of freedom and explain 
the relationship between moral and social freedom. Then I will present Cudd’s arguments for the 
benefits of a society with moral and social freedom for all. Further I will present the argument that 
Cudd gives in order to try to convince both the possessive individualist and the oppressed person 
to want this. Subsequently I will evaluate Cudd’s arguments. I will do so by first reflecting on her 
explanation for why people don’t want freedom and why she thinks that education is necessary 
for freedom. I will then present an alternative explanation for the reasons for why people don’t 
want freedom (or rather argue that they actually do want it but that it comes with a price). In order 
to support my view I will argue that a person can have more or less freedom and that sometimes 
making decisions that gives them more freedom in the future can give them less freedom now. I 
will then differentiate between wanting freedom and striving for freedom. Lastly I will suggest 
another area to work for freedom in order to provide all individuals with more moral and social 
freedom. 
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The triadic account of freedom 
In order to discuss Cudd’s argument for freedom we must first understand her definition of 
freedom. Cudd bases her conception of freedom on Gerald MacCallum’s triadic concept of 
freedom. The triadic concept of freedom is defined as: x is (is not) free from y to do (not do, 

become, not become) z. Being free is for a subject to be free from others to fulfill one’s ends. In 
other words this definition of freedom focus on interference. Cudd distinguishes four different 
types of freedoms that all fit within MacCallums triadic conception in which freedom has to do 
with one’s ends not being interfered with. Cudd claims that there are four kinds of freedom, which 
are: metaphysical freedom, political freedom, moral freedom and social freedom (Cudd 2012:38). 
Cudd argues that people ought to want moral and social freedom. I will in the next part of this 
paper address the definitions of moral and social freedom but first I will briefly discuss 
metaphysical and political freedom. 


Metaphysical freedom concerns whether or not a person is able to make free decisions at all. 
Cudd doesn’t delve into the discussion on free will but assumes a liberal compatibilist view of 
metaphysical freedom. Political freedom is the freedom from intervention by a government. 
Political freedom is the freedom provided to you from governments. A restriction of political 
freedom could for example be laws that hinder you from exercising the means for your ends. 
According to Cudd, political freedom is a prerequisite for moral and social freedom (Cudd 
2012:367).


It is important to note that Cudd takes it for granted that most people do not want freedom. This 
is important because our view of people’s desire for freedom affects our understanding of why 
people make the decisions that they make in regards to achieving freedom. Cudd propose that 
people’s lack of desire for freedom is based in their lack of having experienced freedom. And that 
ones you get a taste of freedom, you will want more of it (Cudd 2012:367).


Moral freedom  
Cudd describes moral freedom as the ability for a person to act in accordance with their own 
desires and beliefs. Ability is the key word here. We must understand what is it to have the ability 
to act in accordance with ones own desires and beliefs in order to understand Cudd. Moral 
freedom is being aware of the options you have in life and to being able to pursue them. 
Knowledge of which options you have may be restricted by things such as lack of intellectual 
knowledge, creativity or not being exposed to relevant information. The ability to purse your 
desires can be restricted by things such as low self esteem; so even knowing your options, you 
must also feel that they are a realistic path for you to pursue. Moral freedom has to do with one’s 
mental capacities and one’s conception of oneself (Cudd 2012:369).


Consider a person who would love to climb the highest mountain on Earth. They may lack the 
moral freedom to do so if they don’t have their real set of options available to them. For example 
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they might not know how to gather information on how to prepare themselves properly to be able 
to climb Mount Everest or know how to go about learning how to get to Mount Everest. They 
might not even know Mount Everest is the highest mountain in the world. In this sense they don’t 
have the proper knowledge to be able to climb Mount Everest, which hinders them from having 
the freedom to climb Mount Everest. Your moral freedom can also be restricted by what you 
consider yourself to be able to do. This is determined by factors such as self-confidence. Do you 
believe that you can learn how to climb Mount Everest or are you from the start convinced that 
you cannot? If you don’t think something is available to you as an option then your moral freedom 
is restricted. These mental aspects are different for everybody and they are affected by ones 
social situations. This is where social freedom comes in.


Social Freedom  
Social freedom is the freedom from society to be able to enjoy one’s moral freedom. Cudd 
describes social freedom as the freedom from impediments and restrictions brought upon you 
from other members of the social group you belong to (Cudd 2012:369). So, first of all you need 
to have a set of knowledge of which choices you have in life, which is dependent on what kind of 
information is available to you from society. Then you need to have the confidence to pursue 
whichever desires you may have. But to be able to exercise your moral freedom you must also be 
socially free in order to pursue your chosen path. (Cudd 2012:380) Imagine that you want to 
become a nurse. You have the capacity to become a nurse and the required knowledge in 
knowing how to go about becoming one. In other words, you have the moral freedom to become 
a nurse. Imagine now that everyone around you thinks that you shouldn’t become a nurse and 
that they keep letting you know that they don’t think that you should become a nurse. Imagine 
that they might even threaten you or physically harm you if you pursue your dreams of becoming 
a nurse. In this case you possess moral freedom but you lack social freedom. You cannot pursue 
your desires without the consequence of social sanctions. In defining social freedom as a 
prerequisite for enjoying one’s moral freedom it becomes clear why each person ought to want 
social freedom for all - so that they too can enjoy their moral freedom and pursue the life that they 
want. 


Why we ought to want moral freedom 
We have discussed Cudd’s definition of moral and social freedom, but why are these freedoms 
such that we ought to want them? Cudd assumes that people in general don’t desire moral 
freedom. She writes that people don’t act in order to increase their freedom or further their self 
development. Her explanation for this is that lacking freedom also lowers ones desire for it. It’s 
through getting a taste of freedom that people start to realize its value. Her argument that freedom 
is something worth wanting is partly based on John Stuart Mill’s thoughts on liberty and self 
development. 
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Mill is an utilitarian who wants to maximize happiness and pleasure. According to him, and unlike 
many other utilitarians before him, he argues that pleasure doesn’t only come in quantity but also 
in quality and intensity. There are certain shorter pleasures of short duration or low intensity that 
are more valuable to us and gives us pleasure than some other longer pleasures. Listening to 
music of higher quality will give us more pleasure than to listen to music of lower quality even if 
we listen to the lower quality music for a longer period of time. According to Mill everyone is able 
to appreciate higher pleasures if they receive good education, i.e one that gives them higher 
capacities for enjoying intellectual activity, creativity, imagination and sympathy. Self development 
through education will therefore lead to more pleasure of higher quality. And since it is morally 
correct to maximize pleasure, then it is a duty to educate people in order for them to appreciate 
higher goods and increase overall pleasure in the world. 


Cudd is not a utilitarian but she argues that the same principle of education as a way to increase 
peoples abilities to develop themselves (and their tastes) will benefit them. Having the intellectual 
ability to explore and learn about different paths and activities in life will increase one’s moral 
freedom (Cudd 2012:373-74). And if we accept that Mill’s argument is correct, that self 
development will increase a persons pleasure, then any person who wants as much pleasure as 
possible in life ought to want the moral freedom to develop themselves in this sense.


In arguing for moral freedom Cudd also turns to John Rawls’ Aristotelian principle. The 
Aristotelian principle claims that people enjoy exercising their capacities and that this enjoyment 
increases the more they exercise their capacities. What this means is that first of all, we as human 
beings enjoy developing ourselves and our capacities - in other words taking advantage of our 
moral freedom. Second of all, we get more and more enjoyment out of developing ourselves the 
more we do it. So enjoying our freedom leads to more and more appreciation of exercising ones 
freedom (Cudd 2012:381). To summarize, people ought to want moral freedom for themselves 
because it will give them the ability to develop themselves and their desires.


Why we ought to want social freedom for all 
So far we have looked at Cudd’s argument for why a person ought to want moral freedom. Now I 
will turn to her argument for why social freedom is needed for moral freedom. If we assume that 
people want to be able to develop themselves and their desires, then they ought to want social 
freedom for all because without social freedom for all a person will be unable to fully develop 
themselves. Cudd has two main arguments for how social freedom for all is necessary for moral 
freedom. 


First of all, we are restricted in our moral freedom if we are restricted in our social freedom. If I 
receive social sanctions when I try to pursue my desires then my moral freedom is restricted. But 
what about the cases where there are no social restrictions in order for me to pursue my desires? 
Why should I want social freedom for everyone else then? Cudd argues here that in order to fully 
develop yourself and reach your full potential as a morally free person, then you must be 
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surrounded by other morally free people to do so. We cannot develop completely on our own. 
Other people teach us things that we cannot learn from a book or by thinking for ourselves. 
Therefore we must want and work for social freedom for all, so that we together can reach the 
highest level of self development and pursue our highest desires (Cudd 2012:374).


Cudd's claim that freedom for one requires freedom for each (Cudd 2012:381), leads us to an 
important question regarding her view on freedom. What does she really mean when she claims 
that freedom for one requires the freedom for each? Does she mean it in a literal sense where no 
one can be free until everyone is free? Many things Cudd writes suggests she doesn’t mean it in 
this strict literal sense. For example she accepts that there are some free people and that they 
know the value of freedom. So according to Cudd there must be some free people at the same 
time as there are people who aren’t free. But to make sense of this we must discuss whether or 
not freedom is a strict on or off concept where you either have freedom or you don’t have 
freedom. If freedom instead can be thought of as something that one can have in degrees and 
more or less of in different situations, that opens up the discussion on freedom. So far we have 
discussed freedom as something that some people lack and would want if they had some 
experience of it. It is unclear whether Cudd views freedom as situational and scalar or if she views 
it as binary. She doesn’t address this clearly. She does however talk about freedom as something 
one can achieve fully, and getting a taste of freedom and then wanting more. My understanding of 
Cudd is that she views freedom as something one can have more or less of but that she argues 
that in order to have full moral freedom then you need complete social freedom for all. In other 
words freedom seems like something that one can have in degrees. 


Freedom also intuitively seems to be situational. A person can have freedom in certain situations 
and not in others. Perhaps they feel confident in their ability to climb Mount Everest but not in 
becoming a nurse. Having freedom in the sense of having the confidence to do something is also 
not a strict either-or-question but is rather something that you can have more or less of. You can 
have high confidence that you have the ability to do something but with slight doubts. Or you 
have quite low confidence when it comes to your abilities to do another thing but perhaps some 
belief that perhaps there is a small chance that you could succeed. This is the case for social 
freedom as well. Imagine again that person who wanted to become a nurse. Surely that person 
has more social freedom in the case where the people around them only expressed their 
opposition with words than in the case where they also expressed their opposition with violence. 
It would be easier to handle a little social resistance than a lot of social resistance. This could 
leave us understanding freedom for one as requiring freedom for each as true when we are talking 
about full moral freedom depends on full social freedom for all. In other words, for a person to be 
fully free they at least need to be surrounded by other people who too are fully free to develop 
themselves, and for this to be the case, we need social freedom for all. 


Cudd’s argument’s to convince the possessive individualist and the oppressed person 
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We have looked at Cudd’s argument for why we ought to want moral and social freedom for all. 
Now I will turn to the arguments Cudd presents in order to show why both the possessive 
individualist and the oppressed person ought to want social freedom for all.  Cudd considers both 
the possessive individualist and the oppressed person as people who do not have moral freedom. 
She focus her argument towards these collectives as the ones who already are free needn’t be 
convinced since they already know the value of freedom from experience according to Cudd 
(Cudd 2012:376). The possessive individualist is an example of a person that would be most 
difficult to convince of wanting moral and social freedom for all since they are individually 
focused. I take it Cudd views the oppressed person to be on the other side of the spectrum of the 
possessive individualist and gives her arguments for why they too ought to want moral and social 
freedom for all.


The possessive individualist is a person who is individually focused. They often have a libertarian 
moral view. Cudd describes them as people who want to fulfill their current pleasures and not 
unknown pleasures that they might have in the future. Therefore living in a socially free society for 
the sake of allowing them to develop their own capacity to experience pleasure doesn’t interest 
them. Due to their individualistic nature, ensuring that other people are free is also not seen as 
their responsibility (Cudd 2012:371-72). How would one go about convince the possessive 
individual that social freedom for all is something that they ought to want then? 


Cudd argues that the possessive individualist too would choose to live in a society of social 
freedom once they started to see the rewards of living with and around morally free people. 
Seeing others develop themselves and being able to take part in that joint goodness that comes 
from being able to be morally free will benefit and appeal to the person more than the possessive 
individualist approach. So the possessive individualist should be convinced that their own 
opportunities will increase by supporting a socially free society for all. Cudd also points out to the 
possessive indivdualist that their approach is a lot more risky due to the lack of safety and 
protection when things don’t go well for the individual, then if they lived in a socially free society. 
All people need help and care at some point in their life, and therefore it isn’t rational to be a 
possessive individualist (Cudd 2012:376.


For this argument to be convincing though Cudd notes, then it isn’t enough for one possessive 
individualist to work for moral and social freedom for all. Many other people need to make the 
same change, since being one person working for social freedom among other possessive 
individualist will not benefit the individual since the benefit of social freedom comes only once all 
people have it. Therefore there needs to be a mass of people striving for social freedom in order 
to act as role models for the view, then other people will see that it is a more beneficial way of 
living (Cudd 2012:377).


Cudd also argues that oppressed people ought to strive for moral and social freedom for all. 
However in order to discuss this Cudd presents her reasoning on what it means to be an 
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oppressed person. Oppression restricts a persons freedom because it restricts them from 
developing themselves and achieving their goals. Examples of oppression are: systematic 
violence, economic discrimination, segregation, social shaming and vicious stereotyping. Cudd 
says that these things stunts a person’s psychological growth. Therefore we need to get rid of 
oppression in order to gain moral and social freedom for all. One difficulty that Cudd notes 
however is that oppressed people often participate in their own oppression. This is the reason for 
why we see groups oppressed even in the cases where they belong to a majority (Cudd 
2012:377).


Cudd uses women as an example of an oppressed group that also belongs to a majority. Women 
are more than half of the species and they are a majority in most communities. So how is it that 
they can be oppressed? Cudd explains that one factor could be that oppressed people contribute 
to their oppression through self-destructive mechanisms such as shame and low self-esteem. The 
oppressing views of their group are internalized and become a part of how they view themselves. 
Shame and low self esteem lowers a person’s confidence and assertiveness which in turn makes 
it difficult to plan and act for a better life. This would explain why the oppressed person accepts 
their oppression. Either because it seems entirely normal to them, or because they aren’t in a 
place where they can do anything about it. Cudd writes that in a situation where the oppressed 
person face limited choices they try to make the best of it and choose the best option for them 
short term. This may not be the best choice from a long term point of view in order to gain more 
freedom (Cudd 2012:3377-78).


Cudd describes the situation in which oppressed women often choose to work part time when 
they have children, instead of asking the fathers of their children to work less so that they won’t 
have to sacrifice their careers. Cudd further shows us that oppressed people (including women) 
are often seen as inferior to the non-oppressed person. This view of women as inferior affects 
everybody, including women’s own view of themselves. Women have long been considered as 
having their natural place behind men, Cudd writes. This view of women is hard to erase for both 
women and men, even for those who want women and men to be viewed as equals. Those who 
challenge this view by speaking out (most often women) often suffer harmful social sanctions for 
doing so (Cudd 2012:377) This leaves us with the difficult question of how to motivate members 
of oppressed groups to make better decisions when their oppression in many cases is 
internalized and comes with social sanctions. Cudd addresses this difficult situation in which 
oppressed people participate in their oppression by acknowledging that individual efforts may not 
be very effective. She suggests making institutional changes, such as initiating change through 
education. Education could for example inform individuals of the value of making the long term 
best choice for freedom (Cudd 2012:378).


Cudd doesn’t expand much on what it is about education that will give people freedom or why 
education is her proposed method. Intuitively there are many things that could enhance freedom 
for people but she focuses on education. The focus on education as an institutional method for 
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enhancing freedom comes from an individualistic point of view. It is individual in the sense that 
education is meant to work as a tool to enhance the individuals strength and knowledge in 
making decisions that will provide them with freedom. In other words the method is aimed at 
individuals decisions to get us closer to freedom rather than some external, paternalistic force. 
For example, education will lead to better job opportunities which in turn will make people less 
economically dependent on others and lessen the risk of them being economically oppressed. 
Education would hopefully open one’s eyes to different ways of living which enables them to know 
their options. In the best case scenario education would also give them more self confidence 
because schooling comes with challenges that they can overcome. Cudd doesn’t state in her 
paper that these are the reasons for her advocating education, but I have discussed plausible 
reasons for her focus on education since it is important for the discussing methods of acquiring 
freedom. 


Argument that people in fact do want freedom 
Let us recap Cudd’s argument. According to Cudd people ought to want moral freedom. To have 
moral freedom one needs to have social freedom for all, so she also argues that everybody ought 
to want social freedom for all. She acknowledges the difficulty in that the possessive individualist 
will only be convinced if many other possessive individualists are convinced at the same time. For 
members of the oppressed group she addresses the difficulty in that oppressed people don’t 
make long term decisions that lead to moral freedom. For the oppressed person the difficulty is 
that their view of themselves hinder them from wanting moral freedom and that wanting freedom 
comes with social sanctions. Her suggestion to meet this difficulty for the oppressed person is 
through education that can help individuals in their self development and provide them with more 
moral freedom. In the following part of this paper I will discuss Cudd’s arguments and the 
assumption that people don’t want freedom.


Early in Cudd’s article there is a claim that lacking freedom makes one want it less. She turns to 
the Aristotelian principle to support this claim, which is that developing one’s capacities makes 
one enjoy them more. This goes hand in hand with Cudd’s claim that getting a taste for freedom 
will make you want more freedom. It doesn’t however suggest anything about the desires of those 
people who don’t have the ability to develop their freedom. Cudd could perhaps argue that it’s 
impossible to desire that which you haven’t experience. Let’s for the sake of this argument 
assume that this claim is true. Here is where the definition of freedom becomes important. As I 
have previously discussed, freedom doesn’t seem to be something that you either have fully or 
don’t have at all. If we assume that most people have at least a shred of experience of freedom, 
then that would mean that most people have had a taste of freedom and can therefore know and 
enjoy it. 


Cudd describes the possessive individualist and the oppressed person both as individuals who 
don’t have moral and social freedom. Here it is important to clarify what it means to be free or not 
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to be free. I take Cudd’s view of the possessive individualist and the oppressed person to be that 
they aren’t fully and completely free, not that they aren’t free at all. It is also important to note that 
although neither of the groups aren’t completely free it doesn’t mean that they are equally unfree. 
The possessive individualist has much more moral and social freedom than the oppressed person 
would have in most cases. For a person to be considered to belong to a possessive individualist 
group that must surely mean that they aren’t oppressed in economical or psychological ways. 
Otherwise we would simply describe them as belonging to the oppressed group. Perhaps one 
could argue that one person could belong to both of these groups but for arguments sake let’s 
focus on the possessive individualists who isn’t oppressed in order to be able to compare the two 
groups. The possessive individualist who isn’t economically or psychologically oppressed has 
more moral freedom than the oppressed person does. They are economically independent 
enough not to need society’s help or the help from relatives or other people in their lives. 


The possessive individualists can have a lot of confidence in their ability and a lot of knowledge in 
how to get what they want, in other words have a lot of moral freedom. They are according to 
Cudd restricted in knowing and desiring a higher level of moral freedom, that would they know it 
then they too would want social freedom for all in order to get it. This must mean that they have 
enough moral freedom to get by and be happy enough with their lives not to want guaranteed 
social and moral freedom. Same goes for the oppressed person. 


An oppressed woman with an abusive husband and three children to care for may not have much 
social freedom but she may have a little bit of confidence in herself as a caregiver or simply in her 
abilities to do her job when she’s at work or in some other aspect of her life. This shows that she 
has some moral freedom: not as much as the possessive individualist but not nothing at all. In 
other words, according to Cudd’s account of why people do want freedom, because they know 
what it’s like to enjoy some freedom, then I think almost all people are capable of wanting it. If we 
assume Cudd’s theory on how we come to want freedom is correct and therefore people actually 
do want freedom, why is that people are making decisions that doesn’t give them the most 
freedom long term? I will explore this in the following sections.


Now I’m going to turn to people who are oppressed that don’t make long term decisions that 
leads to more moral freedom. According to Cudd, they would make better decisions if they were 
better informed of what would give them more moral freedom. This is why institutional change 
(such as education) is so important to Cudd, because it will teach oppressed people the value of 
social freedom and encourage people to make decisions that will create social freedom for all. 


Let’s return to the example of the mother who works part time instead of asking the father or the 
children to work less. I believe the example is faulty in that it suggests that the woman hasn’t 
already done everything that she can to be able to work full time, which would be the choice that 
would grant her the most freedom long term. Viewing oppressed women this way seems a bit 
condescending. If women could choose to work in order to have as much freedom as possible 
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whilst having children I would think that she would choose that. I suppose there is the slight 
chance that she doesn’t want freedom but it seems more likely that she is choosing the long term 
bad choice because it is the best option for her in that current situation. If a woman felt that the 
father of her children would stay home with the child if she asked, then what makes us think that 
she hasn’t asked? One possibility reason why the woman doesn’t ask is because she knows it 
wont give her more freedom, at the very least in the short term. Of course other values than 
freedom can play a part in the making the decision, such as love and care for her children. But I 
think it’s more than that. I think that freedom is of high interest for the oppressed woman but it is 
in conflict with maintaining a certain level of freedom now or gaining more freedom in the future. In 
many cases the freedom lost now can be great and the gain in the future might be uncertain. 
Sometimes the long-term gain might not even come within ones own lifetime. 


An oppressed person would maybe benefit the oppressed group as a whole if they choose the 
long-term best choice. The question is: with what consequence in the short term? If making a 
good long-term decision greatly reduces your quality of life right now, is it reasonable to do it? Is it 
reasonable for anyone else to ask you to do it? It is not uncommon for women to receive at the 
very least degrading comments or at worst physical and sexual abuse or even death when trying 
to protest their oppression. So is it really reasonable that women should want freedom when 
wanting it may very well pose a serious threat to them in general as well threatening the freedom 
that they already have?


Difference between wanting and striving for freedom 
It’s important to differentiate between wanting freedom and striving for freedom. If we view 
freedom as being on a scale, where having as much moral freedom as possible is desirable. Then 
we must in all the choices we make weigh how they will affect our position on that scale. The full 
social freedom that Cudd describes in order to have full moral freedom cannot be fulfilled without 
the sacrifice of a lot of people choosing long term best options for freedom at the cost of short 
term negative consequences for their freedom. For many, the long term might not come within 
their lifetime at all. So whose freedom is it we are talking about? Take for example a group who 
did choose the long term best option for freedom, the Suffragette movement. Many of these 
women suffered serious and life threatening consequences such as forced feedings, violence, and 
prison. Some suffered death. These women didn’t only struggle for their own freedom. The long 
term freedom came for future women (The British Library 2018).


Wanting freedom for women and other oppressed people is an honorable wish, but encouraging 
women to strive for freedom is perhaps too much to ask of a single person. I would like to shed 
light to other ways of working for the social and moral freedom for all. Is it possible that those who 
have more freedom than oppressed people work for the freedom for all? I have discussed whether 
or not it is reasonable to argue that the oppressed person strives for moral freedom, now I will 
explore what would be reasonable to ask of the possessive individualists.
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Cudd has described the difficulty in motivating the possessive individualist to work for social 
freedom for all. Even in the cases where one possessive individualist is convinced that they would 
get more freedom as well from living in a society with morally and socially free people, they will 
not benefit from making changes in their lives in this direction, unless a lot of people do the same 
thing. The question becomes now, how to get a large group of possessive individualists to make 
long term good decisions for social freedom at the same time.


Political methods 
Since possessive individualist don’t see the value in sacrificing some freedom in order to gain 
more freedom in a distant future, then I believe political methods needs to be made. We need a 
change in attitude towards freedom for all, and political nudges have a lot of power to create 
societal attitudes. Take the example of political restriction of beating children in countries where 
it’s been legal in earlier times. At first it felt to many as an imposition on their freedom to raise their 
children in their own way. But a few generations later it now seems completely outrageous that 
people have ever thought differently in many of these countries. That was a law that restricted 
freedom for some in order to create freedom for an oppressed group: children. Not having laws 
surrounding freeing oppressed people leaves the oppressed people to try to free themselves. Not 
only will this take longer and it will come with graver consequences. Instead of asking each and 
every women to ask her husbands to stay home with their children, perhaps we can create laws 
that support people to make the best choices long term - such as giving both parents (despite 
their genders) equal amount of child leave. It is a restriction on those men who would like not to 
take responsibility for having children, but then again the restriction on the women not being able 
to financially support herself is much graver. I don’t think we can convince the possessive 
individualist that they shouldn’t want what they want. I don’t think its the responsibility of the 
oppressed person to demand to be treated with freedom and equality. I think it's a joint political 
responsibility. 


In conclusion, Cudd focuses on individual efforts, such as the importance of wanting freedom and 
making good long term decisions that will enhance ones freedom. What I would like to add to this 
discussion, if the goal is to make people morally and socially free is to work for freedom from a 
political action. Moral freedom shouldn’t be a freedom for those who are capable of claiming it 
themselves. It should be every persons right. Political measures that give people freedom before 
they themselves need to want it. I think that Cudd is right that to receive full moral freedom for all, 
there needs to be social freedom for all and this needs to be a joint goal for everybody. But I think, 
as Cudd also suggests, that people don’t want social freedom for all as it is today. And I don’t 
think that the possessive individualist will want to give some of their own short term freedom in 
order to give others freedom. And if political sphere has a choice of securing the possessive 
individuals short term freedom to not give up some of their freedom for others or securing the 
oppressed persons from not being oppressed anymore then I think it is a duty to make political 
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decisions that look to the laters needs. Not because their freedom is more valuable, but rather 
that they are the ones with less freedom.


Conclusion 
In this paper I have discussed Ann Cudd’s argument that people ought to want moral and social 
freedom for all. I have done so by presenting my interpretation of her argument by first looking at 
her definition of freedom in general and moral and social freedom in particular. I then made a brief 
summary of her argument for why people ought to want moral and social freedom for all, where 
her argument was that moral and social freedom are connected and in order to have full moral 
freedom one needs to live in a society where everybody has full social freedom. Therefore 
everyone ought to want social freedom for all. She argues that the possessive individualist would 
want this if only they knew how this freedom would benefit them. And the reason an oppressed 
person doesn’t make choices that would grant them more freedom is that oppression in its nature 
hinders a person from making such decisions that would benefit them, such as low self 
confidence and self worth or lesser knowledge of their options. She also explains how an 
oppressed person can often come to take part in their own oppression. When arguing for moral 
and social freedom for all Cudd also suggests education as an important feature of actually 
making changes in order for people to go about getting freedom. 


In the discussion part of this paper I discussed why education is beneficial for freedom as well as 
evolving the view on why people don’t make decisions that will give them freedom. I question 
Cudd’s view that people don’t want freedom and suggest instead that the reason why people 
don’t make decisions that will give them more freedom is not that they don’t want freedom or 
understand its value, but rather that people don’t make these decisions because it will give them 
less freedom, at least short term. I argue that freedom isn’t a binary state where you either have it 
or not, but rather a state where you can have more or less of it. Therefore decisions aren’t 
between freedom or not freedom, but rather a little freedom now at the expense of more freedom 
in the future or very little freedom now in order to perhaps get a little bit more freedom later.  I 
argue that for an oppressed person to make decisions that may give them more freedom in the 
future it will also come with, at the very least, some social sanctions and at worst violent 
consequences by the oppressors. I therefore come to the conclusion that if we want people to 
come to a place where all people are morally and socially free, then only working from an 
individual- making-changes-perspective isn’t enough. The costs are too high for many and also 
those who have enough freedom now will not want to sacrifice some of it for more freedom later 
in most cases. Therefore I suggest that one must work from a political perspective as well in order 
to provide people with freedom before they even come to want it. 
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