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Juridical (and hence) external freedom cannot be defined, as is usual, by the privilege of doing
anything one wills so long as he does not injure another. For what is a privilege? It is the
possibility of an action so far as one does not injure anyone by it. Then the definition would read:
Freedom is the possibility of those actions by which one does no one an injury. One does another
no injury (he may do as he pleases) only if he does another no injury--an empty tautology.
Rather, my external (juridical) freedom is to be defined as follows: It is the privilege to lend
obedience to no external laws except those to which I could have given consent. Similarly,
external (juridical) equality in a state is that relationship among the citizens in which no one can
lawfully bind another without at the same time subjecting himself to the law by which he also
can be bound. No definition of juridical dependence is needed, as this already lies in the concept
of a state's constitution as such.
The validity of these inborn rights, which are inalienable and belong necessarily to humanity, is
raised to an even higher level by the principle of the juridical relation of man to higher beings,
for, if he believes in them, he regards himself by the same principles as a citizen of a
supersensuous world. For in what concerns my freedom, I have no obligation with respect to
divine law, which can be acknowledged by my reason alone, except in so far as I could have
given my consent to it. Indeed, it is only through the law of freedom of my own reason that I
frame a concept of the divine will. With regard to the most sublime reason in the world that I can
think of, with the exception of God--say, the great Aeon--when I do my duty in my post as he
does in his, there is no reason under the law of equality why obedience to duty should fall only to
me and the right to command only to him. The reason why this principle of equality does not
pertain to our relation to God (as the principle of freedom does) is that this Being is the only one
to which the concept of duty does not apply.
But with respect to the right of equality of all citizens as subjects, the question of whether a
hereditary nobility may be tolerated turns upon the answer to the question as to whether the preeminent rank granted by the state to one citizen over another ought to precede merit or follow it.
Now it is obvious that, if rank is associated with birth, it is uncertain whether merit (political
skill and integrity) will also follow; hence it would be as if a favorite without any merit were
given command. The general will of the people would never agree to this in the original contract,
which is the principle of all law, for a nobleman is not necessarily a noble man. With regard to
the nobility of office (as we might call the rank of the higher magistracy) which one must earn by
merit, this rank does not belong to the person as his property; it belongs to his post, and equality
is not thereby infringed, because when a man quits his office he renounces the rank it confers and
re-enters into the class of his fellows.

Warning: This paper is already submitted. If you copy it, it will be caught as plagiarised.

