
































































































































































































































































































































from his hands; but he often held them slack and mostly just let the
days go by.

People held this outwardly so dispassionate man to be incapable
of passion and only a few passages in his work suggest otherwise.
Perhaps he was without passion. At any rate he was without any bru-
tality.

Just as he was without passion, so too he was said to be without
ambition and without a feeling for honor. Now, since the views of
people about honor were not his, so too their feelings could not be his;
and if his sense of honor also never craved for small goals, still it was
once satisfied in an exhaustive way such as is granted to only a few.
The successes of the day meant nothing to him, and the one, great one
of posterity was certainly his. This he must have known.

Moderate in eating and drinking, he lived in apparent content-
ment in the simplicity, in which he was reared, and the only luxury
that he allowed himself was good cigars. For he smoked a lot, almost
all day. As he “set his affair on nothing,” so he never attached his
heart completely on anything that would have been able to destroy his
life or even make it unbearable: neither on a human being nor on the
small things of daily life. And if he never directly made anyone
happy, then by a still wider margin he never made anyone unhappy
through his own fault. In earlier times such a person was called a wise
man.

A human being like only a few, made to be a free man among the
free, and damned to be a link in the chain of masters and slaves! And
yet a man, proud and sure like few others, stripping this chain of peo-
ple from him, and going among them without contempt and hate, but
also without pity and love, and thus fulfilling the necessities of life
that he recognized as such.
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Thus Stirner stands there, without inner and outer contradictions,
simple, plain and great, and nothing is disturbing in his appearance
except its rarity. Everything lives in the man that lives in his work: the
unshakeable knowledge of that which life holds—the knowledge of
self-preservation!

He does not ask for noisy love or loud admiration. Whoever
loves freedom, will also have to love this man, who, following its
laws and thus asserting himself, stands before us as likeable as he
appears to us among the “others.”

When Stirner entered the circle of “The Free,” cannot be said
with certainty. It may have been in the middle or end of 1841, be-
cause he did not know Karl Marx, who had left Berlin at the begin-
ning of this year.

At any rate he was already at the regular gatherings at Walburg’s
in Poststrasse, the “Alte Post,” and then remained for years one of the
most regular visitors of Hippel’s round table.

He definitely belonged to the narrower circle. He was good
friends and well known to the Bauers, especially Bruno, and to Buhl,
Meyen, Engels, Rutenberg, Mussak, and others. With most of them he
used the familiar address “Du.”

He had a special relationship with C. F. Képpen and Hermann
Maron, as well as with Dr. Arthur Miiller. Stirner, as was already
expressed, was really intimate with none of them.

The way he first camic inito Coiitact witl the ciicie cannoi be said
with certainty. Did it happen through Bruno Bauer himself, whom he
may have met already as a student? Bauer too had sat at the feet of
Hegel in 1827. Did his first works bring about a closer acquaintance?
Or was it rather through the intellectuals themselves that he was first
led to take up his pen in collaboration on the same journals?
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At any rate it remained the only circle that he ever joined; in it he
found the company that he needed, and many had the impression that
he felt himself drawn to it more from this sociability than because of
an inner intellectual community. This last assumption gains in prob-
ability if we remember how sensitive he was even in regard to ap-
pearances. As we have seen, this circle was suited like no other to
bring informally before him all those personalities in whom he must
have taken the greatest interest because of their views.

As loud and noisy as it usually was at Hippel’s, just as quietly
did Stirner keep a low profile. Very seldom did he take part in pas-
sionate discussions, and he never became cynical, trying to outdo
others who were speaking. One never heard from him a vehement,
raw, or even vulgar word, such as were no rarity at Hippel’s. Calm,
smiling, “comfortable” as a “hedonist,” he sat there in the turbulent
circle, threw in now and then a pertinent remark or a witticism, which
showed how exactly, in spite of everything, he was listening to the
general conversation, and watched the smoke from his cigar.

At the same time he was definitely not really taciturn. On the
contrary, he conversed gladly with whoever happened to be his
neighbor. The latter often had the opportunity to admire the extensive
sure knowledge, with which Stirner dominated the very diverse fields
that the conversation touched upon—he was considered a scholar of
the first rank by his closer acquaintances. One person said that he was
supposed to have philosophized unwillingly; when he did, it was cer-
tainly about Feuerbach, said another.

Stirner almost never spoke about himself, and he was far from
any kind of gossip. Most people, who had no concept at all of his real
significance, held the “contented,” simple, painfully modest man to be
a harmless man of little importance, without suspecting what lay
within him, and they ignored him until later, when he drew the atten-
tion of everyone in such a high degree onto himself.
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His name is not mentioned in the wild pranks of “The Free,” yet
he would have watched them with the same quiet contentment, like all
their doings, since he was anything but a killjoy. On the other hand,
he took part in the summer excursions, to Spandauer Bock, to Trep-
tow, to wherever they went.

Otherwise he was by no means unsociable and he did not spurn
drinking a cup of self-made coffee with one or another of his youthful
admirers in their student rooms, eating doughnuts with it, as we also
see him do on New Year’s Eve of 1847 when he accepted an invita-
tion from the Hungarian translator and writer Kertbeny, which led to a
“rather long dissipation” in the latter’s room [see note on page 122];
and thus he may have accepted many another invitation with the po-
liteness that he showed to all his visitors. He was an unobtrusive,
never disturbing, welcome guest, who was affable-cheerful and gladly
laughed over a good joke, without himself ever being the center of
attention or even wishing to be.

Until 1846, incidentally, Stirmer was also a regular coffee guest
in the famous “red room” of Stehely’s confectionery on Gendarmen-
markt, where all the restless, excited, bright minds of Berlin used to
meet at that time, above all among the newspaper correspondents, and
where he met many whom he would see again on that same evening
at Hippel’s. He would often have also visited the Bernstein reading
room in Behrenstrasse in earlier years.

Again and again we meet him at Hippel’s. Here lay the threads
that connected him to the outside world: everyone who saw him there
still remembered him in later years; there he found the people that he
“used,” withoul doing ihei any harm.

That is the way Max Stirner was toward the outside world at the
time when his inner thoughts restlessly moved him, with which he
struggled until he vanquished them—at first only in preliminary stud-
ies. Even later he remained the same person.
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A bit later than his entry into the circle of “The Free,” in January
1842, came the first two publications of Stirner that we know of: the
essay on Bruno Bauer’s Posaune and the Gegenwort.

The first, a review of the just published—by Wigand in Leipzig
toward the end of 1841—anonymous book of Bruno Bauer Die
Posaune des jiingsten Gerichts iiber Hegel den Atheisten und Anti-
christen. Ein Ultimatum [The trumpet of the Last Judgment against
Hegel the atheist and Antichrist. An ultimatum], appeared in the Tele-
graph fiir Deutschland, which was published by Karl Gutzkow with
Campe in Hamburg, in Nos. 68 of January 1842 and is signed with
“Stirner”—the first time that this name appears in print. It must there-
fore have been written shortly before, probably at the end of Decem-
ber.

The article “Uber B. Bauers Posaune des jiingsten Gerichts” be-
gins with a protest against the rotten “peacetime of diplomacy,” then
expresses the hope that an end is being prepared for it through the
anonymous work, whose author is not hard to trace, if one knows the
scientific standpoint of his works. The “priceless mystification,”
which wraps itself in the robe of a parson, is directed against the des-
picable gang of young Hegelians and in doing so finds their whole
revolutionary malice in Hegel himself, whom it now reveals to the
astonished world as a philosophical Jacobian.

Hegel, the almighty Hegel, on storming Heaven did push God off
his throne, but the flock of angels, scattered to the winds, collected
themselves together and blew the trumpet of the Last Judgment
against him—the atheist and Antichrist! But now there is also no
more peace: the reputation of the Germans in world history for radi-
calism fulfills itself.

Thus Stirner led to the book, whose contents meanwhile, “are to
come before the eyes of the reader frittered away by no review.” He
therefore only briefly touched on it and reserved any addition until
after the publication of the announced second part. The fulfillment of
this promise never came in this form: Instead of blowing further into
the trumpet, Bauer had enough to do with his dismissal and the found-
ing and direction of his wide-ranging Al/lgemeine Litteratur-Zeitung,
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and Stirner soon went beyond him with those works that must have
then quickly grown to the plan of his lifework.

Why, he asked at the end, take this book so confidently for a
masquerade of its author (for whom in his later works he characteris-
tically and not without a quiet malice wished a better memory with
respect to Hegel)?—and he himself gave the answer: “Because a God-
fearing man can never be as free and intelligent as the author is.”

The second of these first two publications of Stirner was anony-
mous: the answer to a writing of Berlin preachers that came out of the
struggle about the Sunday holiday, which moved the sentiments at
that time. It was distributed to Berlin’s churchgoers on New Year’s
Day, found little approval, and fell under the ridicule of the Berliners,
who are always given to mockery. Stirner’s answer was entitled
Gegenwort eines Mitgliedes der Berliner Gemeinde wider die Schrift
der siebenundfiinfzig Berliner Geistlichen: Die christliche Sonntags-
feier, ein Wort der Liebe an unsere Gemeinen [Opposing word of a
member of the Berlin community against the writing of fifty-seven
Berlin clergymen: Celebrating the Christian Sunday, a word of love to
our communities] and appeared, nicely printed, as a brochure of 22
pages at the price of 4 Ngr. [Neugroschen] in the publishing house of
Robert Binder in Leipzig.

Stirner’s authorship of it is proven.

The 57 authors of the “Word of love,” who must indeed know it
best, thinks Stirner, complain about the “decline of the church.” They
only remind us that we are much further along than we know. But are
we worse, because we are no longer religious? What we are missing
is enthusiasm, but the church 1o longer enihwses us. The beiievers act
more rationally than they believe. Addressing himself to them, he
shakes them up: You only fear, he says, to claim your right. You let
yourselves be treated as immature children, while you “should have
looked after the ineradicable right of men!” Let yourselves be taught
the value of the human being by your teachers, your preachers, and as
soon as the freedom to teach is pronounced they will have enough
listeners. For you are men before you are Christians, and that’s what
you remain, even if you become such. I will be convinced, not forced
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to believe. In the meantime, however, from slaves you have only be-
come children; you are still not free and responsible men. What do
you still need with a god who is not your own self? What do you still
need with a lord? Indeed you no longer believe in him. Confess it
freely and demand also for your teachers the inalienable freedom to
teach. The “Word of Love” is then viewed more closely. The quib-
bling of the “servants of the divine word,” which really should be
absolutely firm, has long since become offensive. To listen to a free
man, yes, a “sinner,” is more uplifting than these righteous men. We
are serious and conscientious people too, but we by no means believe
that the fear of God is the highest and most sacred thing. Egotism may
increase without it, and deep respect for “the authorities appointed by
God” and obedience may die. Clergymen are even allowed to express
this openly, whereas we, who “would like to say what is in our
hearts,” have only the command to keep silent! When we are accused
of being godforsaken and the Jews are set before us as examples, then
we answer: Just offer us a free word and you will see how your
churches will fill up again. We avoid them as long as no free minds
speak there. We, who do not fear God, do not stand in the wrong but
in the right. On the battlefield the true enemy of the truly pious ap-
pears: the Christ of the Second Coming. So look forwards, not back-
wards, and if you hold the British out to us, who are free in spite of
the tyranny of their church, then give us their freedom. The time of
piety has passed, and the present demands the purely human, which
alone is “the truly divine.” It is up to you, whether further pious de-
pendency or moral and courageous freedom shall prevail. And while
he again turns to the clergymen themselves, the writer calls out: Once
again therefore—fight for it yourselves, you preachers of the divine
word, the freedom of speech, the freedom of teaching, and we will
celebrate the achievement with you. For not merely to lay people, but
also to you have I spoken. “Allow us to look one another in the eye as
free human beings, wherever and however we meet again!”

The Gegenwort appeared toward the end of January, reached
Berlin on 1 February, and was already banned on the 9th. Thus it
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must have been written immediately after the appearance of the publi-
cation against which it was directed—in the first and second weeks of
January.

A lively exchange of notes about its contents developed between
the Prussian and the Saxon governments. Minister Rochow wrote to
the Saxon government representative that he did not understand how
this publication, whose seductive language and inexpensive price was
suited to gain many customers, could have passed the Saxon border.

The latter, Flakenstein, answered that the writing has been able to
obtain the imprimatur only in his absence, something he regretted. He
then shifted the blame to the censor. Already on 17 January it was
presented to the censor’s staff “in a much more malicious tone, de-
stroying everything existing,” whose instructions he did not follow, in
that he then still allowed the printing of the writing when it was pre-
sented in an edited version.

The notorious Minister Eichhorn of sad memory then interfered
and wrote to Rochow in February not entirely clearly: The brochure
brings to light the religion of the idolization of man—which has been
rejected even in France—so openly and nakedly that, considering its
effect, it could rather be taken as an apology for the writing against
which it is directed than a refutation of it. Its effectiveness therefore
will, at least in general, not correspond to the intention of the author,
who obviously belongs to the most extreme outgrowth of the Young
Hegelian school. Rather one will recognize in it the necessity of more
serious rules even there where the most decisively rational view of
Christianity prevails. Under these circumstances therefore the possi-
blc poor successes ol ihe stiict bail iimposed in e lnieresi ol the good
cause are only to be very much regretted.

Nothing is said of the author in this exchange.

As we see, Stirner must have again revised his work within a few
days and in all haste, in order to gain the permission to print—
admittedly very much against the intention and will of the Saxon sen-
10T Censors.
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The Gegenwort in turn found a refutation in the writing of a Lu-
theran cleric of obviously very moderate views, for the latter candidly
appreciated its “joy in life and wholeheartedness,” even if he faulted
its “lack of restraint.” Ludwig Buhl too was prompted to write an
anonymous Die Not der Kirche [The need of the Church], in which he
apparently also polemicized against Stimer and which shared the fate
of the Gegenwort of being banned in Prussia immediately.

These first two publications, the review of the Posaune and the
Gegenwort, were written almost at the same time and also belong
close together internally. If in them Stirner still did not appear quite
finished with the last of the concepts to be resolved, such as “man,”
and avoided extreme firmness of expression, it should not be over-
looked that it is still a matter here of disguises and mystification,
which had to be selected so as to be able to express himself at all and
at the same time be as effective as he was. There shone through even
here, already in its complete clarity, the final realization which Stirner
was so very soon to attain. The invitation, “not to seek salvation out-
side of and above oneself, but rather to be one’s own salvation and
savior,” showed it as did the always newly varied warming to the be-
lievers: “Come to yourselves!” and “Be yourselves!” At any rate, he
soon did away with the last remnants, and already in the summer of
that same year he stood on the firm ground on which he was to con-
struct his work—his I and its uniqueness—so that Friedrich Engels,
Marx’s collaborator and friend, in a forgotten heroic epic “Triumph
des Glaubens” [Triumph of faith], could put these words in the mouth
of the “barrier-hater,” as he characterized Stirner: “A bas les rois?—A
bas aussi les lois!” [Down with kings? Down with laws too!]

The church and its religions were for Stirner once and for all
dismissed with these first two attacks. From then on he would have
another opponent and another way of attacking. And a wider field of
effectiveness opened up for him: the daily newspaper.
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Shortly after his first publications Stirner began a comprehensive
and extensive activity as newspaper correspondent on two of the larg-
est oppositional newspapers of the pre-March [pre-revolutionary]
period, which in the movement of that time played the largest and
most important role, an activity that ended only with the end of the
year 1842.

One was the Rheinische Zeitung fiir Politik, Handel und
Gewerbe, which was founded in Cologne on 1 January 1842 as the
continuation of the Rheinische Allgemeine. It was the outspoken and
sharply observant camp of the radicalism of those days, from which
the incessant ventures against the plans of the reaction were carried
out, until they were no longer able to withstand the persecution. The
Rheinische Zeitung, after one and a quarter years existence, folded on
31 March 1843, after its director Dr. Karl Marx had already shortly
before withdrawn from the editorial staff “because of the current rela-
tionship with the censor.” It was to be resurrected only in the revolu-
tionary year as the Neue Rheinische Zeitung and was once again sup-
pressed. It became, as Freiligrath sang in his famous farewell poem, a
“proud rebel corpse!”

Stirner’s corresponding articles to it began on 7 March in No. 66
and lasted until No. 286 of 13 October. There are 27 in all. Four of
them are signed with “Stirner,” the others (with the exception of the
first on the “secret police” and other things, which also came from
him) all carried the sign [a stylized “mp” which cannot be reproduced
here] at their head, formed by a combination of the letters M and S,
yet can also be taken from paleography, where it then means manu
propria [by his owii hand]. The sigin was also used for severai other
contributions that in part could not have come from Berlin and in no
case came from Stirner.

Most of Stimer’s articles were short and touched on questions of
the day, which are not always of interest to us. They were concise, at
times sharp remarks of light irony: on the taxation of the newspaper
debits, on the Sunday question, on press permission—"a word that is
perhaps best suited to designate our current freedom of the press”—as
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well as the Jewish question, on participle constructions, and on the
just published caricature of the “German Michel,” which must have
delighted Stirner. In addition, publications that treated conditions of
the time, mostly brochures of small size, were cause for discussion,
whereby Stirner constantly let the authors have the word very exten-
sively. Two of them were from the publishing house Berliner Lese-
kabinett. One on Die juristische Fakultit an der Universitdt Berlin
[The Faculty of Law of the University of Berlin] gave occasion to
take pleasure in the good results of the “press permission.” If only
others would follow the good example, Stirner opined, one might
hope a bit that “the stiff-legged capital will not let itself be overtaken
infinitely far by the swift-footed province,” and he took a position
with the author against Fr. K. von Savigny and his principle of “later
practice” in the legal profession, for this as well as the previous “his-
torical,” or better “unphilosophical,” school of law were equally “me-
chanical” and therefore very much needed the reform of the faculty
recommended by the author. The other brochure from Berliner Lese-
kabinett may have especially attracted him by its title: Die Sitte ist
besser als das Gesetz [Mores are better than law]. It was a protest
against a new divorce law, and the reviewer entirely shared the view
which the author “won from a freer and more general standpoint.”
Beside a witty notice of the latest journal of Buhl, the little Der
Patriot, there was the book Kdnigsberger Skizzen of Karl Rosenkranz,
to which a long and very detailed review was dedicated. Already ear-
lier, when the preface of the forthcoming book was submitted to him,
Stirner greeted the coming book—with warm words and in a fine
way. When it appeared, he examined it in the greatest detail. He said
that his own stay in Konigsberg had lasted too short a time and al-
ready too many years had gone by—Stirner went there, as we know,
only in 1829—for him to be able to follow the author with a critique,
but he felt free to do it anyway. After reporting several passages, he
spoke of the author himself. In a brilliant comparison, such as were
constantly so richly at his command, he showed him where in our
day, “through which a break has gone,” he has remained standing. He

9



then proves it to him from his book itself: without any sharpness and
at pains through this “bonus of bitter almonds” to heighten, not take
away the relish in reading it. But Rosenkranz was nonetheless not
satisfied with the critique. In his Aus meinem Tagebuch [From my
diary] he said that the “man of flowery phrases, who is emancipated
from God” must have had experience through astral magic, as the
Bohmists [followers of Jacob Bohme] say, as he took his atheism to
be nothing less than philosophy. For Stirner, he said, has “fully taken
on” his Skizzen and informed him with sharp words that he no longer
belongs to the leading men of the time. Rosenkranz therefore did feel
himself hurt.

There were then two questions that were briefly, but independ-
ently treated: “Der Doktortitel” [The doctor title] and “Die Horfrei-
heit” [The freedom to listen]. Stirner mocked the obsession with titles
of the German Michel, who “dares not set foot before the house door
without a title,” but became very serious when he spoke of the privi-
leges of those graduates before a court of justice in contrast to the
“bourgeois plaintiff.” The whole doctor title is basically only a money
business, and the one who receives a doctorate certainly has no more
difficult exam than the one who is tested as a theologian or as an up-
per school teacher. This statement is all the more interesting as it
shows at the same time the grounds on which Stirmer—who lacked
the means to “buy” the doctor title—attributed it to himself when it
seemed good to him. As for the “freedom to listen,” he said that it was
the other side of freedom of the press, next to freedom to speak. If it
is missing, then not even the prince has the freedom to listen to what
he wishes, and it will not be betier for fieedoin of ine press so iong as
only the ones speaking and not the listeners also experience the “dis-
honor of guardianship” of the censor.

More extensive and in individual items more important than the
mostly short articles of the Rheinische Zeitung are the contributions
that Stirner wrote in the same year 1842 for the other of the two large
opposition papers of those exciting days: the Leipziger Allgemeine
Zeitung.
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Founded in the year 1837 by Brockhaus, it endeavored “to open a
forum for the educated of all parties of the north” and it bore the
motto, which was just as proud as it was illogical: “Truth and right,
freedom and law.” Read in Prussia with fear and trembling, but ea-
gerly, it soon gained an influence of the first rank and exercised a
criticism unheard-of until then of the conditions in Prussia. Its circle
of collaborators in Berlin was likewise made up, for the most part, of
that of the Rheinische Zeitung.

Stirner’s collaboration on it was extraordinarily active. It began
on 6 May in No. 126 and ended only with the year itself in No. 365.
None of the 33 contributions, which were marked by a little circle ° or
a star * [or, once, with a cross ] were signed, but their origin is estab-
lished. One article was dated from Koénigsberg, obviously to cover up
where it came from.

The first eleven contributions appear to have gone to Leipzig un-
der the cover name of a straw man “Friese,” before Stirner named
himself to the newspaper as “gymnasium teacher Schmidt.” Whether
this Friese existed in reality or only in name can no longer be deter-
mined. At any rate the author received for the 33 contributions a col-
lective fee of 73 talers and 22 Ngr [Neugroschen].

Here too it was the events of the day on which Stirner above all
attached his observations. Bruno Bauer’s dismissal in Bonn and the
separate vote that Marheineke, whose pupil Stirner too once was,
gave on that much talked about occasion, were discussed and light
was shed on the “nest of contradictions” of the offended theologian,
who nevertheless was the only one who attended to Bauer “with fa-
therly warmth.”

Konigsberg drew attention to itself again and again, not only
through the complaint of the merchants there to the king because of
the Russian incursions, which were repeated verbatim and were dated
from there, but also through Walesrode’s Glossen und Randzeichnun-
gen and again through Rosenkranz’s Skizzen. The latter received a
new, friendly examination, though Stirner “from easily apparent
grounds cannot go into a critique,” but limited himself to emphasizing
the “middle height” of the standpoint of its author and in a second
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note quoted the passage on “freedom to teach.” A large space, almost
overburdened with quotations, was then taken by the trial of Dr. Jo-
hann Jacoby, which caused a sensation far beyond Prussia. Jacoby
was acquitted of the charge of high treason in the first instance, but
was sentenced to two years in prison for 1€se-majesté, “brazen, disre-
spectful reproaches,” and mocking the state laws. He had appealed
this verdict. His openly published Rechtfertigung [Defense] was now
repeated in excerpts and likewise—after some reports on the person
of the accused man himself, the Konigsberg doctor and later represen-
tative—the finding of the high court judges was repeated, by which,
as the article said in conclusion, “as much insight into the important
trial is provided as the space of a newspaper allows.” An equally large
space was allowed two months later for the “further defense” of
Jacoby in the trial that had been hanging in the balance for a year and
a half—of a “man” who allowed an idea to become “personal” in
himself and “has to bear the temporal sufferings of this idea in his
own body.” As is known, the trial ended in a judgment of the second
instance with Jacoby’s complete exoneration, to the very great rage of
the king—with a response that, as Stirner had already stated, “many
had probably already given on their own.” Even if he belongs to the
contemporary history, he is still today a telling example of the mad-
ness of a government that does not tolerate even the least objection,
and for the arrogance and outrageousness of tone which it dares to
adopt against its subjects. We enjoy leafing again through the forgot-
ten pages. At the same time the detailed way in which Stirner treated
it turns the guess into a probability, that he is identical with the “Dr.
Schmidt” who on the occasion of aii appeal o1 Jacoby in Beriin sub-
scribed 15 Nagr.

Shorter mentions of other writings of the day occurred in be-
tween: Die juristische Fakultdt der Universitdt Berlin [The Faculty of
Law of the University of Berlin] (under Savigny), likewise known
from the Rheinische Zeitung; that of Buhl on Der Beruf der preus-
sischen Presse [The calling of the Prussian press] and on Die Bedeu-
tung der Provincialstdnde in Preussen [The significance of the repre-
sentatives of the provincial classes in Prussia]; as well as the anony-
mous study of Hegels Lehre von der Religion und Kunst [Hegel’s
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doctrine of religion and art] by Bruno Bauer (which became for Stir-
ner at the same time the occasion for his own fundamental work). He
shed light on all of them, as well as on the brochure Was bestimmt das
Gesetz iiber die Absetzbarkeit der Geistlichen und Schullehrer in
Preussen? [What does the law say about the removability of clerics
and school teachers in Prussia?], which came about through the sus-
pension of the intrepid upper school teacher Witt in Kénigsberg, who
participated in the editorial staff of a liberal paper there.

Questions and events of the day were touched on: A curious let-
ter of unknown origin motivated by the Jewish laws and addressed to
the king was the occasion for a priceless mockery of the axiom that
“for every right there is a duty,” whereas in another place Christian
love precisely with regard to these Jews, which really “can give them
no other law than that of baptism,” was put in the correct light. An
even sharper ridicule also fell on the fear of caricatures that could
touch on the “sacred,” and on those who therefore immediately in-
volved the police.

Of the highest interest, however, and an especial attraction for us
must be what Stirner said about his own circle, that of “The Free.” He
reported on it on several occasions. First in a prefatory note in which
he once and for all confirmed the already doubted existence of the
society. They, “The Free,” are, though, no society in the actual sense
of the word, no society “civilly constituted with statutes”—which
could offer the police a hold. That is why its members guard against
hampering their effectiveness through a formal constitution and thus
“preserve an intellectual power from the danger of falling, through
rashness, to a material powerlessness.” They were just neither here
nor there, but everywhere, and he, Stirner, did not find it worthwhile
to go to the first party he came to and not find himself among the
society’s members. In a characteristic, detailed article he then rejected
the raging storm of conservative newspapers and their “hardly worthy
attacks” and demanded “a calm and fearless investigation” regarding
the “important contemporary event.” “For,” he said, “whoever be-
lieves he is allowed an open word on the life and even on the value of
intellectual efforts of the time, he should at least show in his attitude a
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level measure of education, show in his statements the dignity of ma-
ture thinking, and in his criticism reveal the traces of an attempted
penetration into the matter.” He then gave time and attention to what
“The Free” really wanted, demanded for them the right to their con-
viction, and just as much the right “also to acquaint others” with that
conviction, and he once again made the point that they form no soci-
ety at all (which would not be unlawful, but would be unwise). As for
leaving the church, which they have been accused of, this is an inner
step, not an exterior one. Their conviction is directed not against the
powerlessness of the church, but against the power of the state, and
what they want is that “the state no longer attach state citizenship to a
religious profession.” The state, however, is based on the “principle
of education” and only the truly educated is free, a “free spirit” in the
purest meaning of the word. Therefore the “real significance of The
Free” exists only regarding the state, and, as Stirner with restrained
but transparent scorn said, its opposition to one of the state’s institu-
tions is a loyal one; it is, like, e.g., the opposition to the censor, a “le-
gal opposition.” In a final remark he declared that the so-called “con-
fession of faith” of “The Free” is “the most ridiculous product of the
world,” is a mystification over which he himself “has heard a number
of ‘The Free’ heartily laugh in merriment.”

Two important articles followed. In one Stirner answered in his
fashion the question thrown out by State Minister von Schén in his
brochure Woher und Wohin? [Whence and whither?]. In a case taken
from close at hand—that of a well-meaning, but tyrannical father and
his obedient son, who however finally rejected the marriage offered
him—he nointed ont that this “double willingness of family life"—
mlraculously—came from the time of Peter the Great, who first abol-
ished that law which made children dependent on the commands of
their parents in the matter of marriage. Then he made the point: “Civi-
lization is that ‘whither’ of self-determination, is its mother,” and to
the further question ‘whither’ that should lead, he gave the answer: “It
should lead to complete freedom, which does not surrender itself for

the sake of another.” Then he turned to the statesman himself, whose
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answer appeared to him sufficient for the time being, “since world
history changes by steps.” The other article is entitled “Die Lebens-
lustigen” [Those in love with life]. These “Lebenslustigen” were for
Stirner the theologians, especially those theologians of the Lutheran
theological faculties at the Prussian universities, who had put together
a report on Bruno Bauer and his history of the authors of the synopti-
cal Gospels and who were now finished off in every detail by Stir-
ner—these theologians, who do not have the courage finally to die
and receive the death blow “from the hand of a higher principle.”
Stirner’s derision of “their tenacious love of life and their fear of
death” became scom here and was devastating.

In the end smaller highlights close this long series of articles for
the Leipziger Allgemeine Zeitung: “Politische Ephemeriden” [Political
diary entries] on “Zeitcontroverse” [Contemporary controversies] and
on “Kunst und Wissenschaft” [Art and science]. The new issues of
Buhl’s Der Patriot are taken more seriously than the first; the book of
Edgar Bauer on his brother and his brother’s opponents is reviewed
almost enthusiastically; and once again at the end the new divorce law
supplied the opportunity for a sharper definition of “holy matrimony,”
and it was the position of the Jews in the municipal constitution, to
which the attention of the reader was attracted anew in apt remarks by
castigating the privileges and damning the force through which they
were able to keep them. We leave now the newspaper articles of Stir-
ner and, coming out of the front garden as it were, turn to his first
literary works, which are more important and, in recognition of their
greater significance, are also all signed by him. They form the pre-
liminary steps on which we climb up with him to the great construc-
tion of his life.

Much more important, as was just said, than Stirner’s first publi-
cations and his newspaper correspondences are the independent, self-
contained, literary works that have been found again, four in all,
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which preceded his life’s work, before he turned with it to the wider
public. They, at least in the case of the first two, can without fear be
placed beside it. They may be so designated as literary works since
they go far beyond the bounds of correspondences, and the occasions
for them are no more than stimuli from which independent and intel-
lectually creative essays came into being.

The first two stand among the correspondences of the Rheinische
Zeitung in its supplements and both carry as signature the name of
their author: Stirner.

One, at the same time the most extensive and most important
contribution from Stirner’s pen, is entitled Das unwahre Princip un-
serer Erziehung oder der Humanismus und Realismus [The false
principle of our education, or humanism and realism] and appeared in
the supplements to the four numbers 100, 102, 104, and 109 of 10, 12,
14, and 19 April. It must have attracted him as a teacher to first make
in the field where his closest experience lay an attempt, on a trial ba-
sis as it were, to develop his ideas of the personal self-rule of the in-
dividual. “The school question is a life question.” Are we creatures,
who can only be trained, or are we educated to be the creators of our
later life? Having posed the question, he begins his investigation, for
whose point of departure he takes a writing of Theodor Heinsius. The
latter sought to reconcile the two great, bitterly inimical parties of
humanism and realism in his principle of education. Stirner kept the
names, “as little accurate as they are,” and considered first the meth-
ods of both directions and their results.

The old classical education of the humanists, which extended

1A11e ~rantn and tha Athas adsiantiaem ¢l -
b?.c}’ '“f"‘ ”’1“ previcus y..l'l.»,_,', ang thc other caucation tiat wanl

along with it, which emphasized a knowledge of the Bible, were basi-
cally only formal, drew their vital forces from antiquity, and as a re-
sult achieved an empty elegance.

In contrast to the humanist, the education of realism arose in the
time of the Enlightenment, and the more the power of authority of the
former saw itself suppressed, the more the latter became the universal
one, culminating in the basic principles of human rights: equality and
freedom.
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