societary arrangements (phalansteries and the like).
The insurgent strives to become constitutionless.?

In 1827, his first year at the University of Berlin, Stirner heard
Hegel lectures on the Philosophy of Mind.?’ The experience of
hearing these lectures had a deep and lasting effect upon the
intellectual formation of young Stirner. Although he had attended
Hegel’s lectures on the Philosophy of Religion and the History of
Philosophy, it was the lectures on the Philosophy of Mind upon
which almost all of the concepts which determine the nature of
Stirner’s singular work The Ego and His Own can be found. In these
lectures the young student was introduced to the famous dialectic
earlier formed in Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit, that which
held between Master and Slave [Herrschaft und Knechtschaft]”
The description of the struggle for recognition which established
the division between the two, between Lord and Serf, would find
expression in the struggle that Stirner envisioned occurred be-
tween the “Owner” and the “Owned,” between himself as a unique
Ego, the Einzige, and his expression, his property, his world, his
Eignentum.?® The outcome of this battle determines who will
either rise to freedom and mastery and be the owner or those
who will be enslaved. This primal struggle to gain recognition
and freedom is central to the understanding of Hegel,? and it
formulates the whole of Stirner’s view of individual and social
history. It is, for the combatants, a life-threatening encounter,
a “life and death struggle: either self-consciousness imperils the
other’s life, and incures a like peril for its own.”%® Stirner, who as a
youth, had experienced the battle, understood it well, and agreed
with Hegel. It was a battle in which one could only be defeated or

* Ego, 187, 218.

" Hegel, Philosophy of Mind. Translated by W. Wallace, A. V. Miller, and
Michael Inwood. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007).

% Phenomenology, par 430-35.

¥ As seen in Kojeve see footnote 37.

* Phenomenology, par 432.
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either politically or socially, the results having little to do with indi-
vidual needs. The release from the unhappy consciousness requires
a radical personal revolution, an insurrection, a “standing up” for
oneself—Egoism.

Revolution and insurrection [Emporung] must not be
looked upon as synonymous. The former consists in an
overturning of conditions, of the established condition
or status, the state or society, and is accordingly a polit-
ical or social act; the latter has indeed for its unavoid-
able consequence a transformation of circumstances,
yet does not start from it but from men’s discontent
with themselves, is not an armed rising, but a rising
of individuals, a getting up, without regard to the ar-
rangements that spring from it. The Revolution aimed
at new arrangements; insurrection leads us no longer
to let ourselves be arranged, but to arrange ourselves,
and sets no glittering hopes on “institutions.” It is not
a fight against the established, since, if it prospers, the
established collapses of itself; it is only a working forth
of me out of the established. If I leave the established,
it is dead and passes into decay. Now, as my object
is not the overthrow of an established order but my
elevation above it, my purpose and deed are not a po-
litical or social but (as directed toward myself and my
ownness alone) an egoistic purpose and deed.

The revolution commands one to make arrangements,
the insurrection [Empo6rung] demands that he rise or
exalt himself [empor-, aufrichten]. What constitution
was to be chosen, this question busied the revolution-
ary heads, and the whole political period foams with
constitutional fights and constitutional questions, as
the social talents too were uncommonly inventive in
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Others, such as the American literary critic, James Huneker,
held The Ego to be “compulsively readable’? He was more than
seconded by the American individualist, James L. Walker, who ad-
mired Stirner at the expense of Nietzsche: “In style Stirner’s work
offers the greatest possible contrast to the puerile, padded phraseol-
ogy of Nietszche’s Zarathustra and its false imagery.’** The earliest
remark upon this style was made by Arnold Ruge, Marx’s passing
associate, who declared that Stirner was responsible for “the first
readable book in philosophy that Germany has produced.”® His
judgment is perhaps too generous, but there has been little doubt
as to Stirner’s mastery of language.

His unusual style reflects the conviction that the fluid mental
acts of logic and thought, once willfully fixed, are transformed into
the permanent dictatorial tyrants of their own creators. In this, he
is in agreement with Hegel and Heraclitus, both of whom hold
the priority of Becoming over Being. It is only the fixed thoughts
and dogmas generated in the minds of individuals which sustain
the traditional standards religion and government, and these stan-
dards are ultimately grounded in the idea that there is somewhere
an absolute truth, a “divine” truth, existing beyond the mind of
the individual who has created that idea. This conception of an un-
realizable absolute and eternal truth makes its first appearance in
Hegel’s Phenomenology of Mind—it is the creation of the “unhappy
consciousness.” It is the dialectical resultant of the Stoic conscious-
ness, which finds its solace only in its withdrawal from reality. This
unhappiness reappears in the modern obsession as some form of
social or political “alienation,” salvation from which requires a rev-
olution. Only after this will come some form of heavenly future
in which the “truth” and the “real” will be finally realized. But for
Stirner, a “revolution” was just that—a re-cycling of what was given

2 James Huneker, Egoists: A Book of Supermen (New York, 1932), 356.

* Introduction to The Ego and His Own (New York, 1918), x.

 Ruge to his mother, December 17, 1844, in Briefwechsel und Tagebuch-
bluchbl aus den Jahren 1825-1880, ed. Paul Nerrlich (Berlin, 1886), 1, 386
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bring it nearer to men, or men to it. Through this it
came about that at last it could be conceived as the
“spirit of humanity,” and, under different expressions
like “idea of humanity, mankind, humaneness, general
philanthropy,” appeared more attractive, more familiar,
and more accessible.?!

Modern readers hoping to understand The Ego are confronted
by several obstacles, not least the form, structure, and argument,
all of which make it difficult to read, if not to understand, Stirner’s
book. It is crowded with aphorisms, emphases, hyperbole, and ne-
ologisms, and the logic which leads to his conclusions is often un-
like the conventional form, as he often approaches a claim that he
wishes to endorse by exploiting words with related etymologies or
formal similarities. For example, he associates words for the prop-
erty (such as “Eigentum”) with words connoting distinctive indi-
vidual characteristics (such as “Eigenheit”), which promotes the
Hegelian claim that property is expressive of personality. The re-
jection of conventional forms of intellectual discussion is linked
to Stirner’s own Hegelian understanding of the congruency of lan-
guage and rationality. Some are not pleased by his style, as George
Santayana, who in the heat of pre-WWTI anti-German sentiment,
held that Stirner’s work was but

A bold, frank, and rather tiresome protest against
the folly of moral idealism, against the sacrifice of
the individual to any ghostly powers such as God,
duty, the state, humanity, or society; all of which this
redoubtable critic called “spooks” and regarded as
fixed ideas and pathological obsessions.*

1 Ego, p. 86.
?2 George Santayana, The German Mind: A Philosophical Diagnosis (New
York, 1968), 99.
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In May 1856, still living in reduced circumstances in Berlin,
Stirner fell into a “nervous fever,” possibly after being stung in
the neck by a Wasp or other insect. Following a brief remission,
he died on June 25. Having neither money, nor reputation, nor
position, he died as he lived—without notice. His funeral, in 1856,
was attended by only two of his old friends, Adoph Rutenburg and
Bruno Bauer. His friends had gathered enough money to purchase
a second-class grave for him, which cost only a few dollars, a
burial more pathetic than sad. But it time, as his work began to be
noticed and appreciated, his grave in Berlin’s Sophenkirkhof was
marked with an impressive marble plaque—which happened to
be very close to Marx’s memorial, the “Berlin Wall.” At his death,
his mother still lived as a patient in Berlin’s Charitie Hospital.
Whatever inheritance she might have had from her late husband
was received by the state at her death. Her son had always tended
to his mother during her long mental illness, and his delay in
taking his doctoral examination was likely due to the time needed
to bring his mother to Berlin for medical care—actions hardly to
be expected from a “nihilistic egoist.”

There is a stark contrast between the often dramatic of Stirner’s
bestknown work, on the one hand, and, on the other, the rather less
sensational and more muted events of his personal life. On this,
his biographer, John Henry Mackay, emphasized the “ataraxic” di-
mension of The Ego as the authentic embodiment of the emotional
detachment required by the egoist to avoid being enslaved by his
own passions and commitment.

The Ego has a singular and rather simple theme: that the mod-
ern replacement of “God” with “Humanity” was nothing more than
a bit of dialectical sleight-of-hand, generating a new human God
even more inhuman than the old:

one thing certainly happened, and visibly guided the

progress of post-Christian history: this one thing was
the endeavor to make the Holy Spirit more human, and
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TO IRENA

Preface

This work has a simple intention: to propose that Max Stirner
is a legitimate heir to Hegelian philosophy. His major and singular
work, The Ego and His Own, has often been dismissed as but the ec-
centric work of a passing figure among the early students of Hegel.
But, yet, from its first appearance in the fall of 1844, to the present
day, it has provoked constant and heated debate over its signifi-
cance. For over a century it has remained in print, translated into
dozens of languages, and has gathered as much scorn as it has admi-
ration. Its persistent ideological magnetism, either repelling or at-
tractive, has been an enigma—just as the philosophy of his teacher,
Hegel. I will maintain that both are linked by a profound dialecti-
cal logic, and this logic, so often ignored or misunderstood, which
sustains their philosophical vitality and insures the endurance of
their thought. Hegelianism, in following its own self-reflecting di-
alectical logic, reaches a closure in which, as with Heraclitus, the
“end and the beginning are one and the same.” As Heinrich Heine
said, “Our Philosophic revolution is concluded; Hegel has closed
the great circle”’—and Stirner rests at the point of its closure.
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Introduction

Some time ago, I happened upon a work by the Marxist scholar,
Hans C. Helms.! In this study, Stirner is taken as the ideological
éminence grise behind a myriad of transient and little-noticed num-
ber of “anonymous societies” who devoted themselves to a radical
individualism antithetical to the desired world of Marxian collec-
tivism. For Helms, a devoted Marxist, these small groups of Stirne-
rians, despite their “anonymity,” were in part responsible for the
dreadful bourgeois era of free-market capitalism which emerged in
post-war Germany. Certainly, for the 1945 Marxists, just as those
in 1918, the attempt to totally enfold Germany into a “People’s Re-
public” had once again failed, and Helms sees Stirner’s heavy, if
unnoticed, hand in all of this Capitalistic mischief.

However, for me, the most interesting feature of Helm’s book
was its bibliography. With a dedication that a Marxian critic of
Stirner might not be expected to have, Helms listed hundreds of
works, with over ninety pages devoted to the various editions,
translations, and commentaries upon Stirner! But even Helm’s
compilation has been overshadowed by a recent exhaustive
bibliography devoted to Stirner, which runs to 325 pages!* As a
recent German work has it, Stirner’s work is “Heimlich hit”—a
secret best-seller.

! Hans Giinter Helms, Die Ideologie der anonymen Gesellschaft: Max Stirners
“Einziger” und der Fortschritt das demokratischen Selbstbewusstseins vom Vormdrz
bis zur Bundesrepublik (K6In: Verlag M. Du Mont Schauberg, 1966).

? See Bernd Laska, “Max Stirner Archiv Leipzig — Max Stirner” Accessed
October 16, 2019. http: / /www .max- stirn er — ar chiv — leipz ig .de/max_ sti
rn er .ht ml For a further exhaustive bibliography, see Trevor Blake. Max Stirner
Bibliography. 127 House, 2016.

unexpectedly appeared. It has since never been out of print.
Stirner had left his teaching post shortly before the book was
published. By 1846, having exhausted much of his second wife’s
inheritance, his life spiraled down into deeper poverty, marked
by social isolation and financial precariousness. He remained
detached from contemporary events—he seems, for example, to
have largely ignored the revolution of 1848—and his daily life was
one of routine and economic hardship. Stirner continued to write
intermittently, but commentators have generally found his later
work to be of little independent interest (i.e., apart from its uncer-
tain potential to illuminate The Ego and His Own). He translated
into German some of the economic writings of Jean-Baptiste Say
(1767-1832) and Adam Smith (1723-1790) and wrote a series of
short journalistic pieces for the Journal des oesterreichischen Lloyd,
Rheinische Zeitung, and the Leipziger Allgemiene Zeitung. Some
of his essays were published and have been translated, such as
his Das unwahre Princip unserer Erziehung [The False Principle of
our Education] and Kunst und Religion (Art and Religion). None,
however, display the literary power and intent of his Eingige. In
1852, he contributed some material to a History of Reaction,!®
which mainly consisted of excerpts from other authors, including
Edmund Burke (1729-1797). Stirner’s main strategy for economic
survival in this period seems to have involved changing addresses
in order to evade his creditors, although he does not appear
to have moved quickly enough to avoid two brief periods in a
debtors’ prison in 1853 and 1854. It was no time to be poor in
Berlin, which had its full share of unemployment, overpopulation,
homelessness, and poverty. Marx, who also suffered in London,
even though it is possible that Stirner had died of starvation. He
did not, but given the dreadful living conditions at the time, it was
not inconceivable.?

19 See Addenda for details.
% MEW, 37, p. 293.
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section dealing with Stirner.!> A case in point regarding trau-
matic Marxian memory loss when it comes to Stirner would be
Cesare Luporini’s 1977 Italian translation of The German Ideology.
[L’ideologia tedlesca] Although Stirner is the constant subject of
over 300 pages of criticism, Luporini, in his seventy-nine-page
“Introduction,” somehow manages to mention Stirner less than a
dozen times—and then but briefly.

The Ego was well-received among Stirner’s acquaintances, with
Arnold Ruge, who once was Marx’s editorial associate, in the
Deutsch-Fransocsis er Jahnbook (a brief association that ended in
a long bitterness) wrote that the work was “a good criticism of
Communism. 16 Shortly after, in a letter to his mother, he com-
mented that the book was “the most readable work on philosophy
that had ever been written in Germany.”'” Anyone familiar with
nineteenth-century German philosophical writings might well
agree with Ruge. As one recent commentator has it, “Almost
every feature of his writing seems calculated to unnerve”!8—
it certainly continues to do so. The book was widely reviewed
and attracted attention from such leading figures as Bettina von
Arnim (1785-1859), the doyenne of the Berlin literati, and Kuno
Fischer (1824-1907), later a distinguished neo-Kantian historian of
philosophy. The book also generated responses from many of its
leftHegelian, targets such as Bruno Bauer, Ludwig Feuerbach, and
Moses Hess, all of whom ventured into print in order to defend
their own views against Stirner’s polemic. The book, however,
was neither a popular nor a financial success, and any hopes
that it would generate some royalties soon faded. It would be
almost forty years after his death, in 1882, that a second edition

and

'3 Karl Marx, and Friedrich Engels, The German Ideology (New York: Electric
Book Company, 2001).

16 L etter to Frobel, December 6, 1844.

17 Letter to Frobel, December 17, 1844.

'8 David Leopold, The Ego and His Own, (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1995), xiii.
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These large bibliographies focused on Stirner came as a surprise,
for at least in my experience, references to Stirner were few and far
between. As an example, in the cloistered groves of academe, the
Philosopher’s Index, philosophy’s “preeminent reference resource”
has, for many years, listed journal articles drawn from 680 journals,
collected from 50 countries. Here, Stirner, just as Engels, plays sec-
ond fiddle to Marx. Stirner’s name appears in the titles of 68 jour-
nals and books but is heavily outweighed by Marx, whose name
appears in the titles of 2,407 journals and books. Little is heard of
Stirner in the groves of the academe. The academic silence concern-
ing Stirner becomes even more audible in that his main work, Der
Einzige und sein Eigenthum,® has appeared in over 100 editions and
translated into over 17 languages and literally hundreds of books
and articles that deal with Stirner. His work has appeared in such
rare expressions as Yiddish, Serbo-Croatian, and Catalan.*

Press copies of the Ego first appeared in November of 1844, al-
though dated as 1845 on the title page. For almost forty years it
seems to have been totally forgotten, then, in 1882 it was unex-
pectedly re-published. It has not been out of print since that time.
The latest English edition, that by the Cambridge University Press,

* In 1907 the first English language translation by Steven Tracy Byington
Bynignton was published under the title of The Ego and Its Own. It became the
standard translation, however, in 1995, a slightly amended translation by David
Leopold was published by Cambridge University Press under the title The Ego and
His Own.

* Chronologically, first editions have been translated into French (L’unique
et sa propriété, 1899), Danish (Den Eneste og hans Ejendom, 1901), Spanish (El
unico y su propiedad, 1901), Italian (L’unico e la sua proprieta, 1902), Russian
(Edinstvennyj i ego dostojanie, 1906), English (The Ego and His Own, 1907), Dutch
(De Eenige en z'n Eigendom, 1907), Swedish (Den ende och hans egendom, 1910),
Japanese (Yuiitsuslha to sono shoyi, 1920), Serbo-Croatian (Jedini i njegovo vlast-
nistvo, 1976), Catalan (L’dnic i la seva propietat, 1986), Hungarian (Az egyetlen
és tulajdona, 1991) (second part only), Greek (O povadukog kat o dikd tov, 2002),
Portuguese (O Unico e a sua propriedade, 2004), Polish (Jedyny i jego wlasnogé,
2005), Czech (Jediny a jeho vlastnictvi, 2010).



appeared in 1995,° and as if to show that Stirner’s work is still of
interest, a new English translation appeared in 2017, under a new
title, The Unique and Its Property.®

The further tracing of this bibliographic trail supported my
early conviction that Stirner was much more than he was usually
portrayed: as being merely an early passing figure long lost in the
dust of advancing Marxism. His “insignificance” is often noted,
although Marx and Engels did devote a large and unpublishable
work against him, one which, as Engels had to ruefully admit,
devoted more pages against Stirner that Stirner himself had
written. Neither their vitriolic criticism, nor that of their followers,
was enough to put an end to Stirner. He has remained, as one
commentator noted, a “thorn” in Marxian flesh.”

Stirner’s philosophic equation to Hegel is seldom dealt with, but
it alone renders the continuing interest in Stirner intelligible. From
the time of its publication, the Ego has defied attempts to compre-
hend either its persistent influence or meaning. What is not com-
prehended is that this “absurd” work is the creation of a Hegelian
who authentically restates Hegel along the dialectical lines estab-
lished by Hegel. He is neither an “Old Hegelian” dedicated to the
exhaustive autopsy of the Hegelian corpus nor a “Young Hegelian”
bent upon employing it to a further purpose. For him, these were
false alternatives, with both making claims to independent and pos-
itive meaning in themselves. To set up contrary alternatives, such
as “Young” or “Old,” upon a singular philosophical ground was di-

> All citations to the Ego will be based upon this recent work. The German
text is to be found in the edition of the Carl Hanser Verlag 6. K6ln: 1968. It is
edited by the Marxian critic, Hans G. Helms, who, on the back cover, heatedly
describes the Ego as “a justification of Capitalism ... of falsity and injustice. Even
the justification of murder, etc”

6 Max Stirner, The Unique and Its Property, trans. Wolfi Landstreicher (Bal-
timore: Underworld Amusements, 2017).

" Bernd A. Laska, Ein dauerhafter Dissident: 150 Jahre Stirners “Einziger’:
eine kurze Wirkungsgeschichte (Nurnberg: LSR-Verlag, 1996).

copies of the one thousand published copies before his decision to
review the work was overruled. Two days after he had started his
task, in early November 1844, the censor was suddenly informed by
the Saxon Minister of the Interior that the book was simply “too ab-
surd” to be hindered from distribution. The grounds for his rather
unexpected decision were to be made public—but never were. And
so, The Ego was distributed without any further official difficulties.
Stirner’s biographer, Mackay, suggests that Stirner had “tricked”
the state by presenting his thought as “absurd” and so “whereas
the most harmless scribbling was outlawed, he most radical and
“most dangerous” book of that and all time was allowed to go unhin-
dered from hand to hand—then and still today.”!? Doubtless, there
are, then and still today, those who would agree with the Interior
Minister that the book is indeed “too absurd.” Restoration Marxists,
such as Gyorgy Lukécs, Jacques Derrida, and Jirgen Habermas, re-
peatedly employ the term “absurd” when treating of Stirner’s work.
Lukacs, in The Destruction of Reason, writes of the Hegelian ten-
dency to abstraction, which “reaches its climax which tilts over
into the absurdly paradoxical with Stirner,”!?
of the “absurdity of Stirner’s fury” On variant Marxist readings of
Stirner, see Bernd A. Laska: Max Stirner Ein dauerhafter Dissident.!*
Modern restoration Marxists, just as the restored Bourbon Monar-
chists, seem to have “learned nothing and forgotten nothing.”

It might be mentioned that the most available recent English
edition of The German Ideology has continued the Marxian
tradition of ignoring this section of the work. The 700 or so page
manuscript was reduced to 212 pages by simply eliminating the

and Habermas writes

12 Kennedy, Max Stirner: His Life and His Work, 127.

3 The Destruction of Reason, trans. Peter R. Palmer (Merlin Press, 1980), 254—
55. see Bernd A. Laska, Max Stirner Ein dauerhafter Dissident: 150 Jahre Stirners
“Einziger” : eine kurze Wirkungsgeschicht e (Nurnberg: LSR-Verlag, 1996).

' Niirnberg: LSR-Verlag 1996.
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Engels, who was then a close personal friend, a Duzbriider of
Stirner, later noted that he “had obviously, among the ‘Free Ones’
the most talent, independence, and diligence.”!° Later, Engels, after
Marx had died, recalled that Stirner was “a good fellow, far from
being so bad as he made himself out to be in his Einzigen”!! As to
how Stirner considered the “Free Ones,” his letter defending their
activities appears in the Addenda to this work.

During his time as one of the “Free Ones,” Stirner met and mar-
ried Marie Ddhnhardt (1818-1902), to whom he dedicated The Ego.
She later gained recognition as an early leader in the woman’s suf-
frage movement. Maria had received a small inheritance upon the
death of her father, but within three years they had separated and
her money had gone. Stirner had ineptly squandered her inheri-
tance to set up a small milk delivery business, which immediately
failed. This loss became a bit of a joke among his colleagues. And
so it was, that ironically, he was not, despite his later translations
of Adam Smith and J. B. Say, much of a capitalist entrepreneur. For
that matter, Marx, despite that he had never worked for a wage dur-
ing his lifetime, became the revered leader of the working class.

In November 1844, Stirner’s major work made its appearance.
The Ego and Its Own has always been a work that might be de-
scribed as an “enigmatic curiosity”—as a repellent to some as it is
attractive to others. This was so even before it appeared in the book-
stores of Berlin. As it had been published in early November 1844
by Otto Wigand, the Leipzig publisher known for his daring spon-
sorship of such radical works as Feuerbach’s Essence of Christian-
ity, Stirner’s work was to be examined by Prussian censors before
its distribution. Prepared to defend both public morals and political
stability, the regional director of the Prussian censorship bureau in
Leipzig set about putting a stop to any clandestine distribution of
The Ego. However, the director had only managed to gather up 250

101 etter of Engels to Marx, November 19, 1844.
1 Letter of Engels to Max Hildebrand, October 22, 1889.
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alectically false and have rendered efforts to “comprehend” Hegel—
as well as Stirner—impossible.

The division of the whole of Hegel’s philosophy into two oppos-
ing schools of thought is a division made only by reflection, by an
abstract sundering of a philosophic totality. Neither the one nor the
other either “Young” or “Old” can stand alone. Here the dialectic is
at work, wherein the self-contradiction of any initiating point, in
this case Hegelianism, is manifested. However, in simply holding
to this division, which exemplifies the either/or logic of Aristotle,
it was impossible for the logic of common sense to comprehend the
essential union of both.

Much of what is understood of the Young Hegelian school, and
Stirner, in particular, is drawn from a Marxian viewpoint—and
much of that from the 1888 recollections of Engels, Ludwig Feuer-
bach and the Outcome of Classical German Philosophy. 1t is not
unexpected that most political scientists, fixed upon the political
effects of “Scientific Socialism,” would simply view the contempo-
raries of the young Marx, such as Moses Hess, Feuerbach, Bauer,
or Stirner, as having an interest only for briefly impinged upon
the development of Marxist theory. Unhappily, for the Marxists,
Stirner’s work has always been readily accessible and has an
irritant to the collectivist mind. Its basis in Hegelian philosophy
has rendered it even more irritating.

Lenin, who knew something of Hegel, once observed that “It
is impossible completely to understand Marx’s Capital, and espe-
cially its first chapter, without having thoroughly studied and un-
derstood the whole of Hegel’s Logic. Consequently, half a century
later none of the Marxists understood Marx!!” Lenin might not be
surprised that another century has passed without Hegel being
understood by the Marxists or their later various incarnations as
“Postmodern Neo-Marxists.” A recent example is the academic col-
lection of articles and translations gathered by Saul Newman,® a Po-

8 Saul Newman, Max Stirner (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011).



litical Scientist known for having coined the term “Postanarchism”
(described as “wedding poststructuralism to anarchism”). Among
the eight postmodern essays and translations in the collection, Fou-
cault, Deleuze, Derrida, and Hegel find their places, Hegel being
occasionally recognized but seldom discussed. One of the contrib-
utors, Riccardo Baldissone, a Research Fellow at the Centre for Hu-
man Rights Education at Curtin University, Australia, seems ready
to take the plunge into Hegel—if only indirectly:

I will not construct Stirner’s approach and themes
as derivative of Hegel or any other previous author.
Instead, I will exemplify how Stirner’s text modifies
our reading of previous philosophical works or, to put
it bluntly, how Stirner constructs his predecessors. A
most interesting illustration of the effect exerted on
Hegel by Stirner is the truly remarkable essay “Max
Stirner as Hegelian,” which could be also described as
Stepelevich’s rereading of Hegel after Stirner. How-
ever, rather than making Hegel “anticipate” Stirner, I
will follow the example of Newman’s reversal and I
will attempt recalling a Stirnerian moment in Hegel.

What is interesting here, at least to me, is what is so “remark-
able” about my essay? The answer is easy enough; I have asserted
that Stirner was a Hegelian. This, to be refuted, would require some
work to see just where and how Stirner is or is not a Hegelian. But
the work is passed off, and Baldissone calls upon Saul Newman
for help.” Hegelian logic, other than its appearance in “Dialectical
Materialism” is seldom dealt with among Political Scientists.

In the contemporary era, the view of the Young Hegelian School
seems to have died out, and the former followers of such as Feuer-
bach and Bauer and are hardly heard, and if so, their voices find

® The reader, curious about “Newman’s reversal” is referred to Newman’s
excellent study, Saul Newman, “Stirner and Foucault: Toward a Post-Kantian Free-
dom. Postmodern Culture 13, no. 2 (May 6, 2003)

10

scene stands apart, smoking a cigarette. It is Stirner. In 1842, Stirner
wrote a small article defining and defending the “Die Freien.”®

Prior to the appearance of The Ego, Stirner was a minor figure
among Berlin’s radical Young Hegelians. He had, since 1841,
written a number of small and generally unimpressive articles and
reviews, most of which appeared in the short-lived Rheinische
Zeitung, a newspaper now remembered only by reason of Marx’s
tenure as its editor. Stirner’s obscure status at the time found a
brief illustration as he was mentioned in Engel’s mock-epic poem
of 1842, Der Triumph des Glaubens. The poem was written to
mark Bruno Bauer’s return that year to Berlin after having lost
his licentia docendi at Bonn by reason of his atheism. It affords an
interesting glimpse, through the eyes of young Engels, of Berlin’s
“Free Ones.” In the strained exuberance of over 700 heroic couplets,
most of which celebrate Bauer, Stirner receives mention in ten
lines, even less than that accorded such forgotten “Freien” as
Friedrich Képpen and Eduard Meyen.

Look at Stirner, look at him, the peaceful enemy of all
constraint.

For the moment, he is still drinking beer,

Soon he will be drinking blood as though it were water.

When others cry savagely “down with the kings”

Stirner immediately supplements “down with the laws
also”

Stirner full of dignity proclaims; You bend your
willpower

and you dare to call yourselves free.

You become accustomed to slavery Down with dogma-
tism, down with law.?

8 See Addenda for translation of article.
° Arvon, Aux sources de Islation of articler: Stirner, 14.
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than Hegelian. Consequently, he only was able to obtain a lim-
ited licencia docente, which forced him for the next year to serve
as an unpaid teacher. But even after this year of teaching intern-
ship in the Berlin Konigliche Realschule, he was still unable to ob-
tain any salaried teaching position. In the winter of 1837, whether
out of need, or love, or both, he married his landlady’s daughter,
Kunigunde Burtz. Unhappily, his young wife died in childbirth,
along with the infant. In 1839, he finally found a paid teaching po-
sition in Berlin—at a certain Madame Gropius’ school for wealthy
girls. He held the post for the next five years, until late 1844, when
The Ego was published. During these years he became a frequent
visitor to a well-known gathering place for the “Vormarz” radi-
cals, Hippel’s Weinstube on Friedrchstrasse.” Among the publicists,
politicians, academics, and other liberal groups who gathered to
protest the conservative grip upon both Church and State were
many Young Hegelians, who proudly named themselves as “The
Free Ones [Die Freien].” Bruno Bauer was the nominal leader of the
informal group, who, along with his brother Edgar, more or less
presided over the usual weekly gatherings. The publicist Arnold
Ruge, known for provoking arguments which were often as noisy
and inconclusive as they were bitter, seemed always in attendance.
Among the “regulars” at these meetings were Friedrich Képpen, Dr.
Arthur Muller, Moses Hess, Ludwig Buhl, Adolf Rutenberg, Eduard
Meyen, Julius Faucher, and Frederick Engels—his close friend at the
time. Occasional visitors included the poets Herwegh and Hoffman
von Fallersleben, as well as Ludwig Feuerbach and the radical anti-
Christian writer, Wilhelm Jordon. Engels had some small talent for
sketching, and one of his rough depictions of a disputation initiated
by Arnold Ruge has survived. It is one of the two images we have
of Stirner, both by Engels. In this one, a quiet observer of the noisy

7 See Robert J. Hellman, Berlin: The Red Room and White Beer: The “Free”
Hegelian Radicals in the 1840s (Washington: Three Continents Press, 1990).
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only faintly echoed in Critical Theory and other variants upon the
themes of Postmodernism. With the exception of such scholars as
Saul Newman, Stirner would also have likely continued on in his
usual unnoticed way along the path of social theory. A recent ex-
ample of this lack of attention is to be found in Robyn Marsco’s
work, The Highway of Despair: Critical Theory after Hegel.'® As de-
scribed by its publisher, the work

follows Theodor Adorno, Georges Bataille, and Frantz
Fanon as they each read, resist, and reconfigure
a strand of thought in Hegel’s Phenomenology of
Spirit. Confronting the twentieth-century collapse
of a certain revolutionary dialectic, these thinkers
struggle to revalue critical philosophy and recast Left
Hegelianism within the contexts of genocidal racism,
world war, and colonial domination.

Exactly why “Left Hegelianism” (which is the first label of
“Young Hegelianism”) was in need of being “recast” in order to
deal with the “twentieth-century collapse” of a certain (Marxian?)
revolutionary dialectic” is simply left unsaid. I would propose that
Stirner’s critique created the collapse. Although this is a good
scholarly work, it nevertheless might serve as another example,
rather subtle, of the Marxian avoidance of Stirner. The avoidance
of the disastrous encounter of Young Hegelianism with Stirner
had made it quite difficult for contemporary Marxists to account
for their later despair.

This avoidance is one reason for the myriad of confusing and of-
ten conflicting labels affixed to him. An often-used label is that he is
an “Anarchist” It certainly did not help toward the understanding
of Stirner when Engels, after briefly considering him a Benthamite,

1 Robyn Marasco, The Highway of Despair: Critical Theory after Hegel (New
York: Columbia University Press, 2015.)
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went on to link him to Bakunin.'! It was thereafter taken as ax-
iomatic among political scientists that Stirner was an “anarchist”—
even if he did present a strong argument against Proudhon’s slo-
gan that “Property is Theft”’?—and it was Proudhon who coined the
term “Anarchist.” On this, George Woodcock, in his extensive work
Anarchism,’® noted that Stirner influenced “only a few marginal
groups of individualists”!#). In another study by David E. Apter and
James Joll, their 274-page work, Anarchism Today," Stirner is only
briefly (and barely) mentioned—at one time linking him to Berg-
son. More recently, in her excellent essay “Why Anarchists Need
Stirner,’'® Kathy E. Ferguson comes directly to the point:

Stirner is a hard thinker to categorize. He has been
called a nihilist, one who advocates “heartless frivolity
and criminal irresponsibility” above the necessities of
social revolution. Some readers debate, rather ponder-
ously, whether or not he is a psychological egoist. Oth-
ers find him to be a radical individualist who is “wrong
in his fundamental presupposition,” about society, or a
“radical nominalist” who launches “a comprehensive
attack on the world, generally” Perhaps we can learn
from these earnest ventures to eschew the desire to pin
Stirner down, and instead let him float a bit.!”

! Karl Marx, Karl Marx, Friedrich Engels Gesamtausgabe (MEGA) (Berlin: Di-
etz, 1975), XXVIL, 9.

12 Stirner, Stirner, 222 ff.

3 George Woodcock, Anarchism (Cleveland: World Publishing, 1962).

" Ibid., 105.

5 David Apter, and James Joll, Anarchism Today (New York: Doubleday,
1972).

16 Kathy Ferguson, “Why Anarchists Need Stirner,” in Max Stirner, ed. Saul
Newman, 167-88 (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011).

7 Ibid., 167.
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of the Young Hegelians, and it was informally advanced among
the radical non-academic circles which gathered in Berlin during
the 1840s—among whom Hegel’s philosophy was always favorite
discussion topic. On the point of Stirner’s understanding of Hegel,
R. W. K. Paterson observes in an otherwise critical study that he
displayed a

detailed familiarity with the crucial philosophical lit-
erature of the day. From the internal evidence of Der
Einzige, it is clear that he was conversant with Hegel’s
Phenomenology of Mind, with his Encyclopedia of the
Philosophical Sciences, his Philosophy of Right, and
his published lectures on the philosophy of History...
From the works directly cited or discernibly used in
the writing of Der Einzige alone, it is indisputable that
Stirner had prepared himself for his comprehensive
evaluation of existing German ideology by massive re-
searches into the distinctive complexion of the major

philosophical coalitions of the day.’®

Stirner, always frail, was a bit ill while taking the examination
for a teaching certificate, and in 1834, after seeing to it that his
mother was placed in Berlin’s Charitie Hospital, Stirner finally had
some time to prepare for a licencia docente, which, the equivalent
of a Doctorate, would allow him to teach at the university level.
Always frail, and a bit ill while taking the examination for the ex-
amination, his bad luck continued. As it happened, his examiner
was Adolph Trendelenberg (1802-1872), a famed Aristotelean lo-
gician and a persistent and dedicated opponent of Hegel’s logic.
Not unexpectedly Stirner failed the examination, being judged de-
ficient in the science of logic—that logic being Aristotelean rather

¢ Patterson, The Nihilistic Egoist: Max Stirner. (Hull, University of Hull, 1971),
37.
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We discussed a great deal concerning Hegel’s philoso-
phy, and at that time he had made the discovery that
Hegel’s Logic began with an error: Being [ Sein], which
proved itself as Nothing [Nichts], and so set itself in
opposition to itself, could not be the beginning; the be-
ginning must be something that is in itself the immedi-
ate, the naturally given unity of Being and Nothing out
of which the first contradiction develops. According
to Stirner this was “It [Es]” (it snows, it rains), some-
thing that is and is also yet Nothing. Yet, afterwards
he seemed to come to the conclusion that the “It” was,
in fact, just as much nothing as Being and Nothing.

A few lines after this recollection of their mutual interests, En-
gels noted:

Stirner has experienced a rebirth through Bakunin,
who was also in Berlin at that time, and sat before me
with four or five Russians in a row attending Werder’s
logic class (1841/42). The harmless, merely etymo-
logical Anarchy (i.e., the absence of a state power)
of Proudhon could never have led to the anarchistic
doctrines of the present, had not Bakunin assimilated
a good part of Stirner’s “uprising” [Emporung]—so
unique that no two of them can tolerate the other.’

That Stirner and Engels, along with Bakunin, would have
attended Werder’s class seems to be the case. All seemed to have
shared, in a greater or lesser degree Werder’s own view—that
“Nothing,” absolute negation, was the fundamental ground of
Hegelian Logic.

It can be said that Stirner’s formal acquaintance with Hegelian
philosophy was much more extensive than that obtained by any

5 Letter of Engels to Max Hildebrand, October 22, 1889.
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Professor Ferguson’s prudential attitude toward the labeling of
Stirner was earlier manifested in her essay “Saint Max Revisited: A
Reconsideration of Max Stirner.”!8

Most Political Scientists and historians are, expectedly, not too
interested or well-versed in speculative philosophy, particularly
Hegelianism. This lack of interest has been noted: “To a historian
concerned with the Young Hegelians, the problem of Hegel’s phi-
losophy is less acute than for a philosopher specifically concerned
with that philosophy.”*’

Marx was the first to see Stirner as an enemy and stigmatized
“Sankt Max” as but “the speculative spokesman for the petty bour-
geois, a decadent Hegelian boasting over the unrestraint of his
self-inflated ego”?® Marx’s view was simply and unquestionably
accepted by generations of his followers, and even later critics of
Marx, such as Sidney Hook, nevertheless echoed Marx when he
condemned Stirner’s work as but the “social defense mechanism
of a petty bourgeois soul”?! Others, unsatisfied with this “petty”
status, elevated him to the status of “the Grand Bourgeois,” or Fas-
cist.?? Still others, taking an opposite stance, see in Stirner the most
articulate defender of individual liberty.”® He has been labeled an
existentialist, a solipsist, an anti-Benthamite, an intemperate capi-
talist, or—as we might now suspect—an anti-capitalist. For a large
spectrum of the opinions regarding Stirner, see Kathy E. Ferguson’s

article, “Saint Max Revisited: A Reconsideration of Max Stirner.”%

'8 Kathy E. Ferguson, “Saint Max Revisited: A Reconsideration of Max
Stirner,” Idealistic Studies 12, no. 3 (1982): 276-92.

Y William J. Brazill, The Young Hegelians (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1970).

% Marx and Engels, The German Ideology.

?! Sidney Hook, Towards the Understanding of Karl Marx: A Revolutionary
Interpretation (London: Victor Gollancz, 1933), 66.

%2 For example, Helms, Die Ideologie der anonymen Gesellschafft.

2 Cf. James J. Martin’s Introduction to Stirner, The Ego and His Own.

? Ferguson, “Saint Max Revisited,” 276-92.
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A recent title was affixed upon Stirner by the political scientist,
Saul Newman, who understands him as a “proto-poststructuralist.”

But, finally, and not unexpectedly, Stirner was once, in 1903,
and also in 2018 designated as “Paranoiac.”®

But despite the difficulties of identifying Stirner’s thought,
there is a consistent agreement that Stirner be taken as the last of
the “Young Hegelians” In this regard, most commentators have
agreed with Frederick Engels, who had Stirner concluding the
“decomposition process” of the Hegelian School.?® In the words
of a later commentator, David McLellan, Stirner was simply “the
last of the Hegelians.?’ Franz Mehring, Marx’s biographer, also
held the same view: Stirner was “the last offshoot of Hegelian
philosophy.”?® Kurt Mautz, who, in 1936, wrote a comprehensive
study of the relationship between Hegel and Stirner, described
Stirner as “the last metamorphosis of German Idealism.’?’ For Fritz
Mauthener, Stirner had drawn “The ultimate consequence of the
Hegelians [die allerletzen Folgerungen aus der Hegeliei]”** But

% Ernst Schultze, “Stirner’sche Ideen in einem paranoischen Wahnsystem,”
Archiv fiir Psychiatrie und Nervenkrankheiten 36, no. 3 (January 1, 1903): 793—
818. This singular study seems to be the only evidence for associating Stirner
to Donald Trump, a stretch for even the most dedicated of today’s Social Jus-
tice Warriors. Hegel, in his Phenomenology, termed them “Knights of Virtue,”
high-ground moralists whose oppressive standards led them finally to a compro-
mise with the “Way of the World” [Lebenslauf]. As an example of one of these
“Knights” at work, see Michael McAnear’s strained political efforts in McAnear,
“Max Stirner, the Lunatic and Donald Trump.”

% Friedrich Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Phi-
losophy (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1946), 17.

%" David McLellan, The Young Hegelians and Karl Marx, 1% ed. (London, Mel-
bourne: Macmillan, 1969), 119.

% Franz Mehring, Karl Marx: The Story of His Life (Ann Arbor: University of
Michigan Press, 1962), 104.

¥ Kurt Adolf Mautz, “Die Philosophie Max Stirners Im Gegensatz Zum
Hegelschen Idealismus,” Philosophical Review 46, no. n/a (1937): 75.

%0 Barnikol and Ott, Das entdeckte Christentum im Vormdrz: Bruno Bauers
Kampf gegen Religion und Christentum und Erstausgabe seiner Kampfschrift, ed.
Ralf Ott (Scientia Verlag, 1989), 117.
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church historian and opponent of Strauss, taught
Church History and Christian Antiquity; Marheineke
taught the Theological Encyclopedia and Church
Symbolism. Thus the industrious student attended
up to 22 lectures a week, and in just four semesters
in Berlin he must have laid a firm foundation for his
later knowledge.’

It is not recorded that his response to these lectures was as en-
thusiastic as those of Wilhelm Vatke, who saw “God face to face”
when Hegel lectured, or Bauer being mesmerized by them, but it
might have well been the case. Certainly, his response to Hegel’s
lectures on the Philosophy of Mind definitively determined the
course of his mature thought.

In the fall of 1828, Stirner was forced to leave the University of
Berlin to study at the University of Erlangen, where he could live
with relatives. In that fall semester Stirner attended the lectures
then being presented by the Hegelian philosopher Christian
Kapp. After three years, time mostly spent in Kulm caring for his
Mother; he returned once again to Berlin, where he would spend
the rest of his life. In Berlin he continued his philosophical studies,
among them a two-semester course on Aristotle conducted by
the Hegelian philosopher Karl L. Michelet (1801-1893). In 1842,
two years prior to the publication of The Ego, he attended a class
taught by Karl Werder on Hegel’s Logic. It was an extraordinary
class, which had such as Frederich Engels, Michael Bakunin,
Soren Kierkegaard, and Ivan Turgenev—and perhaps August von
Cieszkowski—as its members.*

Stirner was not an unknown among them, as Engels, then
Stirner’s close friend (“diizbruder”) recalled that they had discussed
Hegelian dialectic on many occasions.

? Kennedy, Max Stirner: His Life and His Work, 37-38.
* See author’s article, “Hegelian Nihilism: Karl Werder and the Class of 1841,
Philosophical Forum 46, no. 3 (2015): 249-73.
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at the Gymnasium he received the nickname “Max Stirner, likely
by reason of his high forehead [Stirn]—it has also been taken to
mean, rather fittingly, that he was a “highbrow”

Directly upon graduation from the Bayreuth Gymnasium, he
enrolled at the University of Berlin as a student of Philosophy, and
not Theology, as was the case with Bauer, Feuerbach, and many
other of the “Young Hegelians.” His biographer, Mackay, summed
up these first years:

Schmidt studied in the first of his four semesters in
Berlin: Logic with Heinrich Ritter, the philosopher
known by his independent historical-philosophical
research; General Geography with the philosopher’s
namesake, the great geographer Carl Ritter; and Pin-
dar and Metrics with Bockh, the famous rhetorician
and researcher of antiquity. His second semester was
dedicated to philosophy: Ethics with Schleiermacher,
the “greatest German theologian of the century,” and
above all Philosophy of Religion with Hegel-with
Hegel, whose tremendous, then still unbroken, influ-
ence on the whole thinking of that time was such that
we today can hardly have any kind of correct concept
of it. In the next winter semester Schmidt went to
further lectures: he heard History of Philosophy and
Psychology, and Anthropology or Philosophy of the
Spirit with the same admired man. Besides that, he
37 again attended the lectures of Bockh and Carl
Ritter: the former on Greek Antiquity, the latter
on Geography of ancient Greece and Italy. And, so
as not to neglect his theological studies, he heard
Marheineke, the orthodox teacher of the Hegelian
right, on Dogmatics and on the significance of the
new philosophy in theology. Likewise in the last, the
fourth semester, theology came first: Neander, the
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perhaps the French scholar Henri Arvon stated the matter most
elegantly, for him Stirner was “le dernier maillon de la chaine
hégélienne®! More recently, in proposing that Stirner influenced
Nietzsche, Gilles Deleuze observed:

It is clear that Stirner plays the revelatory role in all
this [i.e., the revelation of the nihilism inherent in Ger-
man philosophy against which Nietzsche struggles].
It is he [Stirner] who pushes the dialectic to its final
consequences, showing what its motor and end results
are

Indeed, even before he met Bauer, Stirner had already elected
himself to that final position—since, as he wrote: “The true ten-
dency of the Hegelian system” [die wahre Tendenz des Hegelschen
Systems] was to obtain “the autonomy of free men [die Autarkie
des freien Menschen]”*?

All this would suggest that Stirner’s philosophy might well be
a logical consequence of Hegelianism. The historian and Hegelian,
Johann Erdmann, thought this to be the case, and noted that “Max
Stirner is the one who really represents the culminating point of
the tendency begun by Hegel** His view was also that of Karl

Lowith, who wrote that:

Stirner’s book, Der Einzige und sein Eigentum has usu-
ally been considered the anarchic product of an eccen-
tric, but it is in reality an ultimate logical consequence

! Henri Arvon, Aux Sources de lexistentialisme: Max Stirner (Paris: Presses
universitaires de France, 1954), 177.

3 Gilles Deleuze, Nietzsche et la philosophie. Quadrige Grands textes edition
(Paris: Presses universitaires de Fran, 2010), 184-7.

% Max Stirner, Kleinere Schriften Und Seine Entgegnungen Auf Die Kritik
Seines Werkes, “Der Einzige Und Sein Eigenthum” Aus Den Jahren 1842-1848
(Berlin: John Henry Mackay, 1914), 19ff.

** Johann Eduard Erdmann. A History of Philosophy: German Philosophy since
Hegel, trans. Williston Samuel Hough (London: Swan Sonnenschein, 1890), 100.
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of Hegel’s historical system, which — allegorically dis-
placed - it reproduces exactly. Stirner himself admits
this derivation from Hegel in his discussion of Bauer’s
Pousane.®

I believe that Erdman and Lowith are correct, and I have earlier
argued this point—that Stirner is not simply, in a historical sense,
“the last of the Hegelians,” but that his philosophy is the realization
of what is entailed in “being a Hegelian."*

From the beginning of my long interest in Stirner, I've always
believed that the moral, or if you wish, his “immoral” philosophy,
was nothing less than the final and exhaustive expression of
Hegel’s philosophy. The dark image of Hegel is reflected in Stirner,
an image which has fascinated, and often repelled, those who
have looked into it. Stirner stands at the end of the path that was
followed by Hegel’s first radical followers. But he was simply
unwilling to continue along that path, which would require him
to subordinate himself to their various idealistic “causes. into
a denial of actual reality, and to deny “the course of the world.”
He proved to be a formidable opponent, and none of them were
able to avoid him—and so they either silently turned away, as
with Feuerbach and Bauer, or declared it was the wrong path,
as with Marx, Engels, or Moses Hess. All of these early radicals,
with the exception of Marx, are now all but forgotten, yet they
yet remain as the sources of the most significant movements of
our modern world—evidenced in such ideologies as Marxism,
Anarchism, Individualism, and Zionism. For anyone interested in
a more detailed look at Stirner’s world, a look at his writings as
presented in the Appendix to this work might be helpful.

% Karl Lowith, From Hegel to Nietzsche, trans. David E. Green (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1964), 101; Lowith, Karl, Von Hegel zu Nietzsche (Ham-
burg: Felix Meiner Verlag, 1995), 118.

* Lawrence Stepelevich, “Max Stirner and the Jewish Question,” Modern Ju-
daism 34 (February 1, 2014): 42-59.
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Figure 2.1 Max Stirner. Drawn from memory, Federick
Engels, London, 1892.
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history of his life. Overall, he led an obscure and quite pathetic life,
darkened by a series of pathetic events, and had he not written The
Ego and His Own, he would hardly deserve a footnote in any his-
tory of the period.? But as this singular work alone has exercised
such a deadly and corrosive effect upon all of the theories and pro-
grams of Hegel’s first followers, it alone has ensured his presence
in any history of philosophy.

In the first year of his life, his natural father, Johann Schmidt,
died. Stirner’s mother soon remarried a middle-aged Pharmacist,
Heinrich Ballerstedt. Shortly after her re-marriage, the young
mother and her son moved to his home in the small city of Kulm,
on the Vistula, far from their first home and family in Bayreuth.
The young mother, perhaps grieving over the deaths of her first
husband, the loss of her own home, and the death of her young
daughter, drifted slowly into insanity, which lasted the rest of
her life. She died, hospitalized, in Berlin in 1859, three years after
the death of her son. Alone, with a mother whose mind might
have been exhibiting the early signs of her insanity, and an aging
step-father, his early life could not have been a happy one.

In 1818, when he was twelve years old, he was sent back to
Bayreuth to live with his uncle. Why he was sent away from Kulm
to return to his first home is unknown, but the next eight years
of Johann’s life was spent in Bayreuth. During this time, it seems
likely that he might have first encountered Hegelianism during
his school years at the prestigious Imhof Gymnasium in Bayreuth,
where he was recognized as an excellent student. George Andreas
Gabler was then its Rector, the same Gabler who finally assumed
the chair of philosophy at the University of Berlin that was vacated
upon Hegel’s death. Johann proved to be an excellent student and
graduated from the Gymnasium in 1826 with a high grade. While

? There are many numerous and more or less detailed biographies of Stirner
available, among them would be the lucid and concise biography found in David
Leopold’s Introduction to the Cambridge edition of The Ego and His Own.
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But for all, Old or Young, the road to truth is, just as Plato’s
“steep and rough ascent” out of the Cave, a difficult and demand-
ing path, which, in his Introduction to The Phenomenolgy of Mind,
Hegel describes as

the path of doubt, or more properly a highway of de-
spair. For what happens there is not what is usually
understood by doubting, a jostling against this or that
supposed truth, the outcome of which is again a dis-
appearance in due course of the doubt and a return to
the former truth, so that at the end the matter is taken
as it was before. On the contrary, that pathway is the
conscious insight into the untruth of the phenomenal
knowledge.

On one side there stood a group of his optimistic students, not
bound by any fear of doubt, who envisioned the “path” as being
much more than merely an intellectual activity, more than a way to
theoretically reach “the conscious insight into the untruth of phe-
nomenal knowledge” For them, taking the Path of Doubt meant
to give themselves over to doubting the truth of the actual world
in which they lived. Doubting was not, as it was with Descartes, a
mere intellectual activity, but a serious engagement with the world.
Hegel’s dialectic would be the way by which to test the “supposed
truth” of all that had been dogmatically presented to them as un-
questionable. Their absolute doubt would be the antithesis to the
accepted values of their world, and from this radical action of ques-
tioning and examining, a social revolution would come about, one
from which a new order of world would rise into being.

For these radicals, the first critical examination would turn
upon the ancient link between Church and State, and this absolute
skepticism would be the ground of an ideology of reform. The
“Old Hegelians” did not see it this way. For them, comfortable
within the secure structures of academic life, only time could test
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the theory—and it never could, since the truth was impervious
to history. There was no “time to change” Philosophy had ended
with Hegel, with his unalterable truth. But the Young Hegelians
considered history to be the final judge of philosophy, and the
rational, the theoretically true, would in time emerge into actual
being. The ancient argument between truth and time continued,
and since both schools made a claim to be the “true” Hegelians an
unsteady and enduring armistice was soon set up, as Karl Lowith
has it, between the two “hostile brothers.”

Unhappily, for these young critics, the final member of the criti-
cal school, Max Stirner, set about—in a most lucid manner—to over-
turn the logic of Hegel’s critics by turning it against them. This is
the root of Stirner’s philosophical power and his profound ambi-
guity as a Hegelian. This “negation of the negation” by which he
turned against the negative criticisms of Hegel explains the per-
sistence of interest in his thought. It can be maintained that his
“nihilism” was the final conclusion and truth of Hegelianism itself,
and after him every member of the Young or Old Hegelian schools
had little to say, either of him or the positions they had held before
his criticism of them. He was indeed, as it will be seen, “The Last
of the Hegelians”—both historically and logically.

The great difficulty in comprehending the persistent presence
of Stirner follows from his dialectical stance in regard to Hegelian-
ism. He is neither “Young” nor “Old,” and his “egoism” can be con-
sidered as the “synthesis” of both schools and the recovery of the
Hegelianism which had been lost. His work recast the concept of
“Absolute Knowledge,” which terminated that Hegel’s Phenomenol-
ogy of Mind was again realized in Stirner—he is the fate of Hegelian-
ism.
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Chapter 2: Stirner as Hegelian

I am the creative nothing [das schferiche Nichts], the
nothing out of which I myself as creator create every-
thing.

Johann Caspar Schmidt, who later wrote under the pseudonym
of Max Stirner, was born in Bayreuth, on October 25, 1806. Less
than two weeks earlier, Hegel had sent the final draft of his Phe-
nomenology to a publisher.

We have no clear image of Stirner’s appearance, and his biogra-
phers can only rely upon the two rough sketches drawn by his one-
time friend, Frederick Engels. Equally, there is also no complete or
clear image of Stirner’s life. His only biographer, the minor poet
and novelist, John Henry Mackay (1864-1933) had chanced upon
Stirner’s name, which was mentioned in Langes’ History of Mate-
rialism. Upon reading Stirner’s work, Mackay immediately became
Stirner’s devoted admirer and set about writing a biography of his
hero. Mackay’s poetic inclinations often took precedence over his
study, and although he lived close enough to the time of Stirner
to interview those who had known Stirner, his work often veered
off into being an undocumented hagiography rather than a docu-
mented biography.! The Mackay biography is not quite, as Hans
G. Helms wrote, “about the worst ever written,” it nevertheless
contains a great deal of significant information about Stirner that
would otherwise be lost. In any case, it is enough to come to a firm

! The excellent recent translation of Mackay’s work by Hubert Kennedy,
Max Stirner: His Life and His Work (Concord, CA: Premptory Publications Con-
cord, 2005), with its informative introduction is recommended.
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Mind, and a thousand other causes. Only my cause
is never to be my concern. Shame on the egoist who
thinks only of himself!*

With Max Stirner, the “Path of Doubt” had become a dead end.
No longer would any idealistic reformer be safe from his scorn.
The high humanistic intentions of both Bauer and Feuerbach
wilted, with neither able to either counter or continue their critical
roles as atheistic leaders, and Marx and Engels, having “settled
accounts with their philosophic consciousness”— which meant
only that they discarded any further philosophic reflections, went
on to fame as the “Fathers of Scientific Socialism.”

For Bakunin, who, as Engels had it “had taken much from
Stirner” the logic of the path ended into a nihilism, but none of
the Young Hegelians, despite their various readings of Hegel, ever
abandoned his logic, and all confidently entered onto his “Path
of Doubt,” and set themselves against “common sense” and the
conventions of their times—and all paid a heavy price—but none of
them ever turned against Hegel. Even Karl Marx, in 1873, a decade
before his death, noted that he had always considered himself as
being “the pupil of the mighty thinker.*’ But on this matter, both
he and Stirner were again in agreement, yet Stirner was the better
pupil, for he did more than just “stand Hegel on his head” but, as
Gilles Deleuze wrote, “It is he [Stirner] who pushes the dialectic
to its final consequences, showing what its motor and end results
are’!

% Max Stirner, The Ego and Its Own, ed. David Stirner, trans. Steven Tracy
Byington (Cambridge, England; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1995), 5.

% Karl Marx, Capital (London: Penguin, 1976), 103.

1 Deleuze, Nietzsche et la philosophie, 184-87.
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Chapter 1: The Hostile Brothers

G. W.F. HEGEL, 1770-1831

It is characteristic of the division of the Hegelian
school into a right wing, composed of Old Hegelians,
and a left wing, composed of Young Hegelians, that
this division did not result from purely philosophical
differences, but political and religious ones. Its form
grew out of the political division of the French Parlia-
ment, and its content out of the divergent views on
the question of Christology.

—Karl Lowith

On October 14, 1806, Napoleon’s victory over the Prussian
Army at the Battle of Jena put an end to the Holy Roman Empire.
On that day, Hegel, then a young and little-known Professor, had
just finished writing his major work, The Phenomenology of Mind.
The book and the battle marked the beginning of the modern age.
Stirner was born a few days later when the victorious French
Army entered Berlin.!

In the Preface to his Phenomenology, Hegel set out the character
of his age:

It is not difficult to see that ours is a birth-time and
a period of transition to a new era. Spirit has broken

! Much of Alexader Kojéve’s extraordinary and influential theory rests
upon the profound connection he found between Hegel and Napoleon. Stirner,
however, is left unmentioned Kojeve, Introduction to the Reading of Hegel.
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with the world it has hitherto inhabited and imagined,
and is of a mind to submerge it in the past, and in
the labour of its own transformation... The frivolity
and boredom which unsettle the established order, the
vague foreboding of something unknown, these are
the heralds of approaching change.

The signs that “there is something else approaching” seemed
clear enough for Hegel, but the nature of this “something” was
never made clear. Even those of his students, who hopefully
embarked upon the “Path of Doubt,” there seemed little concern
about what the nature of this “new era” might be or how their
crusade might end—or indeed if a crusade was needed. At the
start, it seemed enough to simply declare and pursue their visions
of a utopian future, which one described as a world which realized
“the ideas of beauty and truth in practical life ... to bind together,
organically, all of the manifestly one sided and limited elements
of the life of humanity and bring it into vital cooperation, finally
to realize the idea of absolute good and absolute teleology in
our world; this is the great task of the future” Or Marx’s famous
visions of a “Classless Society.”

But if, in 1806, he envisioned his age as “a birth-time and a
period of transition to a new era,” a few years later, in 1820, in
another Preface, he discouraged attempts to impose any ideals to
bring forth a “new ear” Reality itself, only when “matured” and
having “made itself ready,” would bring about the ideal—ideals are
ex post facto and not generated by a philosophic fiat, an “Ought to
be”

Only one word more concerning the desire to teach
the world what it ought to be. For such a purpose phi-

% Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, Phdnomenologie Des Geistes (Hamburg:
Felix Meiner, 1987). Further citations will refer to both this text and the English
translation, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, trans. A. V.
Miller (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 1977).
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cally, the “beyond” was identified, not with a distance Heaven in
space, but with the future. The Messianic message was common,
with the leader of the Berlin Young Hegelians, Bruno Bauer, even
taking the title of “The Messiah of Atheism.” Most, with the excep-
tion of Stirner, had been theological students and lived and thought
out their prophetic visions immersed in the heavy Pietistic atmo-
sphere of Berlin. They went on their apostolic journeys with confi-
dence that the new “Man” of the future would soon be revealed. But
all of the Young Hegelians had their own similar enthusiastic pro-
grams for just what the present portended. And they set about pro-
claiming their new gospel. But, as Karl Léwith wrote of their calls
to join in the pursuit of their millennial causes, that “their writings
are manifestos, programs, and theses, but never anything whole,
important in itself... Whoever studies their writings will discover
that, in spite of their inflammatory tone they leave an impression
of insipidity.%’

Stirner was the exception. He took Hegel seriously, and took
his dictum that the “Rational is Real and the Real is Rational”
as a fact. Actual reality was not to be set apart from reason, as
something that had to be “rationalized” but as a realistic and
present “given” He resolutely avoided programs and cast his
judgment upon these disciples of a higher cause in his major work.
His heretical acceptance of the presence, set out on the very first
page of Der Einziger, “exploded like a bomb shell among the ranks

of his former comrades-in-arms.38

What is not supposed to be my concern [Sache]! First
and foremost, the good cause [Sache], then God’s
cause, the cause of mankind, of truth, of freedom, of
humanity, of justice; further, the cause of my people,
my prince, my fatherland; finally, even the cause of

7 Lowith, From Hegel to Nietzsche, 64.
% Sidney Hook, From Hegel to Marx (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan
Press, 1962), 173.
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exiled, or jailed, and their works censored. Almost all of them
were doomed to have suffered the loss of any future hopes for
either social acceptance or professional careers. The academically
protected Old Hegelians chose not to take that path and sought an
“Accommodation” with the conservatives.

The first generation of the radical theorists had directly wit-
nessed Hegel’s victorious campaigns upon the fields of specula-
tion and so were prepared to join battle with the irrational forces
they saw stifling their world. Certainly, the reality of their time
appeared to be fraught with political fantasies and religious illu-
sions. The reactionary residue of Medieval Europe, restored to life
with the fragile 1815 Congress of Vienna, still held sway. For them,
that in Germany the link still remained unquestioned that ortho-
dox Church and the divinely appointed monarchy were congru-
ent was clear evidence of the irrationality of the real—at least it
so seemed to the growing numbers of the reformers and revolu-
tionaries of the time—among whom were the first generation of
Young Hegelians. Given the circumstances, it was not long before
the radical disciples of Hegel broke away from his apparent theoret-
ical quietism and enthusiastically set about, as would be expected
of young disciples, to save the flawed world in which they lived.
Their decision required a dangerous missionary effort to declare
their “cause” among those who needed to be saved—even if they
refused salvation. As Engels had it, “In the place of moribund re-
ality comes a new, viable reality—peacefully if the old has enough
intelligence to go to its death without a struggle; forcibly if it resists
this necessity.”*® In sum, The Young Hegelians were fixed upon an
eschatological view of human history which, similar to the original
JudeoChristian, envisioned the future, after an apocalyptic revolu-
tion, in which the Coming of the Kingdom of God (in this case,
Man) would be realized. However, unlike Christian eschatologi-

% Friedrich Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Philos-
ophy. Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1946 [Need Page Number (in ‘Part I: Hegel’)].
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losophy at least always comes too late. Philosophy, as
the thought of the world, does not appear until reality
has completed its formative process, and made itself
ready. History thus corroborates the teaching of the
conception that only in the maturity of reality does the
ideal appear as counterpart to the real, apprehends the
real world in its substance, and shapes it into an intel-
lectual kingdom. When philosophy paints its grey in
grey, one form of life has become old, and by means
of grey it cannot be rejuvenated, but only known. The
owl of Minerva, takes its flight only when the shades
of night are gathering.’

In sum, actual reality is prior to any ideals, for those things that
“Ought to be”” the “ideal” is merely a possibility, an idea that may
or may not come into being, and exists only in the world of mind,
and as an ideal it can be only known, but only in the minds of the
believer” It is otherwise in the mind of the realist, as in the case
of scientific knowledge, such as physics, wherein the observable
and measurable are set as the basis of knowledge, a knowledge
drawn directly from the actually given, based upon that which is
first given to the senses, and any theory will follow from the ob-
servation and measurement of the event. It is only in social theory
that theories or ideals are proposed that find their only basis in the
inner ideal life of the social reformer. In this idealistic dream, they
take their theory as the guide to a future more often than not is bet-
ter than their present reality. With this in mind, their theory will be
imposed upon present “realists: by “revolutionary” activity—an of-
ten violent overturning of present social life. Unhappily, for these
social idealists, this certitude can only be found in the realm of their
desires and beliefs—in theory.

* Georg Wilhelm Friedric Hegel, Philosophy of Right, trans. T. M. Knox (Ox-
ford: Oxford University Press, 1952), 12—-13.
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Five years prior to the appearance of the Phenomenology,
Hegel’s first book was published, The Difference Between Fichte’s
and Schelling’s System of Philosophy (Differenz des Fichte’schen
und Schelling’schen Systems der Philosophie).* In it, Hegel, then
but a mere unsalaried Privatdocent in Jena University, not only
dared to criticize the logic of Johann Gottlieb Fichte but even
suggested that it should be replaced with young Hegel’s own logic.
After this, there was no fundamental change in Hegel’s thought
regarding his radical recasting of traditional logic, the common
logic of “healthy common sense,” the logic of Aristotle.

The major theme in Hegel’s first work is its incisive critique
of Fichte’s “Philosophy of Identity,” which he considered to have
failed in its effort to present a coherent philosophical system. The
fundamental reason for this being is that Fichte, as so many past
philosophers, relied upon the traditional logical forms inherited
from Aristotle. The persistent errors of philosophical thinking
could only be remedied by replacing these forms of “reflective”
logic with Hegel’s own dialectical or “speculative” logic. In his un-
conscious acceptance of the logic of “reflection,” Fichte had made
a major error, for this logic, which is based upon the unexamined
and “undeniable” axioms, such as “A = A”—which re-appears
as Fichte’s “Ego = Ego”—will inexorably lead to unquestionable
“either-or” dichotomies which will ensure that no coherent
philosophical system can ever be developed—either by Fichte
or anyone else. But for Hegel, the rigid and absolute dichotomy
still remained, only that, for Fichte, the proposed “synthesis” (a
monism) took place only within the consciousness of the subject.
It was a dogmatic egoism which simply posited ego itself as the
singular ground from which issues the seeming contradiction
between self and world. However, for Fichte, this confrontation

* Georg Wilhelm Friedric Hegel, The Difference between Fichte’s and
Schelling’s System of Philosophy, trans. H. S. Harris and W. Cerf (Albany, NY: State
University of New York Press, 1977).
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freedom ... I do owe Schelling something. For I have learned that I
enjoy traveling.”>*

Looking upon themselves as the heralds of the “new age,” the
Young Hegelians, just as the “Illuminati” or the “Cognoscenti”
of earlier generations, considered themselves as a community
of dedicated intellectuals who scorned the accepted orthodoxies
their time. They were all young. The aged Schelling was a dis-
appointment. Arnold Ruge and Ludwig and Feuerbach were the
oldest participants in the Young Hegelian movement, both in their
thirties when they produced their most important works. David
F. Strauss wrote the Leben Jesu in 1835 when he was but twenty-
seven years old; Bruno Bauer was twenty-eight years old in 1837
when he first met Marx, then nineteen years old, and Friedrich
Engels was twenty-four when he met Marx for the first time.
Cieszkowski was twenty-four when he wrote the Prologemena zur
Historiosophie, and Moses Hess was twenty-five when he wrote Die
heilige Geschichte der Menscheit. Stirner was thirty-six years old
when Der Einzige und Sein Eigentum was published. They seemed
not particularly surprised nor frightened by the angry public reac-
tion to their programs, and all displayed the common confidence
of most reformers and revolutionaries—in this case, a confidence
that bordered upon arrogance. Hegel had earlier forewarned them
as to how “Healthy Common sense” [Gesundmenschenverstand)]
would respond to their unorthodox speculations—their future
plans: Common sense cannot understand speculation; and what
is more, it must come to hate speculation when it has experience
of it; and, unless it is the state of perfect indifference that security
confers, it is bound to detest and persecute it.*> And this was
the case. The Young Hegelians, who chose “the path of doubt”
experienced the punishments of “common sense,” and were often

* Kierkegaard, Journals and Papers, 5:201.
35 Hegel, The Difference between Fichte erence persBerlin. 15. November 1841E,
99-100.
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Anyone who had expected Schelling’s inaugural lecture to set
forth some striking new path for the future of philosophy could
not but be disappointed. Little is to be found of significance in his
mainly rhetorical exercise, and he manages to avoid mentioning
Hegel, although Fichte and Schleiermacher are praised for their
contribution to the “renown and legacy” of German philosophy.
However, as to the present state of affairs, Schelling asks and an-
swers his own question: “Should now this long renowned move-
ment end with a shameful shipwreck, with the destruction of all
great convictions and even philosophy itself? Never!”*? It was not
long before Bakunin drew his conclusion. In a letter to his brother,
he characterized Schelling as being nothing less than a “miserable,
living-dead romantic” (Letter to Paul Bakunin, November 7, 1842).

Kierkegaard, just as Bakunin, had eagerly awaited Schelling’s
arrival in Berlin. His reaction to the tepid first lecture was tepid.
However, his reaction to the second lecture was an Epiphany: “The
embryonic child of thought leapt for joy within me, as in Elizabeth,
when he mentioned the word “actuality” in connection with the
relation of philosophy to actuality”*® But in time, after dutifully
attending thirty-six of Schelling’s lectures, Kierkegaard reached a
breaking point. “Schelling jabbers intolerable twaddle. I think that
“Tll go completely silly if I keep listening to Schelling” He finally
stopped listening on February 3, 1842. A few weeks later, his feel-
ings had not changed: “Schelling talks endless nonsense both in an
extensive and an intensive sense. I am leaving Berlin and hasten-
ing to Copenhagen, but not, you understand, to be bound by a new
tie, oh no, for now I feel more strongly than ever that I need my

*2 Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von Schelling, Erste Vorlesung in Berlin. 15.
November 1841 (Stuttgart: Cotta, 1841), 20.

% Seren Kierkegaard, Journals and Papers. Vol. 5 (Indianapolis: Indiana Uni-
versity Press, 1978); Seren Kierkegaard, Seren Kierkegaards Skrifter, ed. NielsJor-
gen Cappelorn. Vol. 19 (Copenhagen: Gad, 1997), 19:235.
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is merely apparent, as the contradiction between self and world
is merely a creation of the ego itself. For Hegel, such a dogmatic
idealism, which would maintain that the separation between self
and world is merely a contradiction that has been generated by
consciousness itself, is no more feasible than the opposite point of
view, dogmatic materialism.

For Hegel, “Monism” was the original sin of philosophy. It
remains as the fundamental logical error which, in dogmatically
positing a singular thing, drawn from either the “ideal” or the
“real” order, posits it as the ground upon which a comprehensive
philosophic system can be developed. It cannot be done simply
because it cannot comprehend the “other’—depending upon
which singular thing is chosen, which is to be the “thesis” (taken
from either the ideal or the “real” world), the other remains as its
contradictory, its “antithesis.”

Fichte, as Kant, as most other German philosophers, also chose
to be “Idealists,” but Hegel decided to try to pass between the
horns of the IdealistMaterialist dilemma and looked for a middle
ground. He found the path had been earlier suggested by the
ancient philosopher Heraclitus, the “Obscure” In his Lectures on
the History of Philosophy Lectures on the History of Philosophy, he
credited Heraclitus with setting a new logical frame upon which
he developed his own logic:

The advance requisite and made by Heraclitus is the
progression from Being as the first immediate thought,
to the category of Becoming as the second. This is the
first concrete, the Absolute, as in it the unity of oppo-
sites. Thus with Heraclitus the philosophic Idea is to
be met with in its speculative form; the reasoning of
Parmenides and Zeno is abstract understanding. Her-
aclitus was thus universally esteemed a deep philoso-
pher and even was decried as such. Here we see land;
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there is no proposition of Heraclitus which I have not
adopted in my Logic.

Here then is the essential principle of dialectical logic: that the
“unity of opposites”—or the reconciliation of contradictories—is the
ultimate speculative truth, and contradiction is not to be rejected
but rather accepted. The foundation of either/or logic, that which
finds itself expressed in the Cartesian “mind-body” problem, as
well as in Boolean computer logic in which switches are either
“on” or “off” (there is no middle ground), finds its grounding in
the teachings of the Eleatics. But Hegel turned to Heraclitus, the
contemporary of Parmenides, to find another logic, and with it un-
derstood that the idea of “Nothing” was as necessary as the idea of
“Being” to generate the reality of “Becoming,” a reality which was
by its very definition contradictory—it was and it was not.

In Becoming, the Being which is one with Nothing,
and the Nothing which is one with Being, are only van-
ishing factors; they are and they are not so®

That reality is in a constant state of change, of becoming, is
the central ontological principle of Hegelianism. It militates against
any fixity or stability in the real as well as the ideal order—both of
which are congruent “realities” Dialectical logic is both the cause
and effect of this ontology, a logic which refuses to accept the con-
cept that reality is one and unchanging, refusing, in fact to accept
the position of the Eleatics, a position which was immanent in the
dominating the logic of Aristotle, in which the “Principle of Iden-
tity,” that A = A, was unassailable. Hegel’s logic, in theory, was

> Georg Wilhelm Friedric Hegel, Lectures on the History of Philosophy, Vol-
ume 1, trans. E. S. Haldane (Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska, 1995), 279.

§ Georg Wilhelm Friedric Hegel, The Encyclopaedia Logic: Part I of the Ency-
clopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences with the Zustze, trans. T. F. Geraets, W. A.
Suchting, and H. S. Harris (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1991), 145.
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re-surfaced in England in the modified form of “neo-Hegelianism.”
Still confused by Hegel, the English schools turned to “Analytic”
Philosophy for clarification.

During his thirteen years at the University of Berlin, Hegel’s
strong personality and the support of few, but important, liberal
officials held his conservative enemies at bay. Among one of the
most important supporters was Karl von Altenstein (1770-1840),
Prussian Minister of Culture since 1817, who had supported
Hegel’s appointment to the Professorship of Philosophy. There
was also the support of the powerful Minister of Education,
Johannes Schultz (1786-1869). Despite his admitted difficulty in
comprehending Hegel’s philosophy.>® Altenstein, until his death,
loyally continued to support Hegel. Unhappily, for the Hegelian
students and academics, Altenstein died in 1840, and Schultz re-
signed his post. A new Culture Minister was appointed, Theodore
von Eichhorn (1732-1827), who was just as hostile to the Hegelian
school as his close friend, the theological leader of the Pietist
faction, Ernst Wilhelm Hengtenberg (1802-1869). This removal of
bureaucratic support would likely have ensured the final passage
of the school’s waning influence, but the death of the Prussian
King Frederick Wilhelm III, who was not particularly hostile to
Hegelian philosophy, inflicted a “coup de grace” that ended the
vitality of Hegelianism in Prussia. Upon his death, the Crown
Prince ascended the throne as Frederick Wilhelm IV. He neither
understood nor supported Hegelian philosophy, and shortly upon
gaining the Crown, the young romantic and reactionary monarch
defined himself as a “Christian Monarch” and took it upon himself
to put an end to “the dragon seed of Hegelian Pantheism*!' In
proof of this, he called upon the aging Friedrich Schelling, Hegel’s
old rival, to lecture in Berlin.

0 Bigler, The Politics of German Protestantism, 79.
3! Pinkard, Hegel: A Biography, 268.
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followers of Alexander, whose vast Kingdom, upon his death, had
been divided among his “Satraps.” The Hegelians would be the gov-
ernors of the provinces of an intellectual Kingdom, and it was only
left to them to “confirm, proclaim and strengthen the Kingdom of
Thought” In short, there were no more intellectual worlds to con-
quer.?8 The division of the Kingdom was parceled out by the gath-
ering of writings, a “Nachlass,” containing all of the material both
previously published along with his own lecture notes and student
notes. Each subject would be edited by a specific authority in the
field. The project began immediately, and by 1845 the project was
completed. It ran to twenty volumes. Since then, several revised
and even more complete editions have appeared, and the latest and
final collection, edited and fully annotated, has been compiled by
the Hegel-Archiv at the University of Bochum. This edition of the
Werke runs to over forty volumes and is a weighty testament to
Hegel’s reputation. The names of those who first diligently com-
piled his works and notes have largely been forgotten, but they
were the major Hegelians of the times. Of them, Karl Léwith noted:

The majority of the editors of Hegel’s works were Old
Hegelians in the original sense of the school founded
by Hegel, von Henning, Hétho, Forester, Marheineke
as well as Henrichs, C. Daub, Conradi and Schaller.
They preserved Hegel’s philosophy literally, continu-
ing to reproduce it in a uniform manner beyond the
period of Hegel’s personal influence. For the historic
movement of the nineteenth century they are without

significance.?’

Within a few decades, the Hegelian historian, Karl Rosenkranz,
noted, with some dry wit, that he was indeed “the last of the Mo-
hicans” It was not until almost a half century later that the school

B Toews, Hegelianism: The Path toward Dialectical Humanism, 1805-1841,
204.
¥ Lowith, From Hegel to Nietzsche, 51.
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set against the “given,” realities fixed and constrained in their def-
initions, and in practice, meaning that all now “given” will, in the
course of becoming (history) vanish. It is a revolutionary logic.

It is not too much to say that Hegel performs a revolu-
tion in logic. We see that Hegel proposes a new concep-
tion to replace the one that goes back to Greek antiq-
uity... The Hegelian logic is no longer the generalized
form of abstraction as it was during some two millen-
nia from Aristotle to Kant.”

Hegel’s “new conception” of logic could also serve as a basis
of actual revolution, and Lenin praised Alexander Hertzen (1812-
1870) who “rose to a height which placed him on a level with the
greatest thinkers of his time. He assimilated Hegel’s dialectics. He
realized that it was “the algebra of revolution.”® However, it is most
important to realize that the progressive view of dialectical logic
places the articulation of the elements, commonly stated as “thesis,”
“antithesis,” and “synthesis” upon a temporal or historical frame.
This reading characterized the Young Hegelian view, and led inex-
orably to holding that the present time was but a “thesis,” which,
in the course of time would generate its antithesis, generally iden-
tified as the “revolutionary” overthrow of the given (thesis) and
the coming into being of a higher “synthesis.” This final historical
moment would be taken as the necessitated termination of the his-
torical process. That the present moment or state of reality, might
actually be the completed expression of history, was dismissed by
the revolutionary if the present moment seemed to be illogical or
unreasonable—and it always seems so to the revolutionary mind.
An example of this historical reading of the dialectic is found in

7 Tom Rockmore, Before and after Hegel: A Historical Introduction to Hegel’s
Thought (Indianapolis: Hackett, 2003), 113.

8 Vladimir Ilyich Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 18 (Moscow: Progress Publish-
ers, 1975), 18:25-31.
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the mind of Engels, in which the historical antithetical moment, or
revolution is presently necessitated:

In the course of development, all that was previously
real becomes unreal, loses it necessity, its right of ex-
istence, its rationality. And in the place of moribund
reality comes a new, viable reality—peacefully if the
old has enough intelligence to go to its death without
a struggle; forcibly if it resists this necessity. Thus the
Hegelian proposition turns into its opposite through
Hegelian dialectics itself: All that is real in the sphere
of human history, becomes irrational in the process of
time, is therefore irrational by its very destination, is
tainted beforehand with irrationality, and everything
which is rational in the minds of men is destined to
become real, however much it may contradict existing
apparent reality. In accordance with all the rules of the
Hegelian method of thought, the proposition of the ra-
tionality of everything which is real resolves itself into
the other proposition: All that exists deserves to per-
ish.?

Engels wrote this in 1886. However, the seeming nihilistic ele-
ment of Hegel’s philosophy was not so evident in 1818 when he
was invited to assume the Chair of Philosophy at the University
of Berlin, a chair once held by Fichte. Shortly thereafter, in 1820,
Hegel, perhaps following the dialectical ambiguity of his own logic,
or out of prudence, evidently concurred with the rationality of the
established order by writing his Philosophy of Right. It seemed to
confirm his conservative political views, but it might immediately

® Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Philosophy
[Need Page Number (in ‘Part I: Hegel’)].
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Young Hegelians, August von Cieszkowski. Fearful of their own
future, the orthodox religious leaders and political conservatives of
Prussia became even less tolerant of any philosophical doctrines,
such as Hegelianism, which seemed—even if ambiguously—to
support both heresy and political revolution.

Unhappily for the established school, the Chair of Philosophy
at the University of Berlin remained vacant for four years after
the death of Hegel. It was finally filled by Georg Andreas Gabler
(1786-1853), an early student and enthusiastic admirer of Hegel.
However, he displayed as little talent as he did presence and was
hardly a substitute for Hegel. Gabler joined the other followers of
Hegel, who, shortly after his death, bravely tried to defend his di-
alectical speculations against the growing threatening charge that
it was incompatible with Christianity, a charge which has yet to
be clearly refuted. In 1836 Gabler wrote two vague defenses of
“the true philosophy,” De verae philosophiae erga religionem Chris-
tianam pietate and die Ubereinstimmung der Hegelschen Philosophie
mit den christlichen Religionsdogmen nachzuweisen. But the succes-
sor to Hegel proved himself simply unable to assure the orthodox
Pietists that Hegelianism was not a dangerous doctrine. He later
failed in his effort to defend dialectical logic from the Aristotelean
criticisms of Friedrich Adolf Trendelenburg (1802- 1872). One of
the leading figures among the academic Hegelians, Philip Konrad
Marheineke (1780-1846), even went so far as to revise the hegelian
mantra as to the identity of reason and reality by making the com-
promising statement, “The Church is the truth of the State, the State
is the reality of the Church.”?’

Nevertheless, to his followers, Hegel’s unexpected death did not
seem to imply either the death of his philosophy or a threat to their
careers. The academic followers retained, and acted upon, what
Frederick Forster 1791-1868 had said in the course of his eulogy at
Hegel’s funeral. He had envisioned his academic colleagues to the

27 1bid., 80. Cited in Lowith, From Hegel to Nietzsche, 58.
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tal authority was firmly established. Theological issues were no
longer, as they had been mistakenly perceived just prior to the reli-
gious and cultural revolution of the Reformation, as mere “parsons’
quarrels” (Pfaffengezank), but were seen as sources of political dis-
turbance. The link between faith and political life was needed to
support the unstable balance of forces in Metternich’s Europe, par-
ticularly in Prussia, where it was required that theological matters
be carefully monitored and that the political leaning of theology
teachers be seriously examined prior to their appointments by the
government. Needless to say, politically conservative theological
professors found favor. It soon accounted for the growing political
power of the Evangelicals, but it also served to drive some of the
most talented libera students to leave their careers. Among them
were such as Ludwig Feuerbach and Bruno Bauer. They, just as
many other theological students, reacted to the Evangelical threat,
and within a decade, in prestigious universities as Halle or Berlin,
studies had lost many of their students. At the University of Halle,
which in 1828 had 900 theology students, over half of them were
lost by the 1840s, and at the University of Berlin, which in 1830 had
counted 641 students, only 214 were enrolled in 1847. The other
universities reflected these same losses.?®

In July 1830, a year before the death of Hegel, a popular
revolution in France finally put an end to the Bourbon monarchy,
and Charles X was replaced by his cousin, Louis Philip. Two
years later, In June of 1832, another uprising, led by the liberal
factions attempted to depose the new King. This revolution soon
provoked a series of anti-monarchist uprisings throughout Europe.
In Brussels and the Southern Provinces of the United Kingdom of
the Netherlands, further revolts led to the establishment of the
Kingdom of Belgium. The example of the July Revolution also
inspired unsuccessful revolutions in Italy as well as the November
Uprising in Poland, which led to the exile of a future leader of the

% See Bigler, The Politics of German Protestantism, 122.
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be noted that the Philosophy of Right has been the only source for
those who would take Hegel as a conservative thinker.'

The appeal of the work to the conservatives within the Prussian
government is obvious. It ensured that Hegel would avoid any of-
ficial objections to his philosophy during the course of his tenure.
He had not only blunted any fears that his philosophy was a mat-
ter of political concern but even went to assert the legitimacy of
“modern states”—although it was not clear that he had the given
Prussian State in mind:

The state is the actuality of concrete freedom... The
principle of the modern states has prodigious strength
and depth because it allows the principle of subjectiv-
ity to progress to its culmination in the extreme of self-
subsistent personal particularity, and yet at the same
time brings it back to the substantive unity [of the
state].!!

In sum, the “modern state” is the reconciliation, the synthesis,
as it was of two apparent opposites: “self-subsistent personal par-
ticularity” or autonomous individuals with the “substantive unity”
of the state, a compromise, as it were, between anarchy and totali-
tarianism. However, the ambiguity of this particular reconciliation
became evident when it was asked if the Prussian monarchy was
in fact a “modern state,” a “true” or “rational” state deserving to be
accepted as a “real state” The theoretical debate soon evolved into
a dangerous political debate. As one historian stated the issue,

The famous principle of Hegel that “what is real is ra-
tional and what is rational is real” could be interpreted
in two different ways. A static construction served as

10 Gee Jacques d’ Hondt, Hegel in His Time (Lewiston, NY: Broadview, 1995),
29.
"' Hegel, Philosophy of Right, 160-1.
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a justification for all existing institutions. This was the
view taken by the right-wing Hegelians who defended
the rationality of the status quo by the reality of its
existence; the pious romantic-conservatives and their
allies, however, were not interested in the rational jus-
tification of ancient institutions and privileges. And
when left-wing Young Hegelians used the dynamic ex-
planation of Hegel’s principle to denounce all “reality”
of today as the “irrational” of tomorrow, Hegelianism
was declared a dangerous and subversive philosophy

by the religious conservatives.!?

Conservative authorities, in both Church and State, tended
to agree with the thinking of the German historian Henrich Leo
(1799-1878), who held that Hegel was creating “the most danger-
ous enemies of Christian society.”!®> Not unexpectedly the thought
emerged among them that dialectical logic might well serve to
transform the repressive forces holding back a new age. The force
of his “mystical” doctrines, such as the present actuality of the
Absolute Spirit, which could be taken as God, literally “converted”
his students into disciples. As a recent commentator on the effect
of Hegelianism wrote: “to become an authentic Hegelian,” it was
necessary that “a person had to undergo an existential transfor-
mation, a philosophical ‘rebirth’”!* An example of this ‘rebirth’ is
evidenced in the testimony of Bruno Bauer (1809-1882). “Hegel
alone has given back peace and certainty to my unsteady spirit.
From the first moment I heard them, his lectures held me chained
and seemed to present nothing new but only the explanation of

'2 Robert M. Bigler, The Politics of German Protestantism: The Rise of the Protes-
tant Church Elite in Prussia, 1815—-1848 (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1972), 188.

" Ibid., 82.

! John Edward Toews, Hegelianism: The Path toward Dialectical Humanism,
1805-1841 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985), 90ff.
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ifested itself in Hegelianism. The history of philosophy is but the
record of the advance of that philosophy to its own maturity, and
so it is similar to the process wherein “the man, the youth, and the
child, are all one and the same individual,” so all previous philoso-
phies can be said to have come to arrive at a final result in the
maturity of Hegelianism.?> However, for his followers, this conclu-
sion still left open the question of what is to be done with this “true
theory”?

Those who maintained the independence of Hegelianism as a
theoretical knowledge independent of the course of history have
been termed “Old Hegelians.” Directly after Hegel’s death, they im-
mediately set about to compile his writings and lecture notes into a
canon. This task, along with the explication of their meaning, into
what might be termed a “midrash,” has continued until the present.
Most conservative Hegelians are, just as their ancestors, mainly
found populating academic departments, and share their common
interest in various learned societies. It is not, of course, expected
that they fully agree on every point, but they do agree, as much as
philosophers can agree, that Hegelianism is to be accepted as the
true and final philosophy, and they will abide by Hegel’s dictum
that philosophy must avoid the “desire to teach the world what it
ought to be”—and so avoid turning “Hegelianism” into a progres-
sive ideology subordinated to social-political forces.

At the time of Hegel’s tenure at the University of Berlin, the
study of theology was an absolute requirement for entering into
clerical duties, either pastoral or academic, but there was yet an-
other requirement: political correctness. The connection between
orthodox Christian faith and Prussian political conservatism had
been established two decades earlier, in 1815, a “Holy Alliance” be-
tween the emperors of Russia, Austria, and the King of Prussia.
With it, the link between theological orthodoxy and governmen-

% See Stefano Franchi, “Telos and Terminus: Hegel and the End of Philoso-
phy,” Idealistic Studies 28, no. 1/2 (1998): 35—46.
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During his time at the university Hegel’s strong personality and
the support of few, but important, liberal officials held his conserva-
tive enemies at bay. Among one of the most important supporters
was Karl von Altenstein, Prussian Minister of Culture, who since
1817, had supported Hegel’s appointment to the Professorship of
Philosophy, as was also the case with the powerful Minister of Edu-
cation, Johannes Schultz. Despite his admitted difficulty in compre-
hending Hegel’s philosophy, Altenstein loyally continued, until his
death in 1840, to support Hegel. There seemed to be little to worry
about, for at the time of his death, Hegel, and his philosophy, was
held in high regard, enjoying both political and academic support.
It was a good time to be a Hegelian, and as a contemporary histo-
rian described it, “One was either a Hegelian or a barbarian, idiot,
laggard and hateful empiricist ... when in the eyes of the Prussian
ministry of culture and learning it was considered nearly a crime
not to be a Hegelian"%3

The division of Hegelian philosophy is based on its own logi-
cal premise that everything contains its own negation. Given this
premise, a question emerges: is Hegelianism itself subject to its
own logic? It would seem so, as it should contain its own negation.
So, the question as to the future of this Hegelianim was to be read
became a divisive issue upon its founder’s death. Would it divide
into two schools of thought? Might it well be lost and absorbed
into a new “Philosophy of the Future”?**

If this is the case, does it mean that “Hegelians” are just as philo-
sophically obsolete as “Platonists”? Hegel’s answer to this ques-
tion was ambiguous, or at least was seen as such by his immediate
followers, who soon after his death expectedly divided into two
schools. They were in agreement that there is but one fundamen-
tal philosophy, and after centuries of development, it finally man-

» Rudolf Haym, Hegel Und Seine Zeit (Berlin: Rudolph Gaertner, 1857), 4.
# Feuerbach, Principles of the Philosophy of the Future. Trans. Manfred Vogel
(Indianapolis, IN, Hackett Classics, 1986).
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that of which knowledge is inherent in each of us’'® Wilhelm
Vatke (1806-1882), later a theology Professor at the university,
was even more impressed by Hegel’s lectures. As he wrote to his
brother, “You will think I am insane when I tell you that I see God
face to face, but it is true. The transcendent has become immanent
... Oh, if T could only describe to you how blessed I am.” !¢

As a recent biographer of Hegel observed, regarding the
widespread reverence accorded to Hegel, it was “clear that
Hegelianism had become something more than just an academic
doctrine.!” In fact it had become a religion.

Ernst Wilhelm Hengstenberg (1802-1869) was a German
Lutheran churchman and neo-Lutheran theologian and leader
of Berlin’s orthodox clergy. He well understood the threat of
Hegelianism, and had earlier warned his fellow clerics that it was
possible “that this devotion to Hegelian philosophy will in the
near future develop into a much more diabolical force than the
declining rationalism... It is our holy duty to watch out and to
attack immediately.”!8

As if in confirmation of Hengstenberg’s warning, in the year
before Hegel’s death, one of his young followers, Ludwig Feuer-
bach (1804-1872), revealed the effects of Hegel’s “diabolical force”
in a lengthy and provocative essay, “Thoughts on Death and Im-
mortality”!” The essay clearly bears the thought which, from its

15 Bauer Bauer, “Lebenslauf” in Bruno Bauer: Studien Und Materialien, ed.
Ernst Barnikol. Assen: Van Gorcum, 1972. Cited in Harold E. Mah, The End of
Philosophy, the Origin of “Ideology”: Karl Marx and the Crisis of the Young Hegelians
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1987), 46.

16 Cited in Toews, Hegelianism: The Path toward Dialectical Humanism, 1805—
1841, 91.

" Terry Pinkard, Hegel: A Biography (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2001), 660.

'8 Mah, The End of Philosophy, the Origin of tantismrm,” 48.

! Ludwig Feuerbach, Thoughts on Death and Immortality, trans. James A.
Massey (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1981) [Feuerbach, Gedanken
Uber Tod Und Unsterblichkeit.].
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first clear expression in the Preface to the Phenomenology until his
final lectures, directed Hegelianism: that the World Spirit is now
at a critical turning point, and that what has been given is but the
thesis to a new age, an age which is to be taken as opposed to the
old—the same thought is found in Feuerbach’s Thoughts on Death
and Immortality. The translator and commentator of this work have
expressed its central theme:

Feuerbach is certain that Hegel’s philosophy contains
nothing less than the seeds of a new epoch in world
history ... the new epoch can be established only by
direct attack; in order to be effective enough to up-
root the old assumptions and become humanity’s new
mode of perception.?’

Adding to his popularity among his liberal acquaintances, there
was his revolutionary logic, which powered his whole philosophy,
a logic which required the “overthrow” of the given—which, to his
students at that time and place, was the “given” of an orthodox
Pietism, and a divinely established monarchy—neither of which
had any claim upon either reason or reality. But during his life-
time, Hegel’s personal reputability, just as his philosophy, seemed
distant from any suggestions that his thought might be a danger to
the established order. That was to change.

From the beginning of his teaching career in Jena until the final
year of his life, Hegel envisioned his philosophy as “the inward
birth-place of the spirit which will later arrive as actual form” and
that this demand was “the demand of all time and of Philosophy.
A new epoch has arisen in the world?! It is evident that Hegel
considered his own thought to be the long-awaited arrival of Spirit
as “actual form,” and he concluded his comprehensive history of

20 Feuerbach, Thoughts on Death and Immortality, xxi.
2! Hegel, Lectures on the History of Philosophy, Volume 1, 55.
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philosophical thought, not with a resume of his own thought, but
with a final command—a “summons” to his students:

I have tried to develop and bring before your thoughts
this series of successive spiritual forms pertaining to
Philosophy in its progress and to indicate the connec-
tion between them. This series is the true kingdom of
spirits, the only kingdom of spirits that there is— ...
This long process is formed by the individual pulses
which beat its life; they are the organism of our sub-
stance, an absolutely necessary progression, which
expresses nothing less than the nature of spirit itself,
and which lives in us all. We have to give ear to its
urgency—when the mole that is within forces its way
on—and we have to make it a reality. It is my desire
that this history of philosophy should contain for you
a summons to grasp the spirit of the time [Zeitgeist],
which is present in us by nature, and—each in his
own place—consciously to bring it from its natural
condition, Le., from its lifeless seclusion, into the light

of day."??

In this final statement, the essentially revolutionary character
of his “summons” is undeniable, and as his students thought the
same, Stirner cites Hegel’s “summons” in his review of Bauer’s
Trumpet of the Last Judgment. So also did his opponents. Hegel’s
disciples, mainly young theological students with a weak hold
upon doctrinaire belief, were now given the idea that they were
called upon bring forth a “new epoch” in the world. They had been
invited, if not commanded, to become the first disciples of the
Absolute Spirit, which had become incarnate in the philosophy of
Hegel.

%2 Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, Lectures on the History of Philosophy, Vol-
ume 3, trans. E. S. Haldane (Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska, 1995), 553.
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A case in point was the debate between the Evangelical reading
and the rationalist reading of the conception of Jesus—a critical or
reflective reading of the events surrounding the virgin birth of the
Christ. For the supernaturalists the story is, or at least must be,
taken as an authentic account of what actually occurred. But for
Strauss, neither faith (which was in itself no rational explication)
nor strained attempts to explain putative miracles as merely the
effect of natural causes were satisfactory. The key to his Hegelian
reconciliation of the two antithetical views was found by taking
each of the “miraculous” episodes in turn and demonstrating that
in every instance they were ultimately the products of a fusion
between a real natural event and the subjective religious inspira-
tion of the one who took the event as a miracle. The product, the
miracle, Strauss termed a “Myth.” Myths were not falsehoods, but
merely a form of religious perception. Naturalistic attempts to ex-
plain miracles, as with Paulus, had been encouraged by the success
of empirical science since the Enlightenment, which took “objectiv-
ity” as its normative stance. However, this very objectivity had led
to the discounting of the important role that religious subjectiv-
ity played in creating the miracle stories. Strauss, who proceeded
to critically examine every episode in the life of Jesus concluded
that the whole of the gospel narratives were fundamentally mythic
creations grounded in the messianic expectations of the Old Testa-
ment authors and generated under the press of religious enthusi-
asm. The basic stories were fictional, but “without evil design”—the
reference here being to the notorious life of Jesus composed by the
theologian Herman S. Reimarus (1694-1768). His work, Apologie
oder Schutzschrift fiir die verniinftigen Verehrer Gottes (“Apologia
or Defense for the Rational Believers of God”), discovered in frag-
mentary form by Gotthold Ephraim Lessing (1729-1781), presented
a shocking reading of the life of Jesus, whom he viewed as simply
one suffering under the delusion that he was the expected Messiah.
After his crucifixion, his followers concealed his body and then de-
clared his Resurrection—which, once believed, ensured their own
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victorious—“Victory or defeat—between the two alternatives the
fate of the combat wavers. [Siegen oder Unterliegen—zwischen
beiden Wechselfillen schwankt das Kampfgeschick.] For Hegel
the struggle was resolved in the rising consciousness of the stoic
mind, an inward acceptance, an “atarxia” and in this Stirner
followed Hegel. Stoicism was a necessary stage marking the
emergence of the individual from the struggle, but the stoic shape
of consciousness will give way to the skeptical mind, which then
advances to the unstable “unhappy consciousness [ungliickliches
Bewusstsein]” of the religious mind. It is only after this unhappy
shape of consciousness is overcome by reason that absolute
self-affirmation is reached. Stirner restated the Hegelian pattern
of the battle throughout The Ego, and the deadly struggle between
the Master and Servant will find its expression not only on the
level of the individual but within the total social and cultural
world as well:

Political liberalism abolished the inequality of masters
and servants: it made people masterless, anarchic. The
master was now removed from the individual, the
“egoist,” to become a ghost—the law or the state. Social
liberalism abolishes the inequality of possession, of
the poor and rich, and makes people possessionless or
propertyles... But, since the master rises again as state
the servants appears again as subject [aber der Herr
als Staat wieder aufersteht so erscheint der Diener als
Untertan wieder].3!

As Hegel once confessed to being the spiritual son of Goethe, it
is appropriate for Stirner to use a line from Goethe to both begin
and to end his book: “Ich hab’ mein’ Sach’ auf Nichts gestellt,”?

*' Ego, p. 85 in Leopold pdf issue of Ego, also in 170 Einziger.
32 Goethe (1749-1832) wrote the poem “Vanitas! Vanitatum Vanitas!” in 1806
as a parody of the church hymn “Ich hab’ mein’ Sach’ Gott heimgestellt” (‘I have
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which translates into “T have set my cause upon nothing” We can
now say that it is more than a bit of literary decoration, for it en-
capsulates the view of both Hegel and Stirner in regard to the fun-
damental nature of pure subjectivity. The opening lines of The Ego
are directly followed by a brief and striking prefatory declaration
of his egoism, in which all “causes” [Sache] other than those given
toward his own self-interest, are rejected. From this point, the book
immediately proceeds to its first chapter, A Human Life [Ein Men-
schenleben], and with this the central theme of The Ego is set out.
It is telling that at the very onset of “A Human Life” there is a
passage which cannot but be taken as autobiographical. It reflects
Stirner’s own experience, but can lend itself to the human struggle
for individual freedom:

Behind the rod, mightier than it, stands our—obduracy,
our obdurate courage. By degrees we get at what is
back of everything that was mysterious and uncanny
to us, the mysteriously-dreaded might of the rod,
the father’s stern look, etc., and back of all we find
our ataraxia—our imperturbability, intrepidity, our
counter forces, our odds of strength, our invincibil-
ity. Before that which formerly inspired in us fear
and deference we no longer retreat shyly, but take
courage. Back of everything we find our courage, our
superiority; back of the sharp command of parents
and authorities stands, after all, our courageous
choice or our outwitting shrewdness. And the more
we feel ourselves, the smaller appears that which
before seemed invincible. And what is our trickery,
shrewdness, courage, obduracy? What else but—mind
! [Geist]

placed all I have with God”) by Johann Pappus (1549-1610). Hegel and Goethe
were well aquainted.
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Strauss accepted Hegel’s treatment of the natural religious con-
scious as set out in the Phenomenology (which he had twice read in
its entirety), which took that consciousness as finding satisfaction
in the form of imaginative images, of “miraculous visions,” which
served as the content of a mythic narrative. The ordinary and nat-
ural religious mind could not, of itself, ascend to a higher form of
spiritual life, for it could only look upon philosophic questioning
as the feared antithesis to the security of common belief.

In accord with the principles of dialectical logic, the total work
was planned to have three major sections, set out in three distinct,
separate volumes. In 1832, he set out his proposal in a letter to his
friend Christian Méarklin (1807-1849): “The whole thing would fall
reasonably into three parts ..., a traditional, a critical, and dogmatic
part, or, into a directly positive, a negative, and a part which would
recover the true positive” This “true positive” is always the desired
result of dialectical logic, but it is always a vague and elusive con-
clusion, as it was with Struass’s final identification of Mankind
with Christ. Only the negative moment held Strauss’s interest, that
same negative, antithetical, and revolutionary moment which held
the interests of all revolutionary reformers—among them being the
Young Hegelians. Strauss never examined either the “traditional”
life or the “true positive” life of Jesus but found his interests sat-
isfied in the life of Jesus “critically examined.” As he noted in the
same letter, “But the dance really gets started in the second critical
part” Needless to say, all revolutionary reformers, and Strauss was
of them, have good intentions. Strauss intended his criticism as a
beneficial medication:

Strauss’s aim was to uncover the basic truth, not
to demonstrate the falseness, of Christianity. He
preferred not to lead men away from Christianity
but to lead them up to the next stage of spiritual
development from Christianity.!°

19 Brazill, The Young Hegelians, 102.
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lose his way among them; the style is simple and
picturesque, sometimes ironical. But always dignified
and distinguished.’

The work itself, insofar as it treated the biblical narratives re-
garding the life of Jesus as largely mythic, was not particularly
original. That had been done well before Strauss, in Enlightenment
France by C. Francois de Volney (1742-1820) and Charles-Francois
Dupuis (1742-1809). However, it made Strauss’s work not only
more original but it was firmly cast within the frame of Hegel’s
dialectical logic. This gave the work a coherency and a compelling
power that could never be obtained by any mere eclectic gathering
of biblical events set under the category of “myths.”

For Strauss, philosophic critique, taken as antithetical to com-
mon belief, was the only antidote to dogmatic religious stagnation.
It was again a matter of taking “healthy human understanding,” in
this case common faith under philosophic analysis so as to elevate
the latent Idea, or Begrift of Christianity into full consciousness,
into the “true positive.” Strauss, just as all of the revolutionaries
seeking to bring about a new and more rational world, had first to
criticize the old, and this meant that the total traditional acceptance
of the Gospel stories had to be recast—and this required a complete
criticism of what had previously been taken as the authentic life of
Jesus, and so, as the subtitle of his work indicates the life of Jesus
was to be “Critically examined.” The orthodox “given” was to be ren-
dered into a coherent and complete philosophic concept—a concep-
tual synthesis, which fused the myriad contradictions found in the
historical life of Jesus. This was nothing less than a revolution, but
however unpleasant such a purging of comforting traditions might
be, it was intended to remove the illusions that clouded the minds
of dogmatic Christians. In short, it was, as all Young Hegelian pro-
grams, set upon the goal of redeeming Humanity.

° Albert Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus (New York: Macmillan
Publishing Co., 1968), 78.
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If one seeks the emotional ground upon which found later ex-
pression throughout Stirner’s works, it is in this statement. It is
his stoic “ataraxia,” his stoic response to the “mysteriously dreaded
might of the rod”—for “the more we feel ourselves, the smaller ap-
pears that which before seemed invincible” The egoist Stirner had
come to himself—and he was never intimidated by either the Old
or the New God.

The first chapter of The Ego can only be understood by seeing
the hand of Hegel in its creation, as both share the same quadratic
pattern; There are four distinct ages in the course of human life:
childhood (Kinde), adolescence (Jiingling), maturity (Mann), and
old age (Greis), and each age will manifest a clear and specific
attitude toward the relationship between the individual and their
world. Hegel and Stirner not only agree to the same quadratic pat-
tern but even as to the way which each age will look upon the world
in which they live. Stirner’s Menchenleben is the mirror of Hegel’s
“der natiirliche Verlauf der Lebensalter”—the natural course of in-
dividual history.

For both, the first stage of human life begins with the conscious-
ness of the child, an age of innocent inner peace, a period of accep-
tance and unreflective activity. Hegel described the mind of a child
as “mind wrapped up in itself” [“in sich eigehiillten Geiste”] and “a
time of natural harmony.” Stirner restates this:

The fairest part of childhood passes without the
necessity of coming to blows with reason ... and
we are deaf to good arguments and principles.[Die
schonste Kindheit geh voriiber, ohne dafl Wir nétig
hiatten, Uns mit der Vernunft herumzuschlagen ... und
gegen die guten Griinde, Grundsitze, u.s.w. sind Wir
taub.].allem finder Wir Unsere—Ataraxie]

For Stirner, the first threat to the mind of the child is cast in
the form of a concrete physical enemy—a form that demands obe-
dience under the threat of physical punishment. It is only after
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this enemy is overcome by the stubbornness of the child [its Trotz
or Eigensinn] that the emergence of the stoic consciousness takes
place. This consciousness is marked by the Stoic Ataraxia, which
no longer cares for the threats or promises of the physical world.
It has overcome the world—for “back of all we find our ataraxia—
our imperturbability, intrepidity, our counter forces, our odds of
strength, our invincibility.

The first stages of the Slave’s [Knecht] development of self-
consciousness are found in the slave’s (or child’s) display of
reluctance, an obstinacy, toward fulfilling the commands of the
Master [Herr]. The passage from childhood to maturity and
freedom, as given in either Hegel’s Lebenslauf or Stirner’s Ein
Menschenleben is first manifested in childish obstinacy [Trotz],
which is merely resistant to the threats of the other, now finds
itself confronted by another thereat, this born in its own mind—the
abstract ideals of the adolescent mind. It suffers under, as Hegel
understands it, the domination of “Ideals, Imaginations, Oughts,
Hopes, etc” [Ideale, Einbildungen, Sollen, Hoffnungen, u.s.f.]. In
short, for Stirner, just as Hegel, the end of childhood brings forth
another, and even more powerful, enemy than the physical—
abstract “Ideals.”

In Stirner’s “Ein Menchenleben” this might be said to be the first
movement of consciousness that rises up against the “gefiirchtete
Macht der Rute, der strengen Meine des Vaters” This first move-
ment is to be seen in the child’s obstinacy [Trotz]. Hegel under-
stands the slave’s stubborness [Eigensinn] as a “freedom, which
still remains placed within slavery” [“ein Freiheit, welche noch in-
nerhalb der Knechtschaft stehen bleibt”]. This obstinacy or stub-
bornness is not independence, but it does prefigure the coming of
the stoic mind. When this stage is reached, there is a consciousness
of one’s freedom from physical determination, an Ataraxia which is
merely the subjective mind knowing itself not to be of the physical
world. The refusal to obey parental authority [Herrschaft] signals
the coming of the adolescent mind. Developed Stoicism is only the
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few days prior to Hegel’s death, Returning to Tiibingen in the sum-
mer of 1832, Strauss accepted a position as an assistant lecturer in
the theological college when he lectured on logic and metaphysics,
ethics, and philosophy since Kant. All of his lectures, set out from
a Hegelian standpoint, were fully appreciated by his students—less
so by the philosophy faculty who viewed the young theologian as
an unwelcome guest. His religious orthodoxy, just as Hegel’s, was
suspect—with good reason. As early as 1828, he had cast aside a
central Christian dogma. He wrote, after writing an essay submit-
ted in a student prize-contest on the “Resurrection of the Dead,”
that “as I made the last full stop, it was clear to me that there was
nothing in the whole idea of the resurrection”” By 1830 “any active
faith which he might have had in the traditional Christian beliefs
had been completely destroyed.”

By the fall of 1833, weary of the academic squabbles and de-
siring to have the time to write something he had long wanted to
write, a life of Jesus, he resigned from his teaching post. It is hard
to believe that this major work was ready for publication by the
fall of 1834. Strauss was then only twenty-seven years old.

It was published on June 1, and by June 11, the Director of Stud-
ies at Tiibingen petitioned that the work of the young tutor be of-
ficially questioned as to its compatibility with Christian doctrine.
Needless to say, it was not, and so began the ending of Strauss’s
academic and clerical career.

This first work is a brilliantly lucid study, and as Albert
Schweitzer wrote:

Considered as a literary work, Strauss’ first Life of
Jesus is one of the most perfect things in the whole
range of learned literature. In over fourteen hundred
pages he has not a superfluous phrase; his analysis
descends to the minutest details, but he does not

7 Harris, David Friedrich Strauss and His Theology, 119.
® Ibid., 20.
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mere criticism, as with the philosophes of the Enlightenment the
dialectic drove toward a higher synthesis. Without this press to
a conclusion, the work would not have been a “revolution” but
simply another Enlightenment gathering of negative readings
without resolution or meaning. Strauss’s criticism went beyond
the criticism of a Voltaire, or a Bayle, or a Lessing as it was more
than a mere criticism, but a speculative, dialectical criticism which
led to a conclusion, a “true positive” “Criticism” became, along
with “Praxis,” a term that was particularly significant among the
Young Hegelians, as it was not taken as simple negativity, but
rather a negativity which had a positive conclusion. The term had
one of final echoes in 1845, with the first work of Marx and Engels,
ironically titled The Holy Family or Critique of Critical Criticism:
Against Bruno Bauer and Company.

Strauss’s work marked the end of the “Accomodationalists,” and
as Marheineke, who led them, correctly, if grimly, noted “We will
never recover.”® He was correct. Never again were the conservative
Hegelians to regain the official approval which they had enjoyed
during Hegel’s tenure, and once being identified as “rationalists”
by the “Christian-German” followers of the new king they became
academic pariah.

Not unexpectedly, even if Strauss had not declared it to be the
case, The Life of Jesus had all of the markings of a Hegelian treatise
for he had been a devoted admirer and student of Hegel’s philos-
ophy from almost the beginning of his academic career. In 1825,
just as Hegel before him, he began his studies in theology at the
University of Tubingen. After graduation, in 1830, he went on to
become an assistant to a country preacher and the professor of
Latin, history, at two Evangelical seminaries. His efforts to adjust
his weakening hold on Christian dogmas as well as his own de-
sire to study philosophy, led him travel to Berlin, where he could
study philosophy with Hegel as his teacher, but he arrived only a

S Bigler, The Politics of German Protestantism, 117.
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consciousness of one’s freedom from all physical coercions; it is
a negative freedom, a freedom from an actual encounter with the
corporeal world. The identity of the child with the sensuous world
has been lost, and a new world of mind has been obtained. How-
ever, it only the beginning of the path that consciousness must
take on its journey to realized freedom. It must first pass over into
skepticism and then into the “Das ungliickliche Bewusstsein.” It
is only after this final and tormented “shape of consciousness” is
negated and transcended (aufgehoben) that the freedom of reason
will be realized. I would propose that this long phenomenological
passage, Hegel’s “highway of despair and path of doubt” was fol-
lowed to its final conclusion by Stirner. But whether or not this pas-
sage from childhood to adolescence, as given in Hegel’s Lebenslauf
or in Stirner’s “Ein Menschenleben” is or is not accomplished with
a struggle, it arrives at a new threat to conscious freedom. This new
threat is expressed, as Hegel understands it, as the domination of
“Ideals, Imaginations, Oughts, Hopes, etc.” [Ideale, Einbildungen,
Sollen, Hoffnungen, u.s.f.]” In short, for Stirner, just as Hegel, the
end of childhood brings forth yet another, and more powerful, en-
emy than the physical—abstract “Ideals” And so,

As in childhood one had to overcome the resistance of
the laws of the world, so now in everything that he pro-
poses he is met by an objection of the mind, of reason,
of his own conscience. [Hitte man in der Kindheit den
Widerstand der Weltgesetze zu bewiltigen, so stofit
man nun bei allem, was man vorhat, auf eine Einrede
des Geistes, der Vernunft, des eignene Gewissens.]®

Both stoic and adolescent are locked in a world of their own
making, in a world created when a painful physical reality has been
rejected. But then it follows that these “free” thoughts turn them-
selves against the very mind which gave them birth. They alien-

» Ego, p. 3 in Leopold PDF.
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ate themselves from the mind which produced them and set them-
selves in opposition to that mind. (The theme of estrangement [Ent-
fremdung] is not uncommon among the Young Hegelians.) Hence-
forth, as Stirner notes, “Our course of action is determined by our
thoughts (ideas, conceptions, faith) as it is in childhood by the com-
mands of our parents” [Unser Thaten richten sich nach Unsern
Gedanken (Ideen, Vorstelllungen, Glauben), wie in der Kindheit
nach den Befehlen der Eltern”]. However, in this very overcom-
ing, in which the stoic is cast back into their own thoughts of the
world, abstract thought becomes the new reality—thoughts which
are necessarily opposed to the actuality of the physical world. The
stoic consciousness plays the same role in the historical passage
from slavery to final reason and freedom that the young adoles-
cent plays in the phenomenological passage to maturity.

Just as the stoic, the adolescent consciousness rejects the
sensuous world in favor of the world of thought. From this
rejection there naturally follows a critical attitude toward that
rejected object-world of childhood. In short, the innocent Kind
has developed into the critical and often rebellious Jiingling. Here
are Stirner’s words concerning the mind of the Jiingling:

Mind is the name of the first self-discovery, the first
undeification of the divine; that is, of the uncanny,
the spooks, the “powers above” Our fresh feeling
of youth, this feeling of self, now defers to nothing;
the world is discredited, for we are above it, we are
mind. [Geist heifit die erste Selbstfindung, die erste
Entgétterung des Gottlichen, d.h. des Unheimlichen,
des Spuks, der ‘obern Michte! Unserem frischen
Jugendgefiihl, diesem Selbstgefiihl, imponiert nun
nichts mehr: die Welt ist in Verruf erklart, denn Wir
sind uber ihr, sind Geist.]

In Hegel’s words:
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frontal assault, so that like the temple of Jerusalem,
not one stone remained upon another”!

More than one biblical scholar would agree that the work was
“to cleave nineteenth century theology into two eras—before and
after 1835”2 It was a “work of such epoch-making significance that
to this day theological writers acknowledge 1835 as “the year of
the revolution of modern theology”® From the moment it was pub-
lished, the work provoked a heated and invariably negative reac-
tion from orthodox biblical scholars. The theological revolution
came just four years after the death of Hegel. The publication of
Strauss’s Life of Jesus confirmed what the leading Pietist, Hegen-
stenburg, had earlier predicted: “The Hegelian philosophy will in
the near future develop into a much more diabolical force than the
declining rationalism ... it is our holy duty to watch out and to
attack immediately.*—and the counter-attack began almost imme-
diately after the appearance of the Life.

There had been a number of critical studies directed against
Hegel’s philosophy well before Strauss’s work appeared as well
as a number of sympathetic studies (e.g., Goschel’s Aphorismen of
1829), but whereas the former took a stance against Hegel and the
latter more or less repeated Hegel, Strauss was the first to attempt
to apply the critical logic of Hegel toward a rational reading of the
gospel narratives.’

It was Hegel’s revolutionary logic which elevated Strauss’s
reading of the gospels into a “revolution of modern theology”
for without the dialectical thrust which reached beyond the

! Horton Harris, David Friedrich Strauss and His Theology (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1973), 2.

% Ibid., 20.

3 Richard S. Cromwell, David Friedrich Strauss and His Place in Modern
Thought (New Jersey: Burdick Publishers, 1974), 51.

* Bigler, The Politics of German Protestantism, 108.

> See Karl Rosenkranz’s G.W.F. Hegels Leben (1844; reprinted, Berlin: 1944),
422fF.
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Chapter 4: The First Step

DAVID FREDERICH STRAUSS, 1808-1874

From the beginning, my critique of the life of Jesus was
closely tied to the Hegelian philosophy.

In 1835, a brilliant theological study was published, with the
rather innocent title of The Life of Jesus Critically Examined. Give
full reference to Life of Jesus, it was written by a young and little
known theologian, David Friedrich Strauss, a recent graduate of
the Protestant Seminary in Tibingen. Today it is difficult to even
imagine the wave of public and political excitement, which erupted
upon the appearance of Strauss’s work.

Thrown like a fire-bomb into the tinder-dry pietistic
forest of Wiittemberg, it was indeed not surprising
that the Life of Jesus ignited a conflagration which
quickly spread through the whole of Germany. What
is fact roused the anger of the orthodox was not the
Hegelian conclusion ... but the fact that Strauss’ book
— if its conclusions be accepted—would demolish the
whole historical foundation of the Christian faith.
The bastion of which the Reformation had been built
now seemed to have been completely undermined,
and the mighty fortress about to collapse. Those who
had set their faith on the biblical Christ now learnt
that practically nothing could be known about the
historical Jesus. God, Christ, the Bible—all appeared to
have been overthrown by the intensity of the daring
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The content of the ideal imbues the youth with the feel-
ing of the power to act; he therefore fancies himself
called and qualified to transform the world, or at least
to put the world back on the right path from which, so
it seems to him, it has strayed.34

This “Jugendgefiihl” as “Selbstgefiihl” which places the youth
from the standpoint of “the heavenly” forms a major basis of his
critique of the Young Hegelian “praxis” as an adolescent project—a
dangerous enthusiasm only to be understood as such by the mature
individual.

For Stirner, as well as Hegel, the clearest expression of that
adolescent “feeling of the power to act” that fancies itself able to
“transform the world” could be found in lesser or greater degree
within every radical revolutionary to be found in history, and
Stirner perceived it most clearly among his contemporaries, the
“Junghegelianer”—and they were young and inspired:

To bring to light the pure thought, or to be of its party,
is the delight of youth; and all the shapes of light in the
world of thought, like truth, freedom, humanity, Man,

illumine and inspire the youthful soul.®

Hegel shared Stirner’s doubts as to the youth of his own time,
particularly those whose revolutionary enthusiasm had been justi-
fied by the emotional addresses of Professor Fries during the 1818
Wartburg Festival. It was a prelude to the 1848 German Revolution,
and Fries shallow doctrine was simply based upon “the brew and
stew of the “heart, friendship, and inspiration.” The excited students
had been easily led by Fries to set their abstract ideals in opposition
to the concrete demands of actual reality:

3 Para 396.
35 Ego, 6.
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At first (i.e. especially in youth) a man chafes at the
idea of resolving on a particular social position, and
looks upon this as a restriction on his universal char-
acter and as a necessity imposed on him purely ab ex-
tra. This is because his thinking is still of that abstract
kind which refuses to move beyond the universal and
so never reaches the actual. It does not realise that if
the concept is to be determinate, it must first of all ad-
vance into the distinction between the concept and its
real existence and thereby into determinacy and par-
ticularity (see §7)—It is only thus that the concept can
win actuality and ethical objectivity.>

In short, abstract idealism must come to terms with actual real-
ity, but for the youth this is but a welcome compromise, a descent
into cynicism, for if you just compare a man with a youth, and see
if he will not appear to you harder, less magnanimous, more self-
ish. Is he therefore worse? No, you say; he has only become more
definite, or, as you also call it, more “practical.” But the main point
is this, that he makes himself more the center than does the youth,
who is infatuated about other things, for example, God, fatherland,
and so on.”’

With Hegel, manhood emerges when the youth finally
recognizes “his true relation to his environment, recognizing
the objective necessity and reasonableness of the world as he
finds it—a world no longer incomplete” [“zu dem wahrhaften
Verhiltnif}, der Anerkennung der objectiven Nothwendigkeit
und Verniiftigkeit der bereits vorhandenen, fertigen Welt”]. If,
however, the youth does not accept the painful transition into
the life of a philistine®® and so “concern himself with details” the
youth will fall into a “hypochondia,” obsessive anxiety which can

% Hegel’s Philosophy of Right, 197.
¥ Ego, 6.
% Zu, p. 396.
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moral code of the people [Vilkermoral] and a moral-
ity of the people [Volkersittlicheit]. Finally, mankind
itself, which even now might not yet consider itself a
community, will then gather together into a real and
living organism of humanity, which might well be
called, in its highest sense, a church.

No one among the Young Hegelians could have expressed the
millennial expectations of that early post-Hegelian world better
than Cieszkowski, and all of them, with the exception of Stirner,
accepted them. And he was not at all sanguine about the future—
which would be his future:

The men of the future will yet fight their way to many
a liberty that we do not even miss. What do you need
that later liberty for? If you meant to esteem yourself
as nothing before you had become a human being, you
would have to wait until the “last judgment,” until the
day when man, or humanity, shall have attained per-
fection. But, as you will surely die before that, what
becomes of your prize of victory?*’

In short, what does this future “perfection” mean to the present
individual? Stirner never mentions Cieszkowski.

% Ego, p. 74.
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indices that mankind was even then “entering into an epoch of
creativity” (122). It would also be the epoch of wonders, such as
“the true rehabilitation of matter,” in which “sensible appearance
will lose its worthlessness” by reason of being infused with
creative thought, praxis. This new relationship of man to nature
does not mean “a reversion and decline to a life of nature, but
a drawing forth and elevation of natural life to our own.” This
new naturality will ultimately lift itself “to a yet richer artistic life
[Kunstlebenj]” (144).

Further, the new age will not only see man and nature recon-
ciled, but men acting in concord with one another. Men will lose
their egoistic isolation and win altruistic sociality:

Man will exchange his previous abstractness and will
kat’ exochén to a social individual. The naked I will
lose its generality and fix itself to an existentially com-
plete [concreten verhaltnissreichen] person. (133)

Naturally, all present moral relationships, such as the family
and civil society, will undergo radical transformations, which will
rid them of their present “onesidedness and limitations.” And as the
past has only known two abstract moral institutions, the Roman
legal structure and the Christian Church, the future will bring forth
a new “concrete sphere” of morality, which will both purge and
perfect these earlier forms of ethical life.

Two visions, one concerning the future of the state and the
other concerning the future of mankind, conclude Cieszkowski’s
speculations and the Prolegomena zur Historiosophie:

The state will lose its abstract and separate character
and will become the bond between mankind and the
concrete family of people. The natural state of people
will pass into a social state, and the law of the people
[Volkerrecht] will perfect itself ever more fully into a
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last a lifetime. This persistent mental illness and the absence of
any specific political details in respect to their high ideals gave
Stirner grounds for his criticism of the various Young Hegelian
“programs”

Stirner’s own statement of the distinction between the adoles-
cent and the mature adult is clearly drawn from Hegel, and Stirner
is in full agreement that:

The man is distinguished from the youth by the fact
that he takes the world as it is, instead of everywhere
fancying it amiss and wanting to improve it, model it
after his ideal; in him the view that one must deal with
the world according to his interest not according to
his ideals, becomes confirmed. [Den Mann scheidet as
vom Jinglinge, daf er die Welt nimmt, wie sie ist, statt
sie iiberall im Argen zu wihnen und verbessern, d. h.
nach seinem Ideale modeln zu wollen; in ihm befestigt
sich die Ansicht, daP man mit der Welt nach seinem In-
teresse verfahren miisse, nicht nach seinen Idealen.]*

In Stirner, the dialectic by which this level is reached is fully
Hegelian and triadic in character, which is evident in Stirner’s de-
velopment of “Ein Menchenleben.” To state it, perhaps too con-
cisely, it runs this way: the thoughtless child is innocently lost
in the physical realities of the world, but in time passes into the
antithesis of childhood, adolescence. This shape or form of con-
sciousness discovers the realm of thought, ideas which had never
occurred in childhood. Ideas are set, as ideals, against the actual
physical world and are taken as realities—yet to be realized. Child-
hood and youth stand in antithetical opposition, but again, in time,
the mature consciousness emerges. The “Man” comes into being,
and this being is the synthetic moment of its prior stages. The ma-
ture individual was nothing less than the individual which became

% Ibid.
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fully himself and recognizes “the objective necessity and reason-
ableness of the world as he finds it,” Stirner adds that this is to take
the world as his own property [Eignentum]:

My power is my property.

My power gives me property.

My power am I myself, and through it am I my prop-
erty.40

In form, Stirner’s dialectical development of individual self-
consciousness is similar to Marx’s own “scientific socialism” in
which primitive Communism, private property, and Commu-
nism are the three historical stages of material progress. Not
unexpectedly, Stirner’s triad was rejected as but unscientific
idealism.

For both Stirner and Hegel human maturity develops into a fi-
nal closure with the death of the aged individual, the Gris. This
final stage of life, as the fourth stage, seemingly violates the om-
nipresent triadic formulation, the fourth stage, that of the Gris, the
“Old Man.” For Hegel this final age is a time of withdrawn seren-
ity and the ending and beginning of a new cycle. It was not lost on
Stirner that Hegel ended his Lebensalter by placing the ages within
a circle which opened and closed with the Gris would return to the
kind: “The sequence of ages in man’s life is thus rounded into a no-
tationally [conceptually] determined totality of alternations gener-
ated which are produced by the process of the genus [Man] with
the individual.*! Human history would also close, and the cycle
of its life would repeat itself—but at an other, dialectically deter-
mined, level. I would propose that Stirner, who modeled human
history upon individual history would initiate a level that would
transcend the Modern Age, perhaps the Post-modern age, which

40 Ego, 166 in Leopold text.
1 Zu, p. 396.
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field of praxis. Practical philosophy, or more exactly
stated, the Philosophy of Praxis, which would realisti-
cally influence life and social relationships, the devel-
opment of truth in concrete activity—this is the over-
riding destiny of philosophy. (129)

This comprehension of world history as the organic yet serial
progress of consciousness in relationship to objectivity, the ascent
from particular feeling through abstract thought to creative will “is
actually the long awaited discovery of the Philosopher’s Stone.” At
this point, Cieszkowski is prepared “to demonstrate the wonders
which lie in the power of this stone (131). However, before reveal-
ing these wonders, Cieszkowski touches upon the specific means
which must be taken if they are to be realized in the future. The task
is given to philosophy, whose “next fate is to popularize itself ... it
must render its profundities shallow (131). This in order to bring
the masses into that state of consciousness necessary for them to
embark upon the new [Vilkerwanderung].

The methodological character of this vulgarization of philoso-
phy was not lost upon the Old Hegelians,?® as well as some of
the Young Hegelians, such as Bauer and Stirner. Nevertheless, on
this matter it would appear that Cieszkowski’s program has been
victorious—at least if Marx’s program is granted: “Philosophy can
only be realized by the abolition of the proletariat, and the prole-
tariat can only be abolished by the realization of philosophy.’?’

Despite the yet unfinished popularization of philosophy,
Cieszkowski was assured that the time for the birth of a new
world was near at hand, for contemporary revolutionary move-
ments, signs of “fermentation, even putrefaction” were heady

2 Karl Lowith, Die Hegelsche Linke: Texte aus den Werken von Heinrich Heine,
Arnold Ruge, Moses Hess, Max Stirner, Bruno Bauer, Ludwig Feuerbach, Karl Marx
und Soren Kierkegaard (Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt: F. Frommann, 1962), ii.

2 Karl Marx, Early Writings, trans. and ed. T. B. Bottomore (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1964), 59.
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generality itself; no longer Dieses, the thing, etc., but generic real-
ity, essence, the idea” (47). In this modern period the mind of man
simply reflects objectivity, a truth which finds necessity in itself be-
cause it reflects the necessity of nature itself. To employ scholastic
terminology, one might say that in the passage from the ancient
to the modern world man’s noetic emphasis has changed, granting
epistemic priority to logical rather than ontological, created truth.

In sum, in the ancient stage of history, the intellect of man in-
formed the world, creating particular works of art. In the second
stage, the world informed the intellect, producing general truths.
The third, synthetic, stage, will see the creation of nature by man
and man by nature, “the highest identification of conception with
objectivity,” in which “internality and externality will appear as
concrete individuality, in which that individuality is simple self-
activity” (48).

This final salvatory message, predicting an end to the chasm
which now separates objectivity from subjectivity, one soon to be
bridged by aesthetic praxis, readily brings to mind Marx’s early
writings, particularly the Manuscripts of 1844. However, discover-
ing solutions to an incomplete Hegelianism which would render
the future both intelligible and bearable was a commonplace pur-
suit of the Young Hegelians. Still, it was only Cieszkowski, followed
shortly by Hess,?” Marx, and Bakunin, who cast his answer in terms
of objective human activity, of praxis, of world creation:

In the future, philosophy must permit itself to decay,
to be transformed in principle, for as the poetry of art
passed into the prose of thought, so must the philoso-
pher step down from the heights of theory into the

" In Hess’s view, Cieszkowski was the only Young Hegelian with enough
intelligence to understand how a “Philosophie der Tat” could be derived from
Hegelianism. See Edmund Silberner, Moses Hess: Geschichte seines Lebens (Leiden:
EJ. Brill, 1966), 73. It would seem possible, without reflection, to argue further
for the inclusion of Ruge and Vatke among those inclined to seek a solution to
history in praxis
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gives support for the Saul Newman’s description of Stirner as a
“proto-post modernist.”

Although Stirner follows Hegel in considering old age, Greis,
as the fourth and final stage of human life, he does not, as Hegel,
give any description of that final age. He merely passes by the sub-
ject by remarking, in the final sentence of Ein Menschenleben “Fi-
nally, the old man? When I become one, there will still be time
enough to speak of that” One cannot but wish that he had been al-
lowed time to “speak of that” But even if there were enough time,
would Stirner have spoken of that fourth age? Perhaps not, simply
because it was the fourth age. After all, the Hegelian dialectic is
a triad, as the old formula has it: thesis, antithesis, and synthesis.
The triadic dialectic of Childhood, Adolescence, Manhood is almost
too perfect to lost with the addition of a fourth age—so Mann must
be the last level to discuss. I would suggest that the reason that
Hegel did not avoid the quadratic pattern of “ein Lebenslauf,” and
so went on to discusses the Greis is to be found in his first descrip-
tion of that pattern as “der natiirliche Verlauf der Lebensalter”—it is
“natiirliche” and not dialectical. The four-fold pattern is, for Hegel,
a natural ordering, such as North-South-East-West, and although
subject to the dialectic is distinct from the triadic dialectic in that
its middle term, the antithesis, is divided into two opposing poles.
The complex explanation which Hegel presents for a tetradic de-
velopment within nature is set out in the Introduction to his Natur-
philosophie. However, whether or not Hegel employs a triadic di-
alectical analysis upon “der natiirliche Verlauf der Lebensalter,” it
seems that Stirner did. In any case, the triadic formulation infuses
the whole of Stirner’s work and gives it internal unity and cohe-
siveness without which, or without being recognized, makes the
work “absurd”

The introductory triad of “Ein Menchenleben,” Childhood—
Adolescence— Maturity, is the paradigm upon which the whole of
Der Einziger und Sein Eigenthum is grounded. That it expressed
the total course of human history was noted by Karl Léwith, who
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contended that Stirner’s book, “is in reality an ultimate logical
consequence of Hegel’s historical system, which—allegorically
displaced—it reproduces exactly.*?

Stirner recognized “the world as it is,” and it would have to be
“dealt with” in the light of his interests—not in the light of what
Hegel termed adolescent “Ideals, imaginary reality, shoulds, hopes,
etc” [Ideale, Einbildungen, Sollen, Hoffnungen, u.s.f.]. If it happens
that what one wants is prevented by what is, then one might well
have to do without it, as a stoic might recommend, but in any case,
at least individuals need not enslave themselves to such vapid ab-
stractions as, “Freedom,” “Justice,” Equality, and so on.

In that same significant winter semester of 1827, Stirner had
also attended Hegel’s lectures on the Philosophy of World History.
The thought that world and individual history are congruent, that
one mirrors the other, dominates the formation of Der Einzige und
Sein Eigentum. Lowith’s “allegorical displacement” is the linking
of the stages of individual human life to the stages of universal
human history. Given this, the first chapter of Der Einzige, “A Hu-
man Life” sets the schemata for the whole work. History begins
with the childhood of the “Ancients,” who, both obedient and inno-
cently satisfied with their world, accord their lives with the given,
the traditional. However, this early period ends with the coming
of the modern age, which corresponds to the adolescence of world
history, a time which begins, as it does with both Hegel and Stirner,
with the coming of Christianity. It is a time of unhappy idealism,
in which the world is found “wanting,” a time in which either the
world is to be abandoned for an ideal world, or is to be simply ren-
dered into a new world. But, in the course of time, another level of
consciousness emerges, that of the mature mind in which the world
is taken as it is, not as the child would take it, but as the “Man”
would deal with it—in his own interests. It is the age of human

2 From Hegel to Nietzsche, trans. David E. Green (New York: Doubleday,
1967), 101; Von Hegel zu Nietzsche (Stuttgart: Kolhammer, 1958), 118.
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termine the specific ‘what’ of history.” (44) Not unexpectedly, the
synthetic final chapter will concern itself with the “why.”

Of these chapters, it is the short second which is unques-
tionably the least convincing—if not the least interesting—of all.
Here is reason enough to accept Walter Kithne’s judgment upon
Cieszkowski’s thought: that it is more of a theosophy than a
philosophy.

The lengthy third chapter is introduced by a few lines from
Goethe’s Faust, concluding with the prescient words, “In the end
will be the deed!” This wholly apposite declaration sets the tone
for the final “synthetic” chapter, in which the general course of
history, now established within a dialectical pattern, is confidently
presaged. Having, in the first chapter, described history in its tripar-
tite expression as ancient, Christian-modern, and the future, and
further proceeding to indicate, with full credit to Spinoza, that the
particulars of that history are organically related—that “world his-
tory is the sensorium commune of the universe” (45), Cieszkowski
is prepared to “finally question regarding the why, i.e., the absolute
teleology of world history in general” (46).

The future, dialectically evolved out of the past two moments of
history, reveals a simple goal for mankind: the creation of the uni-
versal good. The ancients merely created particulars, the moderns
understood the universal, and the future will create the universal.
The evolution began with man and nature confronting one another
in apparent contradiction and then passed into a period of their
particular coaction, which resulted in the creation of the beautiful,
the work of art. In this ancient stage, “inwardness [the concept]
corresponded to externality [objectivity], but only as the special,
as the direct thisness [ Dieses] of being, as particularity” The second
epoch of history witnessed the decline of the artist and the emer-
gence of the philosopher, the ascendancy of truth over beauty, of
universality over particularity. This was “the stage of truth, which
reversed the correspondence of objectivity to the concept—where
objectivity was no longer the receptacle of unification, but rather
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Historiographie.® It is a mistake of some importance in that the
term “Historiosophie” is a calculated neologism, and Cieszkowski
considered its meaning important enough to direct the concluding
page of the first chapter to its signification. In brief, as Hegel had
elevated what had been mere Philosophy into a Wisdom, Sophie,
so Cieszkowski will raise Philosophy of History into the Wisdom
of History, Historiosophie. This new historical wisdom will under-
stand the “speculative development of World History in its organic
ideality, just as Hegel has understood the History of Philosophy.

The second chapter, “Categories of World History,” reflects
upon the three principal categories of human knowledge,
logic, physics, and the pneumatic—this last moment relating
to psychology and anthropology—in the light of their concrete
interdependence in history. As Hegel had locked the particular
developments of philosophic history into an intelligible scheme,
so Cieszkowski attempts the same with the particulars of world
history or at least suggests the lines upon which such an attempt
must proceed.

It can be noted that the ordering of the three chapters which
comprise the work is tenaciously Hegelian. In this, Cieszkowski is
at one with the later members of the Young Hegelian school, such
as Feuerbach, whose work The Essence of Christianity is faithful
to the tripartite division even unto the ordering of their subject
matter.

The first chapter of the Prolegomena developed “the formal side
of history as an ideal totality subject to systemization” (43) with
this being followed by an antithetical second chapter which con-
siders the “content of history.” On the grounds that world history
was the stage in which the “doing” of the Spirit rendered all that
was possible actual, the second chapter indicates the interdepen-
dency of historic events. In short, as the first chapter discovered
the abstract and formal “how” of history, the second is left “to de-

% Koyre, Etudes sur Ihistoire de la pense’e philosoplzique en Russie, 189.
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“Ownership” of the world. The final level of both history and indi-
vidual development is set forth as the time in which the individual,
“The Unique One,” is expressed. This is the statement of Stirner’s
own “unique” personality, which is to be taken as the model of the
fully conscious and self-reliant mind. The fully mature mind is not
distracted from itself and in this regard “unique” [Der Einzige] and
“owns itself” [sein Eigentum] unlike either the mind of the child or
the youth it does not take its stubbornness as freedom and is free
from the oppression of ideals and causes [Sachen].

The idealistic and reforming youthful consciousness, mani-
fested in any judgment, in ethics, in social life, in politics or in
philosophy, is indeed a destructive force.—and it dominated Young
Hegelianism.

In the final chapter of his work, Stirner takes up the problem of
overcoming the antithesis holding between the childish mind and
that of the adolescent in a desire to bring forth a reconciliation,
a synthesis, in which the mature consciousness unites reality and
reason are united, in which “the real is rational and the rational is
real”

The opposition of the real [the child mind as thesis?]
and the ideal [the adolescent mind as antithesis?] is
an irreconcilable one, and the one can never become
the other ... The position of the two is not to be van-
quished otherwise than if some one annihilates both.
Only in this “some one,” the third party, does the op-
position find its end. “Der Gegensatz des Realen und
Idealen ist ein unversdhnlicher, und es kann das eine
niemals das andere werden ... Der Gegensatz beider
ist nicht anders zu iberwinden, als wenn man beide
vernichtet. Nur in diesem “man,” dem Dritten, findet
der Gegensatz sein Ende; sonst aber decken Idee und
realitit sich nimmermehr].
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This “some one” is Stirner. He takes himself to be the one who
“annihilates both” This understanding of himself as the annihilator
of both antithetical parties, the child-like ancient world, and the
adolescent post-Christian modern world, is both the negation and
the completion of world history. It is the maturity of history, and it
will follow upon this negation of both Old and Young Hegelianism
that Stirner’s Egoism emerges as the conclusion and completion of
Hegelianism itself.

Der Einzige und sein Eigentum begins and ends with the same
declaration: Ich hab’ Mein’ Sach’ auf Nichts gestellt—“T have set my
cause on nothing.” This is the central thought of Stirner’s work, and
it is not a “nihilism,” but simply the rejection of all idealistic causes
and programs that demand the devotion and sacrifice of individ-
ual interests such as “the good cause [Sache], then God’s cause,
the cause of mankind, of truth, of freedom, of humanity, of justice;
further, the cause of my people, my prince, my fatherland; finally,
even the cause of Mind, and a thousand other causes.”

It was in these same provocative 1827 lectures on the Philos-
ophy of Spirit that Hegel introduced Stirner to the close relation-
ship between “fixed ideas” and insanity. Hegel displayed a quite
advanced understanding of the treatment of the mentally ill, and
during the course of his lectures, openly expressed his appreciation
of his contemporary Philippe Pinel (1745-1826), a French physician
who had developed a humane treatment of mental illness. Pinel,
who later earned the title “Father of modern psychiatry,” stressed
the role that fixed ideas [Idée fixe] played in mental illness. Hegel
fully agreed with him. For Hegel, although rationality was covert
in a deranged mind, it could be brought out by in treatment, since
“a skillful psychiatrist is able to develop sufficient power to over-
come the particular fixed idea” (it is the merit of Pinel, in particular,
to have grasped his residue of rationality in lunatics as the founda-
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the new period ... another people’s movement [Volker-
wanderung] is necessary... The new Volkerwanderung
must be a reaction against the earlier, and so go forth
from civilized people in order to inundate the remain-
ing barbarian races. The first Volkerwanderung had
carried the raw power of nature victoriously over the
still developing strength of the Spirit; but even so this
victory served only to regenerate Spirit itself. Now,
however, the power of Spirit will move against the
power of nature, and the victory of Spirit will serve to
regenerate nature... This revenge of the world-spirit,
i.e., the second Volker-wanderung will be the necessi-
tated passage [unentbehrlicher Ubergang] to the third
period (29-30)

With this declaration, Messianic Marxism, Polish Millennial-
ism,** and German Cultural Chauvinism®*—these and perhaps
other forms of political spiritualism could find one of their ide-
ological ancestors in Cieszkowski’s development of the Dritte
Periode.

For the next dozen pages which conclude the first chapter of the
Prolegomena, the “third period” theme is deepened and repeated,
with its inevitable realization placed in the hands of a special peo-
ple in cooperation with “great men,” these latter patterned after
Hegel’s “world-historical” individuals.

Alexander Herzen, despite his praise of Cieszkowski’s work,
was mistaken as to its title, referring to it as the Prolegomena zur

% See Lauth, “Einflusse slawischer Denker auf die Genesis der Marxschen
Weltanschauung,” 419, and Jiirgen Gebhardt, Politik und Eschatologie: Studien zur
Geschichte der Hegelschen Schule in den Jahren 1830-1840 (Munich: Beck, 1963),
130, for references to Cieszkowski’s influence upon Slavic thought.

% See Moller van der Bruck, Das dritte Reich, ed. H. Schwartz (Hamburg:
Hanseatische Verlagsanstalt, 1931), 67f., on the special mission of Germany to
pursue a “third way.”
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mode of thought [;] this is a false apprehension” (120). Going
beyond a mere rejection of Hegel, Cieszkowski elevates the will
to a status transcending even autonomy and grants it the role of
primal mediator of all being, positing the will as the synthetic
moment of all noetic acts, as the term of all historical activity.
Past history, up to and including the speculative system of Hegel,
has manifested two aspects of the dialectical trichotomy, a per-
ceptive thesis—the ancient world—and a reflective antithesis—the
Christian-modern world. The present moment is prepared for the
synthetic movement of history, the time of willing and doing. In
sum, “what perception portended, and wisdom has understood,
remains still for the absolute will to realize; and this is in a word
the new direction of the future” (29). “Absolute will” is more than
the simple practicality of the past and the activity of the ancients
in the world and is to be understood as “post-theoretical Praxis, ...
the true synthesis of the theoretical and the immediately practical,
in which doing [Thun] is above all the true substantial synthesis
of being and thinking (18).

Certainly, the distinction between Praxis and the “immediately
practical” [unmittelbar Praktischen] is to be found in Marx’s
early writings, particularly in the Theses on Feuerbach. Further,
Cieszkowski’s notion of a future in which man will become
“the conscious director [ Werkmeister] of his own freedom” (20)
seems equally proto-Marxian. In this context it is worth citing
Cieszkowski both as to the nature of this promising future as well
as the “necessitated passage” of its birth:

To realize the ideas of beauty and truth in practical
life ... to bind together, organically, all of the mani-
festly one sided and limited elements of the life of hu-
manity and bring it into vital cooperation, finally to
realize the idea of absolute good and absolute teleol-
ogy in our world; this is the great task of the future.
But in order to accomplish this task, in order to open
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tion of treatment).** In this regard, Hegel observed that the insane
mind

when it is engrossed with a single phase of feeling, it
fails to assign that phase its proper place and due sub-
ordination in the individual system of the world which
a conscious subject is. In this way the subject finds it-
self in contradiction between the totality systematized
in its consciousness, and the single phase or fixed idea
which is not reduced to its proper place and rank. This
is Insanity or mental Derangement.*4

Stirner saw in this “fixed idea” as that same paralyzed adoles-
cent idealism which Hegel had seen as expressed in a life-long men-
tal illness—a “hypochondria.” It was a common personal malady
which had infected the whole of human history—a moral illness
caused by the presence of “fixed ideas.” It was the most persistent
of human afflictions and the cause of every ideological fantasy:

Do not think that I am jesting or speaking figuratively
when I regard those persons who cling to the Higher,
and (because the vast majority belongs under this
head) almost the whole world of men, as veritable
fools, fools in a madhouse. What is it, then, that is
called a “fixed idea”?[eine fixe Idee] An idea that has
subjected the man to itself. When you recognize, with
regard to such a fixed idea, that it is a folly, you shut
its slave up in an asylum. And is the truth of the faith,
say, which we are not to doubt; the majesty of the
people, which we are not to strike at (he who does
is guilty of—lese-majesty); virtue, against which the
censor is not to let a word pass, that morality may be

# Phil of Mind, para 408, p. 137.
44 para 408.
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kept pure;—are these not “fixed ideas”? Is not all the
stupid chatter of most of our newspapers the babble
of fools who suffer from the fixed idea of morality,
legality, Christianity, and so forth, and only seem to
go about free because the madhouse in which they
walk takes in so broad a space? Touch the fixed idea
of such a fool, and you will at once have to guard your
back against the lunatic’s stealthy malice. For these
great lunatics are like the little so-called lunatics in
this point too— that they assail by stealth him who
touches their fixed idea. They first steal his weapon,
steal free speech from him, and then they fall upon
him with their nails. Every day now lays bare the
cowardice and vindictiveness of these maniacs, and

the stupid populace hurrahs for their crazy measures.

One must read the journals of this period, and must
hear the philistines talk, to get the horrible conviction
that one is shut up in a house with fools. “Thou shalt
not call thy brother a fool; if thou dost ... “But I do not

fear the curse, and I say, my brothers are archfools.

Whether a poor fool of the insane asylum is possessed
by the fancy that he is God the Father, Emperor
of Japan, the Holy Spirit, or whatnot, or whether a
citizen in comfortable circumstances conceives that
it is his mission to be a good Christian, a faithful
Protestant, a loyal citizen, a virtuous man — both
these are one and the same “fixed idea.” He who has
never tried and dared not to be a good Christian, a
faithful Protestant, a virtuous man, and the like, is
possessed and prepossessed [gefangen und befangen]|
by faith, virtuousness, etc. Just as the schoolmen
philosophized only inside the belief of the church; as
Pope Benedict XIV wrote fat books inside the papist
superstition, without ever throwing a doubt upon this

and final stage, the “Modern,” in which there are neither Masters
nor Slaves, but only “Citizens”?? It was left for Stirner to dismiss
the “new age” as but a covert and reactionary restatement of the
“old”

The first epoch of history, the ancient world, had its modus
cognoscendi in feeling [Geftilhl] and was forced to seek its mean-
ing and its future in the equivocal pronouncements of the seer and
prophet. This world passed into the Christian-Germanic epoch of
Cieszkowski, as the ancient prophetic world ended with its fulfill-
ment in the coming of Christ, who realized all prophecies.

As the antithesis of the ancient period, the modem world has
embraced abstract thought as its noetic medium. This “second de-
termination” [of Geist] is reflective, thoughtful, conscious, and nec-
essary; for the most part grasping the generalities of thought, of
laws, of essentials, it produces the philosopher of history (16). Now,
to employ a comparison suggested by Cieszkowski, as the Prophet
Daniel appeared to signal the doom of the ancient world, so he also
stands at the close of the second great era, preparing his readers for
the advent of the future epoch, a new time that will fall under the
domination of human will. It might be remarked here that it is not
unusual for the one claiming the role of an Apocalyptic Prophet to
suggest that they might also be prepared to be taken as a world-
saving Messiah.??

Heralding the time in which humans will assume ascendancy
over that immediate grasp of being given in sensation and that
reflected and mediated reality given to the thinking subject,
Cieszkowski’s views apparently echo those of Fichte. But what-
ever his relationship to Fichte, there is no question that Hegel’s
doctrine regarding the will is rejected by Cieszkowski. In this
regard he notes that “according to Hegel the will is only a special

22 See Kojéve text, Introduction 7.
2 viz. Norman Cohn, The Pursuit of the Millennium (New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1970).
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common stock of European social mythology.”!” Hegel had earlier
noted that the triadic logic was often considered, because of its op-
position to the ordinary either/or logic of common sense to be “the
same as what, in special connection with religious experience and
doctrines, used to be called Mysticism™® This logic that found its
place in the Prologomena’s triadic progression of history was no
doubt enhanced by its subtle evocation of the “Third Reich,” that
“Kingdom of the Holy Ghost” which Joachim of Flores (1145-1202)
predicted was to follow after the Abraham’s “Kingdom of the Fa-
ther” and the Christian “Kingdom of the Son.” The persistence of
this apocalyptic paradigm is not surprising, not only if consider-
ing the great number of discontented students of theology in Ger-
many at the time of the Young Hegelians, but also, among all of the
Young Hegelians, with the exception of Max Stirner, a new age did
seem imminent. It was now the time, as their book titles declared
for The Philosophy of the Future'® and The Philosophy of the Deed.?°
This eschatology is pervasive, as in Marx’s “scientific socialism.” In
this, revolutionary history is set forth in three ages: primitive com-
munism, class society, and final communism. The new age will be
one in which the Utopian “Classless Society” will have displaced
the alienating and evil age of Capitalism—that “false conscious-
ness” which perversely worships the “divine power of money.?!
The triad is still present in such Hegelian theorists as Alexander Ko-
jeve, who considered history as falling into three stages, the first,
that of the “Master.” the second, that of the “Slave,” and the third,

7 Norman Cohn, The Pursuit of the Millennium: Revolutionary Millenarians
and Mystical Anarchists of the Middle Ages (London and Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1957), 101. On the development of apocalyptic view, see Lobkowitz, Theory
and Practice, 194.

'8 Hegel, Logic, Part 1 of the Philosophical Encyclopedia (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1975), 121.

' Feuerbach, Philosophy of the Future, 5.

* Hess, Philosophy of the Deed, 6.

2! Karl Marx, and Friedrich Engels, The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts
of 1844, trans. Martin Milligan (Amherst, NY: Prometheus, 1988).
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belief; as authors fill whole folios on the state without
calling in question the fixed idea of the state itself; as
our newspapers are crammed with politics because
they are conjured into the fancy that man was created
to be a zoon politicon—so also subjects vegetate
in subjection, virtuous people in virtue, liberals in
humanity, without ever putting to these fixed ideas of
theirs the searching knife of criticism. Undislodgeable,
like a madman’s delusion, those thoughts stand on
a firm footing, and he who doubts them—lays hands
on the sacred! Yes, the “fixed idea,” that is the truly
sacred!*®

Those who accept the fixed idea that “Truth” is a property of
something or someone else have simply given themselves over to
a foreign master; they are “possessed” rather than being their own
owner [Einzelner]. Adolescent idealism finds its final expression if
left unchecked by reality, in the insanity of self-imposed servitude.
The mature and sane mind accepts its ownership of itself, and as
self-possession, it is, as Stirner has it, “Egoism.” It is the only possi-
ble choice if servitude to another’s truth or ideals is to be avoided.
Needless to say, his moral position has never been popular, since
“egoism” is a pejorative term, and it has been, from the beginning,
either ignored or rejected. Socialists, as well as all moralists, share
the same opinion that self-interest is to be taken as a threat to both
morals and community values— which indeed it is.

When it comes to the issue of property [Eigentum], which domi-
nates almost the whole of The Ego, Stirner is again in full agreement
with Hegel. For both, the property is the external expression of per-
sonal freedom, and its placement in the title, Der Einzige und sein
Eigentum indicates its importance to Stirner. For both, “property”
is more than merely the physical possession of an external object,
but is also the whole range of the intellectual characteristics of an

> Wheels in Head badly translated Sparren, p. 25 Leopold PDF.
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individual, in short, their ideas, and even their will. For Hegel, “the
three intolerable vows of poverty, chastity, and obedience” were de-
vised not only to separate individuals from physical property but
of their emotional life as well as their freedom of will.*¢

For Stirner, the “Einziger,” translated, the “Ego,” is a unique and
separate personality, essentially distinct from all others. The title of
his work might be translated as “the Owner and His Ownership,”
but the most recent English translation bears the more familiar title,
The Ego and Its Own.*’

In his lectures on the Philosophy of Mind, Hegel is concise
when it comes to discussion the issue of property, with only four
paragraphs given over to the matter (488—491). There are none of
the expected student notes [Zusitze] found in the earlier parts
of the work. However, enough is given to confirm their absolute
congruence of both on the meaning of property. There is a more
extensive discussion of property found in Hegel’s Philosophy of
Right, of which Stirner was familiar*® and which reinforces their
agreement.

In the first paragraph, under the heading, “Eigentum” (para-
graph 488), in his Philosophy of Mind, Hegel sets out the relation-
ship between liberty [Freiheit], and the individual:

Mind, in the immediacy of its self-secured liberty, is
an individual, but one that knows its individuality as
an absolutely free will: it is a person, [Einzelner] in
whom the inward sense of this freedom, as in itself
still abstract and empty, has its particularity and ful-
filment not yet on its own part, but on an external
thing. This thing, as something devoid of will, has no

% HegelLeopold PDF badly transla, Volume 1, Ch. 3.

¥ Modified somewhat from the original title, The Ego and His Own, by its
editor.

*® The Philosophy of Right is discussed in Bauer’s Trumpet of the Last Judge-
ment, which Stirner had reviewed—see Addenda.
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ulation: to vindicate the essence of the future. (Prolo-
gomena 7-8)

Hegel, by reason of the “retrospective” cast of his speculations,
was silent over the future. Unable to comprehend the organic char-
acter of world history, he had naturally “spoken not a syllable over
the future in all of his works.” But the science of the future is “the
real experience of philosophy,” for upon it rests the understanding
of what mankind can obtain for itself as well as an insight into how
the “steady [gesetzte] realization” of these human possibilities can
take place (Prologemena, 11).

Having now determined the method as well as “the possibil-
ity of knowing the future, we can pass over into reality, ie., we
must indicate how consciousness really comes to appropriate this
knowledge for itself” At this point, the gnostic perspective which
dominates the work is revealed: “The future can, in the main, be
determined by three means: through feeling, through thought, and
through the will” (Prolegomena, 15). These three factors of feeling,
thought, and will form the ideological grid upon which is erected
a new vision of world history, the new division which replaces
the old Hegelian fourfold schema. The replacement, with its rigid
reliance upon a trichotomous division, develops a system decid-
edly more “Hegelian” in appearance than the original. This appear-
ance brings to mind Bauer’s remark that “the younger these old
Hegelians are, the older they seem to be.”!®

As the Prolegomena develops its theme, the three factors are
seen to be serially revealed and perfected as the three great epochs
of that developing organism called world history—the ancient, the
Christian-Germanic (or Christian-modern), and the future. It was
a compelling historical frame, as the “fantasy of a third and most
glorious dispensation had ..., over the centuries, entered into the

'S Hegels Lehre von der Religion und Kunst (Aalen, 1967), 5.

103



history into “The Ancients,” “The Moderns,” and “The Free” does
not suggest any future project.

The ancients and the moderns having been presented
above in two divisions, it may seem as if the free were
here to be described in a third division as indepen-
dent and distinct. This is not so. The free are only the
more modern and most modern among the “moderns,”
and are put in a separate division merely because they
belong to the present, and what is present, above all,
claims our attention here. I give “the free” only as a
translation of “the liberals,” but must with regard to
the concept of freedom (as in general with regard to
so many other things whose anticipatory introduction
cannot be avoided) refer to what comes later.'

But, for Cieszkowski, “if it lies within the power of reason to
seize upon the essence of God, of freedom, and of immortality, then
why should the essence of the future remain outside of this power?”
For him, there was no absolute reason to prevent a knowledge of
the essence, if not of the particulars of the future. That speculative
knowledge—would be a proper foreknowledge (praescientia), and
not merely a series of “particular predictions, an auguring of the
future (praesagium)”

The totality of world history is fully and absolutely
grasped under the speculative trichotomy. However,
in order not to damage the freedom of its development,
no part of history, such as the past, but rather the to-
tality must be speculatively and organically compre-
hended. Now the totality of history must include both
the past and the future, the traversed and yet to be tra-
versed ways, and so arises the first demand upon spec-

' Ego, 56
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rights against the subjectivity of intelligence and voli-
tion, and is by that subjectivity made adjectival to it,
the external sphere of its liberty — possession [Besitz].

This same sense is present in the Philosophy of Right:

The rationale of property is to be found not in the sat-
isfaction of needs but in the supersession of the pure
subjectivity of personality. In his property a person ex-
ists for the first time as reason. Even if my freedom
is here realised first of all in an external thing, and so
falsely realised, nevertheless abstract personality in its
immediacy can have no other embodiment save one
characterised by immediacy.*’

of private property:

In property my will is the will of a person; but a person
is a unit and so property becomes the personality of
this unitary will. Since property is the means whereby
I give my will an embodiment, property must also have
the character of being ‘this’ or ‘mine’. This is the im-
portant doctrine of the necessity of private property.
While the state may cancel private ownership in ex-
ceptional cases, it is nevertheless only the state that
can do this; but frequently, especially in our day, pri-
vate property has been re-introduced by the state. For
example, many states have dissolved the monasteries,
and rightly, for in the last resort no community has so
good a right to property as a person has.>®

4 Para 41.
3% Para 46 Phil of Right.

There is also complete agreement on the matter of “communal”
vs. “private” property. Hegel presents the rationale for the priority
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This positing of property as being a “this” or “mine” is central to
Stirner and forms the basis of his critique of Communism, which,
as an ideal, will appropriate his personal property for the benefit
of the state, in which all property becomes “communal”—and no
longer “mine”

Both stress the essential relationship between private property
and the freedom of individual expression. Here it is of interest to
note that Hegel not only admired but understood the economic
theory of Adam Smith,”! the expression of it in the freedom of the
individual. Stirner shared that interest in that he translated Smith’s
work into German. It was published in three volumes in 1846-1847,
and it became the standard for the next century. That he was aware
of Smith’s economic theory even before he wrote The Ego is sug-
gested in his observation that “He who in a pin factory only puts
on the heads, only draws the wire, works, as it were, mechanically,
like a machine; he remains half-trained, does not become a mas-
ter”>

The vitriolic criticism of Der Einzige by the team of Marx and
Engels would certainly be provoked by such passages as:

Communism, by the abolition of all personal property,
only presses me back still more into dependence on
another, namely, on the generality or collectivity; and,
loudly as it always attacks the “state,” what it intends is
itself again a state, a status, a condition hindering my
free movement, a sovereign power over me. Commu-
nism rightly revolts against the pressure that I experi-
ence from individual proprietors; but still more horri-

*! James P. Henderson and John B. Davis Adam Smith’s Influence on Hegel’s
Philosophical Writings Journal of the History of Economic Thought 13, no. 2 (Fall
1991): 184-204.

2 Ego, 69. A “pin factory” served Smith as an example of the division of
labor.
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of the Spirit. Because such a science takes full cognizance of the
movement of the Spirit, which is not constrained to “the fated
activity of the external world,” it cannot take human freedom into
account, and “freedom opens the door to the future.”

In this, Cieszkowski is at one with the Young Hegelians on
which the dialectical triad, of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis, is
forced upon a historical framework, in which the present, as the-
sis, gives rise to a self-generated revolution, its antithesis, and af-
ter this struggle to “negate the negation,” the desired final moment
finally appears—the synthesis. His terminating historical moment
must logically be “higher” and “better” than all which has preceded
it. To Stirner, it was nothing less than the religious dream of the
coming of a Heavenly World, for Marx, the advent of a “Workers’
Paradise””

The future had not concerned Hegel. Indeed, he had once men-
tioned, in passing, that it did belong to a distant North America.
But even within the same passage in which North America is char-
acterized as “the country of the future,” Hegel felt immediately con-
strained to introduce a cautionary note:

Prophecy is not the business of the philosopher. In his-
tory we are concerned not with what belongs exclu-
sively to the past or to the future, but with that which
is, both now and eternally—in short, with reason. And
that is quite enough to occupy our attention.!*

Among the Young Hegelians, it was left for Stirner to dismiss
the “new age” as but a covert and reactionary restatement of the
“old” He was, just as Hegel, not disposed to give himself over to
apocalyptic visions. But although he was, as a Hegelian, still prone
to deal in triads, as found in the format of his major work The Ego
and His Own, he is yet very clear that his own triadic division of

' Philosophy of History, ?
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over past events. In his later work, Gott und Palingenesie, Hegel’s
“Owl” metaphor is developed to Cieszkowski’s advantage, with a
further Nietzschean suggestion that weakness rather than wisdom
accounted for the pessimism of Hegel: “The Owl of Minerva likes
to hide in her dark corner,—but our coming Athena will go forth as
an eagle with powerful wings and eyes that can endure sunlight ...
away with the Owl!”12

However, all of the Young Hegelians, in order to be Hegelians
and yet not be forced to accept its bitter consequences, sought, if
not an outright flaw, then some “incompleteness,” which permitted
their ideas to act therapeutically upon the fundamentally healthy
corpus of Hegeianism. In retrospect, only Stirner and Kierkegaard
seemed willing to let the system, in Cieszkowski’s words, “either
commit suicide or child-murder”*?

In Cieszkowski’s judgment, presented in the opening pages of
his Prolegomena, Hegel’s error was rudimentary. He had failed to
apply his dialectic to world history, and instead of the familiar
and compelling employment of the triad to the subject, Hegel
looked to a quadruple schema for a principle of order. “Hegel
divided the whole course of world history until our time into four
great epochs, which he designated as the Oriental, Greek, Roman,
and Christian-German world” Unhappily, this tetrachotomous
division is appropriate only to the realm of nature, “where the
second moment breaks again into itself and by that act the totality
appears as a quadruple reality,” and since “world history is not a
development of nature,” Hegel’s historical system is necessarily
inadequate. As “the highest process of the Spirit can in no way par-
ticipate in the fated activity of the external world,” the confusion
of both makes a science of world history impossible. Only one
course is possible if a science of world history is to be established:
to understand history as the manifestation of the triadic dialectic

2 Gott, 21.
13 Prolegomena, 6.
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ble is the might that it puts in the hands of the collec-
tivity.>

The abolition of all personal property will end in the creation
of an individual who possess, if even that, only their own body,
the covert intent of Communism is to make “them all “ragamuffins
[Lumpen]”; all of us must have nothing, that “all may have>*
The “all” here is the abstract universal, the “community.” Stirner’s
“Lumpen” soon re-appeared in the first chapter of The Communist

Manifesto:

The “dangerous class,” [lumpenproletariat] the social
scum, that passively rotting mass thrown off by the
lowest layers of the old society, may, here and there, be
swept into the movement by a proletarian revolution;
its conditions of life, however, prepare it far more for
the part of a bribed tool of reactionary intrigue.

For Stirner, this is the expected rage of a frustrated adolescent
whose idealism is being born in the form of a violent revolution.
Putting this rage as mildly as possible, he noted:

All attempts to enact rational laws about property
have put out from the bay of love into a desolate sea of
regulations. Even Socialism and Communism cannot
be excepted from this.*®

The modern age, for both Hegel and Stirner not only begins
with the advent of Christianity, but still remains within its ideolog-
ical grasp.

As to Stirner’s “Nihilism” it should be understood directly that
itis in no way the Nihilism of Bakunin. There is nothing in Stirner’s

> Ego, 151.
* Ego, 67.
 Ego, 150.
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writings that come close to the radical program expressed by his
statement, as “The urge to destroy is also a creative urge.”

This “popular but inaccurate description of Stirner as a ‘ni-
hilist™7 was not only stimulated by Engels but has endured with
such studies as that of R. W. K. Paterson, The Nihilistic Egoist: Max
Stirner. The linking has been heavily criticized®® as it runs counter
to the whole trajectory of The Ego, which is an overall critique
of the covert religiosity of political and social liberalism, such as
set forth by Bakunin: “We must not only act politically, but in
our politics act religiously, religiously in the sense of freedom, of
which the one true expression is justice and love.

The term “Nihilism” dates back to the Middle Ages, where
it was applied to heretics. It still retains much of that meaning,
although the term now immediately evokes images of bomb-
throwing anarchists. This recent meaning developed during the
pre-revolutionary times of nineteenth-century Russia, when
the term merely signified the skeptical individualism of such as
Dmitry Pisarev (1840-1868), who admired Stirner. All came to an
end when the “Nihilists” were taken as those who conspired in
the 1881 Assassination of Czar Alexander II (1881). They did not,
but political as well as clerical authorities are usually indifferent
to the labels they affix upon their enemies.

Stirner’s work is decidedly not a call to any form of “world-
transforming” praxis, as would be more or less the case with all
of the other Young Hegelians. What sets Stirner apart from the
Hegelians of both the Right and the Left, or the Old and the Young,

% Drawn from his 1842 work, The Reaction in Germany, “We exhort the com-
promisers to open their hearts to truth, to free themselves of their wretched and
blind circumspection, of their intellectual arrogance, and of the servile fear which
dries up their souls and paralyzes their movements. Let us therefore trust the eter-
nal Spirit which destroys and annihilates only because it is the unfathomable and
eternal source of all life. The passion for destruction is a creative passion, too!”

*" https :/ /pl ato .s tanfo rd .ed u /ent ries/ max — s tirne r /by D Leopold

* https :/ /ww w .pan archy .org/ schie reck/ stir n er .pdf

> Tbid.
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confidence as to the successful outcome of the human enterprise
stood in striking contrast to the doubts and complaints of his
contemporaries. Immerman’s novel of 1835, Die Epigonen, gave
voice to those contemporary confusions:

A desolate tottering and vacillation, an aimlessness
and ridiculous pretension of seriousness, a sense of
striving—to what goal we do not know—a fear of
terrors so ghastly that they have no form—It is as
if mankind, buffeted about in its little ship by an
overpowering sea, suffers from a moral seasickness
whose end is scarcely in sight... We are, to express
our affliction in one word, epigones; and we bear the
burden which is the heritage of those born too late.!

The first forceful paragraph of the Prolegomena, with its secure
vision and optimism, could undoubtedly cure that “moral seasick-
ness,” or at least its symptoms—which might be all that matters.

Mankind has finally reached a stage of consciousness
that can now perceive the laws of its own proper
progress and development as the essentially real
determinations of God’s absolute thought, as the
manifestation of objective reason in world history,
and not as the monstrous self-delusions of eager
spiritualists.!!

In the Prolegomena a central theme is introduced which dom-
inates the Young Hegelian movement; Cieszkowski declares that
“we have still not reached the end of history” (4), and he, for one,
rejects a Hegelian role which would limit him to merely musing

10 Karl Immerman, Werke, ed. R. Boxberger (Berlin, n.d.) V, 123. Cited by
William J. Brazill, The Young Hegelians (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1970),
10.

1 Prolegomena, 1.
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Herzen discussed Cieszkowski with Bakunin, and so prepared him
for his amiable meetings with both Werder and Ruge.

Ruge, whose editorial career intersected with that of Marx
in the course of publishing the short-lived Deutsch-Franzdsische
Jahrbiicher, had earlier published a favorable review of the Pro-
legomena in his Hallische Jahrbiicher. He must have indicated to
Bakunin, as well as Marx, how Cieszkowski’s ideas represented
an “essential progress” in man’s understanding of history.?

At least there can be no doubt of the relationship holding
between Cieszkowski and Moses Hess. Hess openly admired the
contribution made by Cieszkowski to the further development
of Hegelianism into a program for social and political action
and declared that only two works existed which forced an awak-
ening from the sleep of theory to the life of practice—his own
Heilige Geschichte der Menscheit (Stuttgart, 1837) and the Prole-
gomena. Hess must have conveyed his respect for the “geistvolle
Cieszkowski” to both Marx and Engels. It is interesting to note that
in 1862, more than twenty years after his praise of the Prolegomena,
Hess solicited and won a corresponding membership in the Berlin
Philosophic Society. His contributions were published in Der
Gedanke, the same journal established and edited by Cieszkowski
and Michelet.

The work appeared in the same year that the publicists Ruge
and Echtermeyer established the Hallische Jahrbiicher “to prepare
the way for the Young Hegelian apocalypse.”

Indeed, it was an auspicious time for the appearance of a
work which claims, with uncommon assurance, to have solved
the mystery of mankind’s future. In that decade which began
with the portentous July revolution, and within its first five years
had recorded the deaths of Hegel, Goethe, and Schleiermacher—
all departing with small hope for man’s future—Cieszkowski’s

8 Hallische Jahrbiicher (1839), 475.
° Arnold Ruge, Aus fruherer Zeit (Berlin, 1862-67), IV, 445.
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and has made him a most difficult subject for classification is that
Stirner is neither, but merely one who has accepted the moral con-
sequences of what is involved in being a “Hegelian” He was not
an “academic” or “Old” Hegelian, engaged in the false infinity of
a Misrah of interpretations, nor a “Young” Hegelian, set upon the
applying Hegelian theory (necessarily modified) to solve various
social or personal problems. If anything, Stirner might be labeled
a “Quietist”—a sin that Marx considered mortal.

There would be, of course, a seemingly counter-reference to this
antinihilistic reading in citing Stirner’s remark, found at the very
beginning of The Ego, that

If God, if mankind, as you affirm, have substance
enough in themselves to be all in all to themselves,
then I feel that I shall still less lack that, and that I
shall have no complaint to make of my “emptiness.”
I am not nothing in the sense of emptiness, but I
am the creative nothing [das schopferiche Nichts],
the nothing out of which I myself as creator create
everything.

The nature of this “creative nothing” that is Stirner’s ego is
taken up again when he compares his own pure subjectivity, his
unique ego, with that which Fichte presented:

When Fichte says, “The ego is all,” this seems to harmo-
nize perfectly with my thesis. But it is not that the ego
is all, but the ego destroys all, and only the selfdissolv-
ing ego, the never-being ego, the—finite ego is really L.
Fichte speaks of the “absolute” ego, but I speak of me,
the transitory ego.®

Or again,

5 p. 105 Leopold PDF.
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Fichte’s ego (Ich) is also ... outside me, for every one is
an ego; and if only this ego has rights, then it is “the
ego” (das Ich), and not I. But I am not an ego along
with other egos, but the sole ego (das alleinige Ich): I
am unique (Ich bin einzig). Hence my wants and my
deeds are also unique; in short, everything about me
is unique. And it is only as this unique being that I
take everything as my own, as I set myself to work,
and develop myself, only as this unique being. I do not
develop mankind or man, but as I, I develop—myself
(als Ich entwickle Ich— Mich). This is the meaning of
the Unique One (Dies ist der Sinn da—Einzigen).®!

Spinoza’s dictum “omnis determinatio est negatio [All deter-
mination is negation]” is at the metaphysical basis of Stirner’s prin-
ciple that he is unique and indefinable. Logically, as Spinoza has it,
anything to be defined must be set within a limiting, a negating con-
text. As an example, a triangle” is defined as “A plane figure that
has three straight bounding sides” The general context is the genus,
in this case, “a plane figure,” this is its “class,” which is itself within
the class, of figures,” which itself in a class, and so on, to an indefin-
able infinity—to the “creative nothing” which defines Stirner. But
this “nothing” is not in a defining genus, as it cannot limit another;
it is “unique.” In short, He is a negative being who determines him-
self as such.

Fichte, as Hegel presents him, is a “dogmatic” idealist who at-
tempted to posit the empirical “other,” the “Anstoss,” and ultimately
all of the objective world, as being nothing other than the self-
limiting creation of The Ego itself. This fixed and defined “Ego” is
not that of either Hegel or Stirner. In that same series of 1827 lec-
tures on the Philosophy of Mind, which so powerfully influenced
the work of Stirner, Hegel understood individual selfconsciousness

o1 Ego, 318; Einzige, 406
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to lecture upon Cieszkowski’s ideas for a full semester in 1838.°
It seems likely that Marx must have been acquainted with these
ideas, at least from the introduction of an enthusiastic Werder, if
not from a reading of the slim, 157-page work itself. In a letter to
Engels, dated January 12, 1882, Marx recalled that he had once met
Cieszkowski in Paris in 1844. He ironically noted that although
the Polish count had “bewitched” him he had no desire to read his
“sins” However, Marx nowhere refers in his writings to work, and
although a case has been presented which would prove an indirect
influence,® conclusive evidence that would absolutely prove Marx’s
direct indebtedness to Cieszkowski is still lacking.

As might be expected, Cieszkowski’s work came to the atten-
tion of Berlin’s active Russian colony, which would soon number
among its members the novelist Turgenev and his friend Bakunin.
Determined to understand Hegelianism, Bakunin arrived in Berlin
in the summer of 1840 and enrolled in Werder’s course. Impressed
by Bakunin’s “recklessness,” which he found refreshing in com-
parison to the general stolidity characteristic of his regular stu-
dents, Werder became friendly with both Bakunin and his Rus-
sian circle. The Russian salon of Mme. Varvara was honored by
Werder’s recitation of the first act of his play, Columbus—the same
play which led Engels to remark that Werder had “discovered the
deep of negation”

The Russian revolutionary, Alexander Herzen, had met the
young Bakunin for the first time in Moscow during the winter of
1839. A few months earlier, Herzen had written an enthusiastic
letter to a friend concerning the Prolegomena: “I ordered the work,
and imagine my joy: on every essential point I was, to an amazing

degree, in accord with the author”” Certainly, it seems likely that

5> Reinhard Lauth, “Einflusse slawischer Denker auf die Genesis der
Marxschen Weltanschauung,” Orientalia Christiana Periodica 21 (1955): 414.

% Tbid., 399-450.

7 Cited by Alexandre Koyre, Etudes sur Ihistoire de la pense’e philosoplzique
en Russie (Paris, 1950), 189.
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Prolegomena.* By 1843, their friendship and shared professional
outlook occasioned their founding of the Berlin Philosophic Society,
and both edited its journal, Der Gedanke. However, it would
seem that it was the Dozent Werder who played a central role in
communicating Cieszkowski’s novel ideas to the Berlin circle of
Young Hegelians.

Karl Werder and Bruno Bauer had both been appointed privat-
dozents in theology at the university in 1834. Friendly, and sharing
the ever-growing dangers of being a Hegelian during those years,
they found some pleasure in the like-minded company that gath-
ered at Stehey’s conditori. It was called the “Doktorsklub,” and, in
1837, its informal circle accepted a new member, Karl Marx, spon-
sored by the publicist Adolf Rutenberg. Marx and Werder shared
common interests in both logic and literature. Marx, who was to
take Gabler’s logic in the summer of 1838, and hoped to write
a text on that subject, would certainly find Werder informative—
although knowing what we do of Marx’s temperament, he must
have felt discomfited by the early appearance of Werder’s text in
logic. Marx was also interested in poetry and would later see his po-
etry appear for the first time in the Berlin Young Hegelian journal
Athenaeum. Werder’s successful play-writing must have attracted
Marx, as it later did Engels. In time, Werder’s attention was directed
almost exclusively to the study of drama, but at the time he would
have known Marx his concerns would have been in large measure
those shared by all the members of the club—the reasonable dispo-
sition of that unstable mixture of theology, philosophy, and politics
which comprised the Hegelian estate.

Although Michelet had exchanged letters with Cieszkowski re-
garding the Prolegomena, it was Werder who received the galley
proofs for correction. He was impressed enough by what he read

* Walter Kiithne, “Neue Einblicke in Leben und Werke Zieszkowskis,” Jahrbi-
Jcher fir Kultur und Geschichte der Slaven 6 (1930): 55.
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as the result of the negation or internal sundering of a given unre-
flective consciousness into a self-reflective conscious. The dialec-
tical course is evident, in which the antithetical development to
self-reflection is a negative act, a “creative nothing.” In Hegel, the
identity of the self with itself, as self-consciousness, is

absolute negativity—for whereas in Nature the intelli-
gent unity has its objectivity perfect but externalized,
this self-externalization has been nullified and the
unity in that way been made one and the same with
itself.

In sum, the external world (in which the self is to be found)
exists as an externality, which is negated with the advent of self-
awareness. It is the expected dialectical movement of “negating the
negation,” from which the unity of the self, in the very division of
the self, finds expression:

In the formula I = I, is enunciated the principle of abso-
lute Reason and freedom. Freedom and Reason consist
in this, that I raise myself to the form of an I = I, that
I know every thing as mine, as “I,” that I grasp every
object as a member in the system of what I myself am,
in short that I have in one and the same consciousness
myself and the world, that in the world I find my self
again and, conversely, in my consciousness have what
is.%

“To know every thing as mine” is a phrase that one might expect
to find in The Ego, but the same thought is also found in Hegel, in
a concluding passage of the Phenomenology:

52 Philosophy of Spirit, para 381
53 Para 424.
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This last shape of Spirit—the spirit which at the same
time gives its complete and true content the form of
the Self and thereby realizes its Notion as remaining
in its Notion in this realization—this is absolute
knowing... The nature, moments, and movement of
this knowing have, then, shown themselves to be
such that this knowing is a pure being-for-self of
self-consciousness; it is “I.” that is this and no other “I”
(es ist Ich, das dieses und kein anderes Ich), and which
is no less immediately a mediated or superseded
universal “I” Consciousness has a content which it
differentiates from itself; for it is pure negativity or
the dividing of itself (denn es ist die reine Negativitat
oder das sich Entzweien), it is self-consciousness.
This content in sundering itself is the “I for it is
the movement of superseding itself or the same pure

negation that the “I” is [dieselbe reine Negativitat, das
Ich ist].%

The “nothingness” of the self, being only abstract subjec-
tivity in itself, must find its dialectical complement in another
“nothingness”—that is, in abstract objectivity or mere “thinghood.”
For both Hegel and Stirner the interaction of these two empty
abstractions initiated between the indeterminate freedom of
subjectivity and the indeterminate necessity of pure objectivity,
that is, indifferent matter (gleichgiiltigen Dinge), comprises the
whole of actual becoming. Neither self, nor thing, separated in
abstraction, can claim actual being.

Of particular interest here in the comparison of both is not only
Hegel’s description of this “I” in terms of its “nothingness” but also

% The Phenomenology of Spirit, trans. A. V. Miller (Oxford 1979), 485-6;
Phénomenologie des Geistes, hrs. J. Hoffmeister (Hamburg, 1952), 556-7. Here-
after Phenomenology or Phanomenologie.
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series of economic studies, De la paine et de I’aristocratie moderne
(Paris, 1844), Zur Verbesserung der Lage der Arbeiter auf dern
Lander (Berlin, 1845), and Du credit agricole mobilier et immobilier
(Paris, 1847). All of these economic studies reflect the influence
of Saint-Simon and Fourier and as early as the Prolegomena.
Cieszkowski laudes rier for taking “a significant step” in the
direction of infusing “organic truth in reality”—Cieszkowski’s
interests went beyond both economics and philosophy to create
his most popular work, the OjczeNasz (Paris, 1848), the Our Father,
whose philosophical piety gathered many readers and appeared in
several editions and translations. This work, as well as his critique
of Michelet’s lectures, Gott und Palingenesie (Berlin, 1842), resists
easy classification, perhaps by reason of what Lowith would term
their “Slavonic” character, a syncretic spirit which could join the
Hegelian Geist to the Christian Logos by means of a “philosophy
of action.”

Before his death in Posen, in 1894, Cieszkowski’s energies were
still unexhausted by a prolific writing career and had extended into
the fields of publishing and politics. In effect, his life mirrored his
doctrines, enthusiastically directed to the remodeling of human na-
ture. At eighty, he traveled to Paris in order to attend an electro-
technical congress, a final sign of both his vitality and extensive
concerns. In his last years, he was honored by all of Poland’s polit-
ical and literary communities. All in all, it had been a good life, but
in retrospect, it appears that his most certain claim to that contin-
ued scholarly attention, which passes for immortality rests upon
the merits of his earliest work, the Prolegomena.

While still a student in Berlin, Cieszkowski’s intelligence
brought him to the attention of both Michelet and his friend,
Werder. Michelet—described by Bruno Bauer as “the youngest of
the old Hegelians”—became Cieszkowski’s lifelong friend, and as
early as 1836 both were exchanging letters over the forthcoming

3 Lowith, From Hegel to Nietzsche, 144.
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legomena zur Historiosophie [Prolegomena to the Wisdom of
History]. It now seems a rather ambitious project to be handled
in 150 pages, but yet this “small book” is, “at least as far as the
notion of praxis is concerned, ... the most brilliant and the most
important single text published between Hegel’s death in 1831
and the Philosophic and Economic Manuscripts [1844] of Marx.”

Count Cieszkowski was born in 1814 at his family estate
near Warsaw. His future inclination to aesthetic evaluations was
foreshadowed by his father, whose interest in the fine arts mani-
fested itself in an extensive collection, as well as long-established
friendships with such artists as the sculptor Canova and the
painter Monti. In 1831, young Cieszkowski left a dangerously
revolutionary Warsaw for the more philosophic Berlin, intending
to study under Hegel. But he, as well as the young David Strauss,
arrived in Berlin to the sad news of Hegel’s sudden death. Unlike
Strauss, who left Berlin in disappointment the following year,
Cieszkowski stayed at the University of Berlin for the next three
years, apparently finding the inheritors of Hegel’s philosophy to
his liking. In any case, all of his instructors had been the students
of Hegel: Karl Michelet, Karl Werder, Heinrich Hotho, Eduard
Gans, Leopold Henning, and Johann Erdmann.

Complementing his education with travel, usual at the time,
he visited France and England, where he observed, earlier than
Engels, the problems of early capitalism. In 1838 he received his
doctorate from Heidelberg, not from Berlin as one would expect.
However, as Marx’s later experience at Jena indicates, receiving
a doctorate from a university that one had never attended was
not impossible at the time. In that same year, his Prolegomena zur
Historiosophie, written earlier in Paris, was published in Berlin.
The following year his Du credit et de la circulation instituted a

? Lobkowicz, Theory and Practice: History of a Concept from Aristotle to Marx,
194. On the particulars of Cieszkowski’s revision of Hegel, see author’s “Making
Hegel into a Better Hegelian: August von Cieszkowski,” Journal of the History of
Philosophy 25, no. 4 (April 1987).
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the uniqueness of this entity, as “this and no other ‘I
The self cannot be defined.

—an Einziger.

What Stirner says is a word, a thought, a concept; what
he means is neither a word, nor a thought, nor a con-
cept. What he says is not the meaning, and what he
means cannot be said. The unique ... has no content;
it is indeterminacy in itself; only through you does it
acquire content and determination. There is no con-
ceptual development of the unique; one cannot build a
philosophical system with it as a “principle,” the way
one can with being, with thought, with the I. Rather
it puts an end to all conceptual development [Begriff-
sentwicklung]... With the unique, the rule of absolute
thought, of thought with a conceptual content of its
own, comes to an end, just as the concept and the con-
ceptual world fades away when one uses the empty
name: the name is the empty name to which only the
view can give content.®

At the onset of his rejoinder to his critics, Stirner takes up a key
factor in all of his philosophy, the indefinable meaning of the term
“Einzigen,” which appears in the title of his main work in which
he terms himself Der Einzige. Stirner is clear: the word “Einzigen”
can only be spoken or written but cannot be employed as a logical
predicate. As a reference to a “this” it is only able to be pointed out
or indicated. It cannot be defined. The term is what in classical logic
would be termed a “flatus vocis,” a word that indicates but does not
define:

Stirner’s view regarding the impossibility of defining “Der
Einzige” is fully in accord with a fundamental principle of classical
Logic:

%5 Stirnerno Critics, trans. Wolfi Landstreicher (Berkeley: Cal Press, 2012), 55.
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It should first be noticed that definition is never of an
individual, but always of what is universal, predicable
of individuals—whether it be what we call their “kind,”
or some state or attribute of them, or relation in which
they stand. For what is defined is thereby marked off
and fixed in our thought as a determinate concept; but
the individual is made the individual he (or it) is by
an infinity of attributes; he is as it were the perpet-
ual meeting-place of concepts; we can neither exhaust
what is to be said of him, nor make a selection, and
declare that this is essential to him, and that unessen-
tial. Moreover, even if we could, we should still only
have settled what he in fact is, but a second person
also might be; for every concept is universal. What
makes him this individual and not another we should
not have defined, nor could we.%°

But, yet, despite the logic, Stirner’s critics have all proposed a
definition for the Einziger. This, for Stirner, was a futile exercise,
as a universal cannot be predicated of a unique individual, such as
himself, as “this individual,” this “Einziger.”

Again, just as with Hegel, a positive note of creativity follows
immediately upon the discernment of the negativity inherent in
the activity of the conscious ego: “I am not nothing in the sense of
emptiness, but I am the creative nothing, the nothing out of which
I myself as creator create everything®’

This creative aspect of that “reine Negativitit, die Ich ist” is also
set forth by Hegel, as in this passage which tells of how Spirit, or
Mind, comes to itself and has won its freedom in “the immediate
unity of self knowledge”:

% H. W. B. Joseph, An Introduction to Logic (Oxford: University Press, 1916),
81-82.
7 Ego, 324; Einzige, 412.
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Chapter 3: The Path Ahead

AUGUST VON CIESZKOWSKI, 1814-1894

We thus announce a new era for philosophy... The future fate
of philosophy in general is to be practical philosophy or, to put it
better, the philosophy of praxis, whose most concrete effect on life
and social relations is the development of truth in concrete activity.

Hegel’s warning words, in the Preface to the Philosophy of Right,
to the philosophical activists who desired “to teach the world what
it ought to be” was more or less ignored, as it still is, by them.
The young students of Hegel, excited by the French Revolution
of 1830, which was soon followed by the impotent philosophical
leadership of such as George Andreas Gabler were impatient for
change and could hardly be expected to wait any longer, “until re-
ality has completed its formative process, and made itself ready.
They were ready. Then, in 1838, at the moment in which all revo-
lutionary action would seem to be without any philosophic justifi-
cation, a small work by a young and aristocratic exile from Poland
radically changed the whole framework of Hegel’s philosophy of
history—and with this, Hegel’s eager disciples were given a philo-
sophical weapon that made social revolution not only possible but
rational.

August von Cieszkowski’s first book, written when he was
twenty-four years old, was published in 1838,! exactly one decade
before The Communist Manifesto. It bore the imposing title Pro-

! For a comprehensive history of Cieszkowski, see André Liebich, Between
Ideology and Utopia: The Philosophy and Politics of August Cieszkowski (Dordrecht,
1979).
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a critic, Hess as a socialist and the author of the second
piece as Feuerbach.”®

For Stirner, these contemporaries had taken Hegel’s “Path of
Doubt”—but not to its final end in a self-affirming realism, but
rather into the dead end of liberal idealism. They had merely hid-
den threadbare theism under the costume of atheistic modernity
and then the old God was brought on stage as the “New Man” It
was left to Stirner to reveal that this new “supreme being” would
prove to be more of a threat to individual freedom than the old
God had ever been. He set out this intention in the first page of
The Ego

“Man is to man the supreme being,” says Feuerbach.
“Man has been discovered,” says Bruno Bauer.

Let us take a more careful look at this supreme being
and this new discovery.

Stirner’s “more careful look” was that of a Hegelian on
“the Path of Doubt”

76 “Szeliga” was considered a defender of Bauer; his full name was Franz Zy-

chlin von Zychlinsky. He was first a contributor to Bruno Bauer’s radical periodi-
cals of 1843-1846 and then of two ultraconservative studies, the Geschichte des 24.
Infantrieregiments (1854/1857), and Das preussische Offizierskorps als Erzieher
des Volkes (1962). He distinguished himself on the battlefields of 1849, 1866, and
1870, and becoming the highest decorated General of Infantry. When he died in
1900, the Kaiser ordered three days of mourning.
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In this knowing, then, Spirit has concluded the
movement in which it has shaped itself, in so far as
this shaping was burdened with the difference of
consciousness [i.e. of the latter from its object], a
difference now overcome. Spirit has won the pure
element of its existence, the Notion, The content,
in accordance with the freedom of its being, is the
self-alienating Self [sich entdussernde Selbst] or the
immediate unity of self knowledge. The pure move-
ment of this alienation [Entdusserung], considered in
connection with the content, constitutes the necessity
of the content. The distinct content, as determinate,
is in relation, is not “in itself”; it is its own restless
process of superseding itself, or negativity; therefore
negativity or diversity, like free being, is also the
Self; and in this self-like form in which existence
is immediately thought, the content is the Notion
[Begriff].%

The Self, through its own negation, freely creates itself. As with
Stirner, “It is only as this unique being that I take everything as
my own, as I set myself to work, and develop myself. The trac-
ing of how the self, or Spirit, develops itself is described in the
Phenomenology of Mind—a work which has been described as a
Bildungroman.®” It is also quite possible to describe The Ego as a
Bildungsroman, in which I set myself to work, and develop myself,
only as this unique being. I do not develop mankind or man, but
as I, I develop— myself (als Ich entwickle Ich—Mich). This is the
meaning of the Unique One (Dies ist der Sinn da—Einzigen).”°

58 Phenomenology, 490-91; Ph 90menology , 561-62.

% See Josiah Royce, Lectures on Modern Idealism (New Haven: Yale Univer-
sity Press, 1919), 147-55; cf. John Dobbins and Peter Fuss, “The Silhouette of Dante
in Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit,” Clio 11, no. 4 (Summer 1982): 387-413; and
Jacob Loewenberg, Hegelnberg, ob Loewen (La Salle, IL: Open Court, 1965).

" Ego, 318; Einzige, 406.
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Stirner’s thought can be taken as the expression of what is
entailed in “Absolute Knowing” As a Hegelian, Stirner would
be expected to assume that this absolute knowing, in which the
odyssey of consciousness comes to an end, would indeed be the
Hegelian consciousness. His particular apprehension consisted
of taking the “we” of Hegel’'s Phenomenology—that constant ob-
server who traces the course of consciousness from its beginning
in sensecertainty to its conclusion in absolute knowledge—as
himself. His “Egoism” is nothing more than the truth of his
Hegelianism.

As Hegel, Stirner took himself at standing “at the boundary of
a period”’!—at the boundary between Hegel and Hegelianism. For
Hegel, our age is “a birth-time and a period of transition to a new
era,” and this new age, for Stirner, was separated from the old by

A vast interval... In the old I go toward myself, in the
new [ start from myself; in the former I long for myself,
in the latter I have myself and do with myself as one
does with any other property—I enjoy myself at my
pleasure. I am no longer afraid for my life, but “squan-
der” it.”

In his Hegelian role of “freeing determinate thoughts from
their fixity,” he would press beyond the “pious atheism” and
humanistic liberalism of such as Feuerbach and Bauer, beyond
those whom Hegel described as “beautiful souls [die schone
Seele]”—those among whom Stirner has often mistakenly been
placed. These contradicted atheistic souls, fixed in the painful
penultimate shape of consciousness before it obtained Absolute
Knowing, locked in the shape of religious consciousness and
seeing themselves in alien form, were unable to reconcile their
ideals to the reality of the given world. For Hegel, “This ‘beautiful

' Ego, 282; Einzige, 358.
72 Stirner footnote 153.
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soul’ ... being conscious of this contradiction in its unreconciled
immediacy, is disordered to the point of madness [zur Verriiktheit
zerriitet]””® It is mired in the “hypochondria” of the adolescent.
In short, it is the mind of the frustrated revolutionary idealist
and reformer, who, driven to seek an ideal “better world” (be it
present in either Heaven or in a future world), was nevertheless
forced to live in the actual world. The desire for what “ought to be”
might begin with a benign idealism, but, if pursued, it inexorably
leads to revolutionary terror and final madness. It is a mind of
the adolescent grown old, unable to surmount its infatuation with
“Ideals””*

Soon after the appearance of The Ego, three formidable critics
presented their case against Stirner. His reply to them appeared in
Stirner’s first and final answer to his numerous critics appeared in
1845 as a fifty-page article in the third issue of Wiegands Viertel-
jahrsschrift.”®> He began his response by naming not only the jour-
nals in which their criticism appeared but who they were:

The following three notable writings have come out
against The Unique and Its Property: 1) Szeliga’s cri-
tique in the March edition of the “Northern German
Gazette”; 2) “On the Essence of Christianity in Relation
to the Unique and Its Property” in the latest volume of
Wigand’s Quarterly Review; 3) A pamphlet, “The Last
Philosophers,” by M. Hess Szeliga presents himself as

73 Phenomenology, 407; Ph7; menology., 470.

" On the madness of “The Beautiful Soul.” see Daniel Berthold-Bond, Hegel
Daniel Berthold-Bon (Albany: SUNY Press, 1995). For the parallel views of Hegel
and Stirner on the adolescent and reforming mind, see the author’s article, “Ein
Menschenleben,” in The New Hegelians: Politics and Philosophy in the Hegelian
School, ed. Douglas Moggach (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 3.

7 It was reprinted in Mackay’s Klinerer Schriften and has been translated
into English by Wolfi Landsctricher as Stirner’s Critics, LBC Books & CAL Press,
2012. It might be noted that this translation is excellent and the book a fine intro-
duction to the Ego.
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Hess, in his 1845 article, The Last Philosophers (die
letzen philosophers), gets into a detailed critique of
Stirner’s The Individual and His Property (Der Einzige
und sein Eigentum), ii which he sees as the most ex-
treme philosophical expression of egoistic individual-
ism. This criticism should not concern us here in its
details.”

Given the concise nature of his book, (226 pages) Aveneri’s lack
of concern over the details of Hess’s criticism is understandable.
However, not to consider the details of Hess’s criticism of Stirner,
as well as to ignore Stirner’s rebuttal, is to lose sight of a most im-
portant philosophical confrontation between two antithetical and
radical social thinkers: Stirner and Hess. As a survey of the liter-
ature indicates, Avineri is not alone in this avoidance of the con-
frontation. But nevertheless, the debate between Stirner and Hess
is not only the first, but perhaps the most profound confrontation
occurring between a powerful advocate of social communism and
equally powerful advocate of capitalistic individualism.

Stirner’s work was mainly directed against the radical humanis-
tic doctrines of Ludwig Feuerbach and Bruno Bauer, and evoked an
extraordinary response—not only from those named, but by those
unnamed, such as Moses Hess.

Unlike Stirner, who still attracts attention, Hess has been, in the
main, forgotten, with almost all of his writings left untranslated
and difficult to obtain. Nevertheless, along with being “The First
Communist in the Party,” Hess might also claim to be “The First
Communist to read the Ego,” as he and Engels read the proof copies
of the work while both were in Cologne in late 1844. Their copy
was set along to Marx. Although Hess was unmentioned in The
Ego, a quotation taken from Hess’s 1843 essay “Socialismus und
Communismus” did appear in it.

# Schlomo Aveneri, Moses Hess: Prophet of Communism and Zionism (New
York and London: NYU Press, 1987), 138.

180

honor and financial security.!! In 1862, Strauss published a biogra-
phy of Reimarus.'? By then he had completely abandoned Chris-
tianity, and not unexpectedly was quite sympathetic to Reimarus—
as the first sentence of the Forward to the biography reads: “Almost
thirty years ago, when I first became acquainted with the so-called
‘Wolfenbiittel Frangmantist, this writer has remained a special ob-
ject of my love and reverence”

In setting his work from that of Reimarus, Strauss allowed that,
given the times when the biblical accounts of the life of Jesus were
being composed, there was no simple and enlightened distinction
between fact and faction. As Strauss had it:

In ancient times, and especially amongst the Hebrews,
and yet more when this people was stirred up by reli-
gious excitement, the line of distinction between his-
tory and fiction, prose and poetry, was not drawn so
clearly as with us. (5)

In proposing the ancient confusion of history and fiction,
Strauss found the rationalization for own mythic theory: Strauss
was then enabled, as one of his biographers has it, to hold that
“those who had invented the miraculous stories were neither
frauds nor fools, but sincere and intelligent men, deeply immersed,
however, in the thought patterns of their time and culture’®®
This opened a clear, if narrow, path to being able to discard the
historical truth of the miracle stories without declaring them to be
false. Neither the natural nor the supernatural explications of the
miraculous events of the gospels could be separately taken as true,
as both were, under Strauss’s criticism, proven to be inadequate, as

I Hermann Samuel Reimarus, Fragments, trans. Ralph S. Fraser (Philadel-
phia: Fortress Press, 1970).

2 Herman Samuel Reimarus und Seine Schiitzschrift fiir vernuftigen
Verehrer.

'3 Harris, David Friedrich Strauss and His Theology, 45.
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they were only explicable in terms of mythic impositions upon the
recorded events. These myths found their source in the messianic
expectations of the Jewish community, which were drawn from
the Old Testament. The person of Jesus became the incarnation of
these myths.

On one side stood the “naturalists” or “rationalists,” such as
Heinrich Paulus (1761-1851), who maintained that the miracles
could be explained by recourse to purely natural causes. On
the other side stood the “supernaturalists,” orthodox believers
who took the miracle stories as literally true. However, again
and again throughout his work, Strauss points out the inherent
contradictions, errors, and simple absurdities, which make them
unacceptable to anyone reasonable. This was the conclusion of
those who set enlightened reason against unreflective acceptance.
A case in point was presented by Strauss, who questioned the
few appearances of Jesus after the Resurrection. There was no
disagreement among them as to his Resurrection, but full dis-
agreement as to when he first appeared, where he first appeared,
and to whom he first appeared. On these issues, all of the Gospels
differ. Strauss devoted a lengthy criticism concerning the accounts
of the Resurrection, but he was clear that Jesus had actually
died; it was not, as the rationalistic readers had it, an “apparent”
death. Strauss does not concern himself, as Reimarus did, with the
disappearance of the body, and as to the disparate stories of the
appearance of the risen Christ, they are but mystical visions or
hallucinations provoked by the shock of the crucifixion. As for the
final appearance of Jesus, when he ascended into Heaven, all that
is but a mythical recasting of the taking up of Enoch (Gen. 5, 24).
Enoch walked with God; then he was no more because God took
him, and Elijah in the fiery chariot (2 Kings 2, 11). As they were
walking along and talking together, suddenly a chariot of fire and
horses of fire appeared and separated the two of them, and Elijah
went up to Heaven in a whirlwind.
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Hess, always sensitive to present sufferings and humiliations—
which he, as an individual, had sadly encountered—could only see
in Cieszkowski’s optimistic triad a blindness to the divisive forces
rending the present world. The modem age, as antithetical to
the past, was not a compliment to that past—as Cieszkowski had
thought—but was an age of radical self-opposition. The triad of
history presented by Cieszkowski had understood the antithetical
period as but the negative compliment of the first period, but Hess
took the antithetical period itself as internally antithetical—as set
over and against itself in the form of class oppositions, of “der
Gegensatz der Pauperismus und der Geldaristokratie” (38). The evils
of the present world, with its ever “increasing misery,” could only
be overcome by a political apocalypse

As earlier noted, Hess, by all evidence and his own admissions,
was never a Hegelian. But he was, in the words of Engels, “The
first Communist in the Party”!® Among other titles Hess was said
to be “The Father of German Socialism.’!® and was recalled as “The
Herald of Socialist Zionism” at the First Zionist Congress held at
Basel in 1897.2° Even the subtitle of Avineri’s book on Hess, the
Prophet of Communism and Zionism®' echoes his prescience. But
with all of this, it was not Hegel but Hess—Arnold Ruge’s “Com-
munist Rabbi”?2—who first introduced Marx to compose a political
ideology which found its fruition in biblical mythology and the
“One Substance” of Spinoza—the Classless Society.

Shlomo Avineri, in his study of Moses Hess writes that

'8 Werke (Dietz, 1964), 1, p. 494.

' Lobkowicz, Theory and Practice: History of a Concept from Aristotle to Marx,
231.

2 Edmund Silberner, Moses Hess: Geschichte seines Lebens (Leiden: E. J. Brill,
1966), 73.

2 Shlomo Avineri, Moses Hess: Prophet of Communism and Zionism (New
York University Press, 1985).

?2 Arnold Ruge, Zwei jahre in Paris: Studien und erinnerungen. Vol. 1 (Leipzig:
W. Jurany, 1946), 31.
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the “slaughter—bench of history.” For this reason, Hess declared
that he “could not consider himself a participant in the Hegelian
school ™1

In the course of the Triarchy, Hess rather immodestly, if not
incorrectly, declared that his first work, the Sacred History was,
along with Cieszkowski’s Prolegomena, a fundamental work in the
needed transformation of abstract German theory into a program
of effective and concrete action. However, as one historian noted,

Hess’s stature as a leading socialist thinker was due

to the influence of his second book, The European Tri-

archy. In that work Hess criticized Hegel’s philosophy

as a history of spirit that denied the equally spiritual

characteristics of matter and activity. Hegel’s was also

a philosophy of the past. The left Hegelian movement

was a transition, Hess argued, to the philosophy of

action and represented the philosophy of the future.

Socialist historians narrowly focused upon Hess’s cri-

tique of Hegel and its relation to dialectical material-

ism.'¢

Here, it is noteworthy that Hess does not consider his more
popular later work, the Triarchy, to be as important as the Sacred
History, which did contain some signs of Hegel. But even these
signs were drawn mainly—if not exclusively—from Cieszkowski,
Shortly after the publication of the Triarchy, Hess confided to

his friend Auerbach that he was yet intending to make a funda-
mental (grundlich) study of “German philosophy, namely Fichte
and Hegel”!” In short, whatever Marx acquired from Hess it could
not have had much to do with the actual doctrines of Hegel.

'> Moses Hess, The European Triarchy (Die europiische Triarchie) (Leipzig:
Otto Wiegand, 1841), 38.

16 Ken Koltum-Fromm, Conceptions of Self and Identity in Hess’s Early Works
and Rome and Jerusalem (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2001), 14-15.

17 Letter of March 10, 1841 in Silberner, Moses Hess.
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At the very conclusion of his work, Strauss promised that there
would be a positive result following his negative criticism, what
might be taken as an antithetical moment leading to a positive syn-
thesis:

Through the results of our investigation, everything
that the Christian believes concerning his Jesus now
seems to have been annihilated ... Piety turns away
in horror from such a monstrous act of desecration,
and from its impregnable self-assurance of its faith
makes the authoritative pronouncement: an insolent
criticism may attempt what it will—everything which
the Scriptures declare and the Church believes in
Christ, will still remain eternally true, and not one
iota of it needs to be discarded.

In this case, criticism has again offended the “self-assurance
of its faith”— which can be taken as the religious expression of
“healthy common sense”— which is always orthodox and dogmat-
ically fixed in its “given.” But, given the triadic logic, a synthesis
will follow upon the antithetical negation of the given thesis. Sim-
ple and dogmatic belief, if it can bear up under criticism, will rise
up into a “true positive”: “Thus, at the conclusion of the criticism
of the history of Jesus, the task presents itself: to re-establish dog-
matically what has been destroyed critically’!*

Thus, when we know the incarnation, death and resur-
rection, the duplex negatio affirmat as the eternal cir-
culation, the infinitely repeated pulsation of the divine
life, what special importance can attach to a single fact
[that of the historical Jesus], which merely represents
the process in a perceptible way. Our age demands to
be led in Christology to the idea in the fact, to the race

4 Strauss, LY, 757.
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in the individual: a dogmatics which, in its doctrines
of Christ, stops short at him as an individual, is no dog-
matics, but a devotional talk.?

The duplex negatio affirmat is a purely dialectical idea, the “dou-
ble negation,” the “negation of negation” leading to the synthesis of
two antithetical statements. It is a common principle in Hegelian
explanations of any form of development, as with Marx’s expla-
nation of the “re-establishment’ of individual property, which is
similar to Strauss’s “re-establishment” of Christology:

It is the negation of negation. This re-establishes in-
dividual property, but on the basis of the acquisitions
of the capitalist era, i.e., on co-operation of free work-
ers and their possession in common of the land and
of the means of production produced by labour. The
transformation of scattered private property, arising
from individual labour, into capitalist private property
is, naturally, a process, incomparably more protracted,
arduous, and difficult, than the transformation of capi-
talistic private property, already practically resting on
socialized production, into socialized property.

Strauss’s employment of the formula, the “negation of the nega-
tion,” which, in his case, is Christianity, finds expression in all of
Young Hegelian criticism of what is the “given” With Strauss it
has to do with the very nature of God, which followed upon his
attempt to reconcile, to find a synthesis between the finite and the
infinite, between the infinite God and the finite Jesus, which led
him directly to taking “Mankind” as the union between God and
Man:

15 Strauss, LF, 11, 738; Harris, David Friedrich Strauss and His Theology, 56.
'S [K. Marx, Das Kapital, 793.] [Capital, volume I, Chapter 33, page 384 in
the MIA pdf file.]
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Early in 1841, just as he personally encountered Marx for
the first time, Hess’ second work appeared. It was The Euro-
pean Triarchy (Die europaische Triarchie)—written in response
to a now totally forgotten work, The European Pentarchy (Die
europaische Pentarchie). The Triarchy was initially to have been
entitled “Europe’s Rebirth”—just as Rom und Jerusalem would
later be tentatively entitled “Israel Reborn.”!* This second work
continued along much the same lines as his first, although the
Triarchy stressed the importance of conscious human action
in the construction of the New Jerusalem, whereas the Sacred
History had cast man principally in the role of an unconscious
agent of the divine will. The welcome apocalypse had grown ever
more immanent, and industrial England was now seen as the
Armageddon field in which the inequalities of wealth were to be
obliterated.

The antagonism between poverty and wealth and the
aristocracy of money will reach a revolutionary level
only in England, just as that opposition between spiri-
tualism and materialism could reach its culmination in
France and the antagonism between state and church
could reach its apex only in Germany.

Hess conveyed this vision directly and convincingly to Marx
and Engels.

In the Triarchy, Hess fully agreed with the “geistvolle
Cieszkowski” in seeing Hegel’s philosophy of history as the
weakest point of the whole speculative system, but unlike
Cieszkowski, he did not charge this to an inexplicable misstep on
the part of Hegel. To Hess, Hegel simply lacked the “intellectual
love” that inspired Spinoza, a love that would have enabled Hegel
to elevate his theory into a philosophy of action. Without this
love Hegel could only sink into a despairing reflection upon

4 Moses Hess, Briefivechsel, hrsg. E. Silberner Letter of March 10, 1841.

177



fully developed naturalism, equals humanism, and as
fully developed humanism equals naturalism; it is the
genuine resolution of the conflict between man and
nature and between man and man—the true resolution
of the strife between existence and essence, between
objectification and self-confirmation, between free-
dom and necessity, between the individual and the
species. Communism is the riddle of history solved,
and it knows itself to be this solution.!®

But yet, through this romantic veil of economics and new un-
derstandings, the ancient mythic shape is easily glimpsed: Israel
founded, Israel suffering— the diaspora—and Israel regained. This
is the fundamental mythical dialectic inspiring Marxism. It is far
from being derived from Hegel. In this regard, attention must be
drawn to Hess’s lifelong interest in what has come to be known
as “Zionism.” His longing for a Jewish homeland, which was first
evidenced in a letter written by Hess when he was but nineteen
years old,!! found its fullest expression over thirty years later, in
his final work, Rom und Jerusalem, which was published in 1862.
This impassioned call for the Jews to return to their ancient land,
was, as Isaiah Berlin notes, Hess’ “real life work”'? Hess’ contin-
uing work in the cause of Zionism led Theodor Herzl to say that
“all of what we sought had already been understood by him—but
suffering under Hegelian terminology—Judaism since Spinoza has
brought forth no greater spirit than the now forgotten and dimmed
figure of Moses Hess!”!® This obscuring Hegelian terminology was,
of course, originally derived from Hess’s reading of Cieszkowski.

10 Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts 1844, “Private Property and Com-
munism,” Pt. 3.

" Letter to M. Levy, April 1831 in Briefivechsel, hrsg. E. Silberner, Moses Hess:
Geschichte Seines Lebens, 45.

'2 Berlin, Life and Opinions, 29.

' Tagebiicher (manuscript found in International Instituut voor Sociale
Geschiedenis, Amsterdam), 2:599.
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Humanity is the union of the two natures—God be-
come man, the infinite manifesting itself in the finite,
and finite spirit remembering its infinitude... It is Hu-
manity that dies, rises, and ascends to heaven; from
the suppression of its spirit o the heavens.!’

As to Jesus of history, he was in large measure a product of
the “false consciousness” of the times, a creation made up, as
the Frankenstein monster, of bits and pieces of Jewish messianic
mythic fantasies.

In Strauss’s case the “fixity” that Hegel had criticized was the
dogmatic belief in the life of Jesus as given in the orthodox gospel
narratives. He entered on the “Path of Doubt” and paid a heavy
price. As all of the Young Hegelians, he took it as his calling to be
more than simply a spectator who merely revealed the dirty truths
under the aging veil cast by “healthy human understanding” but
rather argued that a new religious belief would be that the present
Humanity, not the Christ of faith, could save itself. This proposal,
once accepted, became the fundamental rationale for atheistic hu-
manism, a conclusion that could not but undermine, if not finally
destroy, the established political and religious forms of his day. The
impact of the Life was not limited to the religious sphere, but be-
cause the Prussian state rested upon the authority of pietistic Chris-
tianity, the work threatened the basis of the Monarchy itself, so it
was not long before Strauss became as much a political pariah as a
theological anarchist.'®

Soon after the work of Strauss, despite the many attempts to
discredit it, the “Quest for the historical Jesus” began in earnest.
From the early works of Ferdinand Christian Baur (1792-1860) to
the present day, the issue of determining the relationship between

177 find reference in Nenon? Find in LJ.

'8 On the political ramifications of the Life, see Marilyn Chapin Masey, Christ
Unmasked: The Meaning of the Life of Jesus in German Politics (Chapel Hill: Uni-
versity of North Carolina Press, 1983).
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a shadowy historical figure and Christian dogma “is still an open
question.”?

Strauss’s benign intention, through criticism, to elevate the
“‘common sense” and unquestioning view of the gospel narra-
tives to a higher philosophic level, fitted well with the overall
intention of all of the Young Hegelians. They all shared the same
project—with the exception of Stirner— which was the “freeing of
determinate thoughts from their fixity so as to give actuality to
the universal” It can be argued that, given one’s view of history,
the long-term influence of The Life of Jesus has played as great
a role in essentially changing the character of Western culture
as Marx’s Communist Manifesto. The present world has, with the
exception of the literal-minded Evangelical Christians, accepted
Strauss’s disjunction between The Christ of Faith, and the Jesus
of History.?® Today’s media commonly takes a purely humanistic
view of Jesus, as is evidenced in the mass of books, movies, and
television presentations in which he has been reduced to a rather
mild and more or less successful moralist. A clear example of
how Strauss’s work displaced the view that Jesus as inseparable
from the Christ of faith is found in the half century following its
initial appearance in England. The immediate orthodox reaction
was expected damnation: it was “the most pestilential book ever
vomited out of the jaws of hell” [149]. However, although its
arrival was piecemeal, with only partial translations and scholarly
rumors as to its destructive character, it rapidly displaced all
of then widely read Lives of Jesus—and seriously damaged the
credibility of all prior gospel studies. Its ascendency was assured
with the excellent translation by George Eliot (Marian Evans).?!

' Harris, David Friedrich Strauss and His Theology, 277.

20 The Christ of Faith and Jesus of History, Intro. and trans. Leander Keck
(Philadelphia: Sigler Press, 1976).

1 On the major impact of Strauss’s work upon English Evangelicals, see
Daniel L. Pals, The Victorian “Lives” of Jesus (San Antonia: Trinity University Press,
1982).
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will reveal God to all men with a yet unimagined intellectual clarity.
This enlightenment, which transcends and synthesizes the shared
imagination of the past and the deep private feelings of the present,
will enable all men to order their lives according to the recognized
precepts of universal reason. To use a Marxian expression, it will
be the end of ideology, that false consciousness generated by the
alien world of private property. As Adam was but the man of Na-
ture, and Christ the man of God, so—to Hess—is Spinoza, He is
the pure man, the prototype of the future, the discoverer of God
in reason. Henceforth, in the light of this reason, man will come
to know “how to order his views and deeds according to the all-
comprehending Law, and, with the clear consciousness of his eter-
nal life in God, proceed with firm, steady, and manly strides upon
the path of under—standing.”8 And, in this beatific future, the whole
country will be a great garden. In it everybody will be diligent and
happy. Everybody will enjoy life as befits man. One will look for mis-
ery in order to remedy it. Yet one will find little of it. Distress will
have left man.’

In time, Hess’ vision of a “sacred history” would lose all of its
explicit religious content, but the religious or mythic form of his
thought would remain in his later works, and—if anything—take
on even stronger apocalyptic overtones. Hess’ secularized content,
abstracted and set into its familiar Marxian expression is but the
standard socialistic triad: primitive communism, the fallen world
of private property, and communism regained through the saving
sacrifices of messianic socialism. As in Marx’s words,

Communism therefore as the complete return of man
to himself as a social (i.e., human) being—a return
accomplished consciously and embracing the entire
wealth of previous development. This communism, as

® Sacred History, 176.
® For a full description of the “New Jerusalem,” see Silberner, Moses Hess:
Geschichte Seines Lebens, 42fF.
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done®—is to allow socialist doctrine, at least in this instance, to
draw sustenance from the authority of Hegel.

The Sacred History—"“sacred” because human history is
the manifestation of the divine will—is an unstable amalgam
of Enlightenment epistemology and biblical enthusiasm—or
inspiration—that traces mankind’s historical via delarosa to what
Hess terms the “New Jerusalem.”’

The first age is, not unexpectedly, the age of the Father—one of
innocence, unity, and passivity. In this period, knowledge of God
is found in the imagination alone, which picture Him set beyond
human reach. This childhood of mankind, reaching from Adam to
Christ, was one of implicit equality and freedom—as yet untouched
by the evils of private property. The second age, that of the Son,
now recognizes the holy as an inward disposition of the soul. Christ
was the first to know God in this exclusive manner, privately, in
his heart. Quite naturally, this inward feeling of a loving presence
led to the evils of egoism. God, as known by the Christian, will
be so identified with the private sentiments of the individual that
social division must result. The sin of the present is grounded in
the Christian’s myopic concern with the disposition of his soul,
and this egoism readily translates into economic selfishness, Cap-
italism. To Hess, Christian exclusiveness not only generated the
opposing poles of clergy and laity, the poles of medieval aristoc-
racy and peasantry, but—in its final perfection—an aristocracy of
wealth set over and against the impoverished mass. Monetary ego-
ism is the final expression of Christianity. All this opposition will
pass, however, in the third and final age of man. This age was ini-
tiated by Spinoza, who first understood God with an intellectual
love unknown to his predecessors, a love which transcended all
distinctions and oppositions. This love, a new form of knowledge,

¢ Isaiah Berlin, The Life and Opinions of Moses Hess (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1959), 6.

7 The closing chapter of The Sacred History was entitled “D neue Jerusalem
und die letzten Zeiten.”
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Both clearly contributed to the rise of the modern world. Just
as with Marxism, in which the given economic world was to be
actually destroyed before a “classless society” could be realized, so
with the given religion of Strauss’s world: the given idea of Jesus
must be critically destroyed before the idea of Humanity as the
Christ can come into being.

In Strauss’s identification of Christ as Humanity, Stirner joined
Nietzsche in contempt of this equation. As to the person of Jesus,
who was a real, and not a “mythic figure,” the persistent attempts
to view him as but a liberal reformer were simply wrong. In an
extended statement regarding the political and social teachings of
Jesus, Stirner wrote:

While, to get greater clearness, I am thinking up
a comparison, the founding of Christianity comes
unexpectedly into my mind. On the liberal side it is
noted as a bad point in the first Christians that they
preached obedience to the established heathen civil
order, enjoined recognition of the heathen authorities,
and confidently delivered a command, “Give to the
emperor that which is the emperor’s” Yet how much
disturbance arose at the same time against the Roman
supremacy, how mutinous did the Jews and even the
Romans show themselves against their own temporal
government! In short, how popular was “political
discontent!” Those Christians would hear nothing
of it; would not side with the “liberal tendencies.”
The time was politically so agitated that, as is said
in the gospels, people thought they could not accuse
the founder of Christianity more successfully than
if they arraigned him for “political intrigue,” and yet
the same gospels report that he was precisely the one
who took least part in these political doings. But why
was he not a revolutionist, not a demagogue, as the
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Jews would gladly have seen him? Why was he not
a liberal? Because he expected no salvation from a
change of conditions, and this whole business was
indifferent to him. He was not a revolutionist, like
Caesar, but an insurgent; not a state-overturner, but
one who straightened himself up. That was why it
was for him only a matter of “Be ye wise as serpents,’
which expresses the same sense as, in the special
case, that “Give to the emperor that which is the
emperor’s”; for he was not carrying on any liberal or
political fight against the established authorities, but
wanted to walk his own way, untroubled about, and
undisturbed by, these authorities. Not less indifferent
to him than the government were its enemies, for
neither understood what he wanted, and he had only
to keep them off from him with the wisdom of the
serpent. But, even though not a ringleader of popular
mutiny, not a demagogue or revolutionist, he (and
every one of the ancient Christians) was so much the
more an insurgent, who lifted himself above every-
thing that seemed sublime to the government and
its opponents, and absolved himself from everything
that they remained bound to, and who at the same
time cut off the sources of life of the whole heathen
world, with which the established state must wither
away as a matter of course; precisely because he put
from him the upsetting of the established, he was its
deadly enemy and real annihilator; for he walled it in,
confidently and recklessly carrying up the building of
his temple over it, without heeding the pains of the
immured. (Ego, 187 leopold)

Stirner’s Jesus stands out in history as the “deadly enemy” of
the established order but not as a “revolutionary” seeking an ideal
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Christ-like turning point in history. In 1837, Hess published The
Sacred History of Mankind (Die heilige Geschichte derMenschheit).
He signed it only as “a disciple of Spinoza” It was his first book,
badly written and bearing all the flaws of the autodidact, the
work was hardly noticed, yet it can claim to be the first original
socialist work to appear in German directed to Germans. Both
in form and content it indicated the course that both Hess and
German Socialism were to follow in the years to come. It was, as
the Prolegomena, fixed into the familiar triadic form.

Later, looking back upon its composition, Hess remarked that
“Spinoza had elevated my consciousness of God to a height where
I—with the bible in one hand and the Ethics in the other—wrote
The Sacred History of Mankind” There was, he asserted, no fur-
ther influences working upon him other than these two revered
sources; there was “no Swedenborg, no Saint-Simon, no Bentham,
no Lamennais, no Hegel, no Heine, no so-called Young Germany.’
(24) Historical evidence would support the contention that young
Hess knew little of Hegel or Hegelianism at the time he wrote The
Sacred History. In sum, the triad, which he will henceforth employ—
at least in its origins—is not either a conscious or unconscious re-
flection of Hegel’s dialectical form, but is rather grounded in the
prophetic tradition of biblical literature. As it will be seen, if it
does resemble a Hegelian form, it resembles the developmental
form of nature, in which “the second term is a difference, and ap-
pears ... as a duality.” This ignorance of and Manichean divergence
from the Hegelian mode of development merits notice, for it means
that Hess’s socialistic dialectic does not originate in Hegel, and
to attribute explicit Hegelian influences upon Hess’s first and fun-
damental expression of Communist theory—as Isaiah Berlin has

® The Sacred History of Mankind (Stuttgart, 1837) Die heilige Geschichte der
Menschheit: Von einem Junger Spinozas (Rpt. Gerstenberg Verlag, Hildesheim
1980). See Silberner for details of the composition of this work, pp. 49ff.
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1840—the year in which Hess revised the work of Cieszkowski—
the Jewish community celebrated the year as 5600, a year that
many thought would herald anew, and better age for all Jews.?
Would not Hess have shared in this hope? It is not hard to imagine
that the Rhineland Jews, and Hess was one, had felt their new
sufferings under Prussian rule all the more acutely after they had
enjoyed a brief moment of right under the Napoleonic code. He
was of the same generation of Heine, Lasalle, Borne, and Disraeli,
and he suffered the same confused pains of a liberal Jew in a cruel
and conservative age, but—even when most in doubt about the
role of his faith in the modem world—he never turned against it
or its people with the repellent bitterness of a Marx. However, at
twenty-three, Hess despaired of Judaism, and declared that since
the destruction of the Temple there had been no religion, but only
a longing after a lost and neverto-be recovered good, and yet even
with this powerful longing every trace of that early and authentic
Judaism would—and should—vanish?

In Hess, the sentiment was one of longing—but not for “a lost
and neverto-be recovered good”—but for a future of reasoned peace
and social harmony in which the angry and competing tensions of
this contrary present age would be resolved and forgotten. The res-
olution of these present conflicts could not be gained by the pas-
sivity of traditional philosophy, but by an active “Philosophy of
Action.™

But if young Hess lost his first religion, he soon gained
another— Spinozism. To Hess, Spinoza was what Hegel had been
to Cieszkowski — not merely a personal inspiration, but a crucial

% A Messiah was expected who would gather into one community the scat-
tered Jewish communities of the world. Silberner, Moses Hess: Geschichte Seines
Lebens, 63fT.

% Silberner, Moses Hess: Geschichte Seines Lebens, 24. Found in Hess’s unpub-
lished Tagebuch, September 30, 1835.

* The term “Philosophie der Tat” was first used as a title in one of Hess’s ar-
ticles published in Herweg’s Einundzwanzig Bogen aus der Schweiz (Zurich, 1843).
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cause but as an actual “insurgent,” who stands up only for himself.
He would seem to be a role-model for Stirner.
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Chapter 5: An Atheistic Turn:
Bruno Bauer

Thus in Christianity the alienation had become total, and it was
this total alienation that was the biggest obstacle to the progress of
selfconsciousness.

—Bruno Bauer

BRUNO BAUER, 1809-1882

Bauer entered the University of Berlin as a Theological student
in 1828, just one year after Stirner had enrolled. He soon became
a devoted Hegelian, and his early career was largely concerned
with the task of clearly reconciling the unorthodox tendencies of
Hegelianism with the dogmatic Christianity of his age.

Unlike Stirner, Bauer was a prolific and inexhaustible writer,!
and in his first years as a lecturer, at Berlin, he published forty-
three articles and reviews. Bauer was a prolific writer, but never-
theless, despite having seen dozens of his books and articles pub-
lished, there is no critical edition of these works. And again, un-
like Stirner, his works are almost completely forgotten, and, as one
scholar pointed, most of Bauer’s works “remain inaccessible,”? and
almost all left untranslated.

! See Stepelevich, Lawrence S. Bibliography. Bauer, Bruno (1809-1882),
1998, Routledge Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Taylor and Francis; also https :/ /ww
w .rep .rout ledge .com/ artic les /b iogra phica 1 /bau er — br uno — 1 809 -8 2
/v1/ bibli ograp hy /ba uer -b runo — 1809 — 82 -bi b. Copyright © 1998-2019
Routledge.

? Douglas Moggach, The Philosophy and Politics of Bruno Bauer (Cambridge:
University Press, 2003), 1.
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Chapter 7: The New World as
the New Jerusalem: Moses Hess

The task of the philosophy of spirit now consists in
becoming a philosophy of action.

MOSES HESS, 1812-1875

By the early 1840s the proposal that praxis must supplant
theory was a ritual maxim among Young Hegelian circles, but it
fell to one thinker—Moses Hess—to press Cieszkowski’s millennial
Hegelianism into an even more radical religious formulation, a
formulation that—although its triads and language sometimes
resembled Hegelianism—had little to do with it either in its origin
or intention. Just as Cieszkowski had revised Hegel, so Hess would
revise Cieszkowski, and the resulting doctrine would be passed on
to inspire Marx.

From his earliest years, Hess was infused with the despairing
sentiments that arose from being of an oppressed people. In a
telling anecdote of his youth, he recalled the evenings spent with
his beloved grandfather, and of hearing the tales of the long
sufferings of the Jewish people. While the grandfather read of the
expulsion of the Jews from their home in Israel, “the snowwhite
beard of this strong old man was covered with tears in the telling
of this story, and we children ourselves could not hold back from
weeping and sobbing”! It seems fitting to remark here that in

! Found in Hess’s unpublished Tagebuch, September 30, 1835. Cited from
Edmund Silberner, Moses Hess: Geschichte Seines Lebens, 4.
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declared that this would be his “last work,” his “last Will and Tes-
tament” [letzten Willen und Gedanken]**—and so it was.

The unwillingness of the Feuerbachians to accept this last will
has not been lost upon the followers of Stirner, who, such as Hubert
Kennedy, observed:

The old disciples and friends of Feuerbach—Rau, Bolin,
Duboc—are still making efforts from time to time to
rescue their beloved master from Stirner and to cover
up the ignorance that he himself has shown. It is use-
less effort, the Feuerbachian man has long since passed
away.*

¥ Simon Rawidowicz, Ludwig Feuerbachs Philosophie: Ursprung und Schick-
sal (Berlin: Walter De Gruyter, 1964), 187.
40 Kennedy, Max Stirner, 19.
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During his years at the University, Bauer’s theological talents
were recognized by the “Old Hegelians,” who, under increasing
pressure from both orthodox pietists and conservative monarchists,
were desperately trying to distance themselves from Strauss’s rad-
ical reading of Hegel. They decided to choose Bruno Bauer to rebut
Strauss. But as it turned out, the Hegelians had made a very bad
choice in selecting him, for he developed into a much more radical
atheist than Strauss had ever been.

In 1837, Strauss reacted to the criticisms of the Life of Jesus with
a small but focused work, Streitschriften zur Vertheidigung meiner
Schrift uber das Leben Jesu zur Charakteristik der gegenwartigen The-
ologie.> Some of the major “Accomodationalists,” most of what are
now-termed “The Old Hegelians,” were subjected to Strauss’s de-
fense of his major thesis in the Life, who well knew what the dire
consequences that work would have upon their already-threatened
hold-upon academic and political status. Strauss had clearly under-
stood that “the many opponents of the Hegelian philosophy used
its conclusions to demonstrate the destructive consequences of the
Hegelian philosophy” and “so as to protect itself from being iden-
tified with it” (7). It was in this work that Strauss set up a schema
which would thereafter classify the followers of Hegel:

To the question of whether and to what extent the
gospel history is proven as history by the idea of the
unity of the divine and human natures, there are three
possible answers: either the entirely of the history is
proven by this concept, or merely a part of it, or fi-
nally, that neither as a whole nor in part is it to be
confirmed as historical by the idea. If each of these
answers and directions were indeed represented by a
branch of the Hegelian school, then using the tradi-
tional analogy, the first direction as standing closest

? Translated and edited with Introduction by Marilyn Chapin Massey, In
Defense of My Life of Jesus: Against the Hegelians (Archon Books, 1983).
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to the long-established system, could be named the
right, the third direction named the left, and the sec-
ond named the center. (Defense, 38)

As to the “traditional analogy,” although for Strauss it merely
characterized theological stances, it soon was transformed, and has
remained, political positions. For Strauss, the categorizations were
not a matter of politics but rather how the life of the historical Je-
sus might be taken in the light of Hegel’s absolute reason: as either
fully in accord with it, or partially in accord, or not at all. In time,
the ambiguous “Center” was discarded, and the classifications were
simply reduced to either “Right,” which was identified with the con-
servative “Old Hegelians,” or the more radical “Left,” which, in time,
became the “Old” and “Young” Hegelian schools.

Strauss placed Bruno Bauer as one of the “Right,” who, at
twenty-six years of age, had been chosen to be the young cham-
pion of the “Old Hegelians” Bauer took up the challenge of
refuting the mythic theory of Strauss’s Life of Jesus and imme-
diately embarked upon a series of articles in the Jahrbiicher fur
wissenschaftliche Kritik—sometimes humorously referred to as
the “Hegel Gazette” Bauer attempted the extraordinary task of
proving the logical inexorability of the Virgin Birth. The extremely
complex and abstruse argument that Bauer presented had little
consequence, and it was not long before Strauss responded to
Bauer, and Strauss publicly dismissed his argument as “nothing
but a trite and childish play™ and privately ridiculed as a “foolish
piece of pen-pushing”® Bauer abandoned the debate and shortly
came to the conclusion that the historical Jesus was largely a
literary creation rather than a concrete individual—a conclusion
in fundamental agreement with the thesis of Strauss.

In 1838, Bauer had formulated his initial view of the relation-
ship between philosophy and religion in a two-volume work: Die

* Strauss, In Defense of My Life of Jesus, 49.
5 Harris, Strauss, 80.
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on Feuerbach’s Essence of Christianity even managed to avoid men-
tioning Stirner.*®

Actually, Stirner’s critique might have impelled Feuerbach to
advance from humanism to materialism, as he approved of Feuer-
bach’s epistemological sensualism since it brought “sensuousness
to honor3® After a period of silence, Feuerbach conceded that his
book (The Essence of Christianity) was “still haunted by the abstract
Rational Being ... as distinct from the actual sensuous being of na-
ture and humanity.”®’ He then went on to engage in a disappoint-
ing political career, which ended in 1848. Then, a few years later,
he resurfaced in a celebrated review of Jacob Moleschott’s Theory
of Nutrition (1850), and, dispensing with his earlier predilections
to present the “Perfect Essence” to agree with Moleschott’s mate-
rialistic presuppositions. It was at the end of the review that the
famous phrase “man is what he eats” makes its appearance.®® Still
of a revolutionary cast of mind, he looked to the physical sciences
for an answer to the question of what would be the material pre-
conditions for social revolution, and he found it answered by the
newly discovered science of food chemistry. He was certain that
this science had proved that diet determined human culture, and
therefore, insofar as protein-lacking potatoes were the major nutri-
tional source which ensured the passivity of the working class, a
revolution could only be provoked by a change to a more protein-
rich died, for example, beans—hardly a romantic vision.

In 1851, in the Forward to his Lectures on the Essence of Reli-
gion, which were to be included in his Collected Works, Feuerbach

% Entry under “Feuerbach,” in Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy.

* Ego, 340.

7 GW. X.: 188.

%8 See Melvin Cherno, “Feuerbach’s ‘Man Is What He Eats’: A Rectification.”
Journal of the History of Ideas 24, no. 3 (July—September, 1963): 397-406 (10 pages).
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wrote favorably about him in his influential 1902 essay, What Is
to be Done? The Feuerbachian objections to Stirnerian “solipsism”
attracted such revolutionaries as Alexander Herzen (1812-1870)
and Nikolay Chernyshevsky (1828—-1889). Chernyshevsky founded
the “Narodnik” party, which worked toward a socialist society
based upon the structure of the Russian peasant commune, which
might be compared to the contemporary “Kibbutz” Lenin was
critical of this movement, which he perceived as having little
substance, which would explain its “disintegration” after reaching
a high point in 1870.%%. It does seem, from the point of view of the
Feuerbachian scholar, Simon Rawidowicz, who carefully examined
the Russian debate, that Stirner often appeared to be the victor
“machmal scheinst er the Sieg uber Feuerbach.”*

After reading Stirner, and perhaps because of this reading, just
as Bauer before him, Feuerbach abandoned his original philoso-
phy. In 1845, shortly after the first appearance of the Ego, the usu-
ally prolific Feuerbach only wrote one short item—a weak reply to
Stirner’s work, which later appeared in his Collected Works.

Certainly, more than one Feuerbachian scholar, such as Eugene
Kamenka,** has agreed with the judgment of Simon Rawidowitz
that “Max Stirner’s critique ... appears to have impelled him [Feuer-
bach] to take a further step, to advance from anthropology to nat-
uralism.” It is generally agreed that “something” happened after
1845 to Feuerbach’s view of “Man,” and this could not have been
other than the shock of Stirner’s critique. It would seem that Feuer-
bach’s career unexpectedly ran into the same radical “epistemolog-
ical break” that would later turn Marx into a “Marxist.” Certainly,
it has been a problem for commentators. Ted Gooch in his article

%2 0On Narodism, in Lenin Collected Works, Progress Publishers (1975),
Moscow, Volume 18, pp. 524-28.

** Simon Rawidowicz, Ludwig Feuerbachs Philosophie: Ursprung und Schick-
sal (Berlin: Walterde Gruyter, 1964), 478

* Eugeéne Kamenka, The Philosophy of Ludwig Feuerbach (New York: Rout-
ledge & K. Paul, 1970), 156.
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Religion des Alten Testaments in der geschichtlichen Entwicklung
ihrer Principien dargestellt (The Religion of the Old Testament
Presented in its Historical Development and Principles). This work
established his conception of the Gospel narratives as but the
unconscious expressions of the religious mind, and to trace their
full expression in the traditional history of Christianity. In 1839,
the Privat-Docent Bauer, becoming somewhat notorious among
conservative theologians, was assigned to teach at the University
of Bonn, where he might be less noticeable. This thesis was first
set further forth in his Kritik der evangelischen Geschichte des
Johannes (Critique of the Gospel of John). From this point on, Bauer
labeled himself the “Kritik.”

Proceeding with his studies of the Gospel narratives, Bauer
went well beyond a simple Enlightenment critique of accepted re-
ligious belief and set about establishing the theoretical foundation
of total atheism as the ground for human freedom. In time, his
logic led him to the denial of the very existence of the historical
Jesus, reducing this most sacred object into a fictional entity
created by the Gospel writers. For him it was “The Terrorism of
Pure Theory,’® which was a totally unimpeded and irreverent
critical dismissal of all that which had been considered “holy”—
and that implied the authority of the Church as a support of the
State. Human freedom was only to be gained by the exercise of
unrestrained thinking, “without preconditions [ Vorassetzunglos)”

Not unexpectedly, on March 1842, and after some debate,
Bauer’s teaching certificate, his venia docendi, was revoked.” His
angry reaction to this theological censorship led him directly to
write a bitter critique of the whole of Christianity, with the title
Christianity Exposed.® It was censored and left unpublished until a
copy was recently recovered.

® Letter of Bauer to Marx, March 28, 1841.
7 Edgar Bauer, Streitschriften gegen cite.
8 Give details of Christianity Exposed.
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By the end of June 1840, Bauer began another major study of
the gospels, the three-volume Kritik der evangelischen Geschichte
der Synoptiker (Critique of the Synoptic Gospels), which presented
the final statements of Bauer regarding the actual existence of the
historical Jesus. In this work the problem of whether or not Jesus
was in fact a historical figure was finally resolved:

In the autumn of 1840, Bauer concluded the writing of Die
Posaune des jiingsten Gerichts iiber Hegel den Atheisten und An-
tichristen: Ein Ultimatum (The Trumpet of the Last Judgement
against Hegel the Atheist and Antichrist: An Ultimatum). This
anonymous work was to rally all the various interpreters of Hegel
into one camp from which they could enter into what he termed
“The Campaign of Pure Criticism.” It asserted that the prudent “Old
Hegelians” associated with German academic life had consciously
concealed the total incompatibility of Hegelian philosophy with
traditional Christian belief and conservative political order.’
This was, for Bauer, an untenable policy, for “Hegel’s theory is
praxis, and for that very reason most dangerous, far-reaching and
destructive. It is the revolution itself”!® Whether or not Hegel’s
teaching is in accord with traditional Christian belief is still a
matter of debate.!!

Albert Schweitzer concisely traced Bauer’s steady turn from a
defense of the traditional accounts of the life of Jesus into a total
rejection of them:

The task which Bauer had set himself at the beginning
of his criticism of the Gospel history, turned, before he
had finished, into something different. When he began,

? Stirner’s review of this work is to be found in the Addenda.

' Bruno Bauer, The Trumpet of the Last Judgment against Hegel: The Athe-
ist and Antichrist, trans. Lawrence S. Stepelevich (Lewiston: Edwin Mellen Press,
1989), 127.

' A recent extended debate over this issue occurred in the Hegelian journal,
The Owl of Minerva (spring/summer 2005) over William Desmond’s book, Hegel’s
God.
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Feuerbach says that “the fundamental illusion is God
as subject.” But Stirner has shown the fundamental illu-
sion to be the thought of the “Perfect Essence.” Hence,
Feuerbach, who defends this “fundamental prejudice”
with all his energy, is exactly, in this respect, a true
Christian. As to the matter of altruistic love, Stirner ar-
gues that a disinterested, an unselfish interest or love,
is actually no interest or love, for these sentiments are
rooted in one’s personal evaluation of the loved object.
To love altruistically out of “sacred duty” is not to love
but to obey, and obedience is the quintessential expres-
sion of self-denial, the opposite of egoism.

And so the debate proceeds, with Stirner—throughout the serial
of his responses to Feuerbach’s defensive arguments—conceding
absolutely nothing.

Their debate continued and, by mid-century, was politically
radicalized by Russian revolutionaries, in this case the struggle
for power between the Nihilists and the Narodniks, between
individualists and collectivists. At the time, “Nihilism” was not,
as it now generally understood, another form of “terrorism,” but
rather, as with Bazarov, in Turgenev’s Fathers and Sons, more
iconoclastic and egoistic than programmatic and political®! The
Nihilistic movement, after the assassination of Alexander II,
in 1881, was, with little foundation, prosecuted as a terroristic
political movement. Dmitry Ivanovich Pisarev (1840-1868) took
Stirner’s thought as supportive of his own “nihilistic” program,
which was mainly intended to encourage independent and uncon-
ventional thinking. He had a strong influence upon Lenin, who

*! As the Encyclopaedia Britannian has it, “Nihilism” (from Latin nihil, “noth-
ing”), originally a philosophy of moral and epistemological skepticism that arose
in nineteenth-century Russia during the early years of the reign of Tsar Alexan-
der II. The term was famously used by Friedrich Nietzsche to describe the disin-
tegration of traditional morality in Western society. “It is of interest to note that
Nietzsche found some basis for his own thought in Stirner”
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limit, cannot be expected, at the same time, to set
about solving the peripheral illusions and limits.

Here, somewhat peevishly, Feuerbach is simply ignoring
Stirner’s objection—touched upon in the opening citation 44—that
he is engaged in a quixotic struggle with the “spooks” and “fixed
ideas” of the idealists. But at this point it is best to turn directly
to Stirner’s rejoinder to his critics, where he takes each of Feuer-
bach’s arguments in turn, and where his response to the third
argument is as brief as that argument.

It was cryptically signed “M. St.,” with Stirner referring to him-
self throughout in the third person—following Feuerbach’s conceit.
His specific reply was brief, with only seven pages set aside to an-
swer Feuerbach’s fourteen defensive arguments. Just as in the case
of Feuerbach, the temper of these counterarguments are best illus-
trated by citing Stirner’s full answer to Feuerbach’s first charge
that to say “God is Nothing” is to say something religious.

Feuerbach has removed the “nothing” from Stirner’s
“I have set my cause upon nothing” and so concludes
that the Egoist is a pious atheist. Nothing is certainly
a definition of God. But Feuerbach is playing with a
word. Besides, it is said, in The Essence of Christianity
“Hence he alone is the true atheist to whom the predi-
cates of the Divine Being—for example, love, wisdom,
justice—are nothing; not he to whom merely the sub-
ject of these predicates is nothing” [p. 21] Isn’t this the
same with Stirner, especially since, to him, Nothing
cannot be attributed to Anything? [wenn ihm nicht
das Nichts fiir Nichts aufgeburdet wird?]

This brief and slightly flippant rejoinder to Feuerbach’s first ar-
gument is followed closely by an even briefer retort to Feuerbach’s
third contention— that he is applying his “time and energy” to solv-
ing the Grundillusion.
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he thought to save the honor of Jesus and to restore His
Person from the state of inanition to which the apolo-
gists had reduced it, and hoped by furnishing a proof
that the historical Jesus could not have been the Jesus
Christ of the Gospels, to bring Him into a living rela-
tion with history. This task, however, was given up in
favor of the larger one of freeing the world from the
domination of the Judaeo-Roman idol, Jesus the Mes-
siah, and in carrying out this endeavor the thesis that
Jesus Christ is a product of the imagination of the early
Church is formulated in such a way that the existence
of a historic Jesus becomes problematical, or, at any
rate, quite indifferent.

One has the impression of walking alongside a man
who is reasoning quite intelligently, but who talks to
himself as though [145] possessed by a fixed idea...
(205) Bauer hated the theologians for still holding
fast to the barbarous conception that a great man
had forced himself into a stereotyped and unspiritual
system, and in that way had set in motion great ideas,
whereas he held that that would have signified the
death of both the personality and the ideas; but this
hatred is only the surface symptom of another hatred,
which goes deeper than theology, going down, indeed,
to the very depths of the Christian conception of the
world. Bruno Bauer hates not only the theologians,
but Christianity, and hates it because it expresses
a truth in a wrong way. It is a religion which has
become petrified in a transitional form. A religion
which ought to have led on to the true religion has

Schweitzer also added his insight into Bauer’s character after
his expulsion from the academy:
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usurped the place of the true religion, and in this
petrified form it holds prisoner all the real forces of
religion. Religion is the victory over the world of the
self-conscious ego. It is only when the ego grasps
itself in its antithesis to the world as a whole, and is
no longer content to play the part of a mere talking
gentleman in the world-drama, but faces the world
with independence and reserve, that the necessary
conditions of universal religion are present. (218)

By the late 1830s he had become the “leader of the Young
Hegelians in Berlin”'?> By 1840, he had written a number of
multi-volume studies devoted to explaining that biblical history
was fundamentally an imaginative exercise having little or no
actual basis in historical fact—“The Free Ones.” The focal point
of the radical “Young Hegelians”—it was the favorite forum for
the discussion of atheism and radical politics. Among the regular
participants were his own brother Edgar and Max Stirner—who
became his lifelong friend. On the depth of this friendship, it can
be noted that, Ludwig Pietsch, the well-known Berlin artist, wrote
a touching account of the scene on the day of Stirner’s death. He
was asked by Bauer if he would sketch a portrait of Stirner. Bauer
offered what money he had, but Pietch, knowing Bauer’s poverty,
did not accept it and finished the portrait.'®

Their friendship endured despite Stirner’s criticism of Bauer in
the Ego, and it did not seem to suffer in the face of their contrary
views as to the “Jewish Question”!* nor to Stirner’s unwillingness
to join Bauer in the composition of his radical critique of Christian-
ity expressed in Bauer’s suppressed book, Das entdeckte Christen-

2 Harris, Strauss, 80; Mehring, Karl Marx, 21.

3 Barnikol, Das entdeckte Christentum, 141.

4 On the difference between Stirner and Bauer on the matter of Judaism, see
author’s “Stirner and the Jewish Question”; also David Leopold, “The Hegelian
Antisemitism of Bruno Bauer,” Hist of European Ideas 25 (1999): 179-206.
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seems to have been somewhat taken by surprise—at least he never
replied with such moderation and humility as on that occasion—
when the work of Max Stirner ... Appeared”?

His reply, delivered as if by a third party, is, in the main, in-
tended as a reductio ad absurdum, to show that taking Stirner’s
principles leads to manifest contradictions. This same logical tech-
nique, delivered with greater skill, was later employed by Moses
Hess in his reply to Stirner. Each of the fourteen paragraphs com-
prising Feuerbach’s response contains an argument, sometimes lit-
tle more than a positional restatement. The first argument suggests
the strength of those to follow, and its concluding lines deserve to
be cited in entirety:

“T have set my cause upon nothing” sings the Unique
One [der Einzige]. But is not Nothing a predicate of
God? is not the statement “God is nothing,” a religious
expression as well? So, the “Egoist” also sets his cause
upon God! So he also belongs to the “pious atheists!”

At this point, the reader is surely reminded of what Engels once
said in reply to one of Feuerbach’s arguments: “Such etymological
tricks are the last resort of idealist philosophy.”*°

Feuerbach’s third argument begins with a citation from Stirner:

Even Feuerbach himself says that he is concerned only
with annihilating an illusion; yes, but an illusion upon
which all illusions, all prejudices, all— unnatural—
limits of Man depend, but not, however, immediately;
because the fundamental illusion [Grundillusion], the
fundamental prejudice, the fundamental limit of Man
is God as Subject. Who turns his time and energy to
undoing the fundamental illusion and fundamental

% A History of Philosophy, trans. W. S. Hough (London, 1890-92), III.
* Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach, 34.
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and baggage, then we, its earthly apartments, will be
badly overcrowded.?*

Stirner is the first to declare, from arguments as above, that
“Our atheists are pious people,” a line echoed later by Engels, whose
criticism of Feuerbach traced the path first opened by Stirner. En-
gels is merely repeating Stirner when he says of Feuerbach, “He by
no means wishes to abolish religion: he wants to perfect it.”%°

And so, just as Feuerbach’s “genetico-critical examination” had
earlier revealed Hegelian philosophy to be a covert theology, so
Stirner revealed Feuerbach’s humanism as a covert religion. If, to
Feuerbach, “Speculative philosophy is the true, consistent, and ra-
tional theology,®® so then, to Stirner, “The HUMAN religion is only
the last metamorphosis of the Christian religion.”” Neither the es-
oteric formulas of Hegel’s doubtful theism nor the bravest declara-
tions of his most atheistic students had served to free any of them
from the iron grip of Christianity’s “magic circle.” It is Stirner’s de-
sire to break out of this obsessive circle which leads him to develop
a radical egoism, an individualism which must stand in direct con-
trast to Feuerbach’s altruistic humanism.

Feuerbach’s public response to Stirner was only a dozen pages
in length. It was, not uncommon for the time, left unsigned. A year
later it reappeared, slightly expanded, in the first volume of Feuer-
bach’s own edition of his Simtlichen Werke.?® It is of interest to note
that this brief reply was Feuerbach’s only publication for that year.
This stands in marked contrast to his previously high level of pro-
ductivity. The tenor of Feuerbach’s essay has been best described
by his contemporary, the historian Johann Erdmann: “Feuerbach

24 Stirner, Ego and His Own, 34-35.

= Engels, Outcome, 33.

%6 Feuerbach, Principles of the Philosophy of the Future, 6

%7 Stirner, Ego and His Own, 158.

% Feuerbach’s reply “Ober das Wesen des Christentums ‘in Beziehungs auf den
Einzigen und scin Eigentum’” can be read in a critical reissue in Ludwig Feuerbach:
Kleinere Schriften I, ed. Werner Schuffenhauer (Berlin, 1970), 427-41.
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tum im Vormdrz.®> Indeed, Stirner went on to a criticism of that
work, seeing it merely as ironic support of Christianity itself:

Christianity is not annihilated, but the faithful are
right in having hitherto trustfully assumed of every
combat against it that this could serve only for the
purgation and confirmation of Christianity; for it has
really only been glorified, and “Christianity exposed”
is the—human Christianity. We are still living entirely
in the Christian age, and the very ones who feel
worst about it are the most zealously contributing
to “complete” it. The more human, the dearer has
feudalism become to us; for we the less believe that
it still is feudalism, we take it the more confidently
for ownness and think we have found what is “most
absolutely our own” when we discover “the human.”'¢

And so, Bauer, within a decade after attempting to defend the
traditional readings of the Gospel narrative, arrived at the conclu-
sion that Christians had created a history of God from out of its
own unconsciousness, they could only rid themselves of that dis-
tant and alien Christian God by embarking upon a “ruthless” self-
criticism which would reveal its own unconscious fantasies.!” In
short, in order to free the world from being forever crushed, the re-
ligious mind itself would have to engage in a radical purgation of
its fantastic beliefs so as to come into full self-consciousness, which
to Hegel would be the realization of freedom—the goal of world his-
tory. The illusion of God would have to be critically erased from the
religious mind in order that “Man” could come into being—and so
“Man has been discovered” through the “terrorism of pure theory.

15 Barnikol, Das entdeckte Christentum im Vormdrz.

16 Ego, 278 leo.

17 A concise and lucid study of Bauer’s course from being a defender of Chris-
tian doctrine to that of being one of its greatest critics is to be found in Albert
Schweitzer’s The Quest of the Historical Jesus.
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The whole illusion of Christianity would have to end—and only
a radical self-criticism could affect the task. It was not long be-
fore Bauer placed “Man” in the vacancy left by the purgation of
God, and so “Man has been discovered.” This same “Man” was the
“supreme being” of Feuerbach. Stirner’s response to the elevation

of “Man” into the level of being “the supreme being” is clear:

Haven’t we the priest again there? Who is his God?
Man with a great M! What is the divine? The human!
Then the predicate has indeed only been changed into
the subject, and, instead of the sentence “God is love,”
they say “love is divine”; instead of “God has become

» &«

man,” “Man has become God,” etc. It is nothing more

or less than a new—religion.®

This new God, “Man,” is an ideal which cannot be obtained by
a real individual, and this impossibility is a central principle in

Stirner,

The ideal “Man” is realized when the Christian appre-
hension turns about and becomes the proposition, “I,
this unique one, am man” The conceptual question,
“what is man?”—has then changed into the personal
question, “who is man?” With “what” the concept was
sought for, in order to realize it; with “who” it is no
longer any question at all, but the answer is person-
ally on hand at once in the asker: the question answers
itself.!’

But although their friendship endured, by the mid-forties,
Bauer’s theoretical and theological concerns were becoming less
and less of interest among the radical Hegelians, who were more
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'8 Ego, 34.
¥ Ego, 323, Leopold.

method of transformational criticism
sleight-othand, which intensified human alienation rather than
relieving it. Feuerbach thinks that if he humanizes the divine, he has
found the truth. No, if God has given us pain, “Man” is capable of
pinching us still more torturingly.?> In two brief paragraphs, Stirner
has stated his position as well as his understanding of Feuerbach:

»22

Let us, in brief, set Feuerbach’s theological view
and our contradiction over against each other: “The
essence of man is man’s supreme being; now by reli-
gion, to be sure, the supreme being is called God and
regarded as an objective essence, but in truth it is only
man’s own essence; and therefore the turningpoint of
the world’s history is that henceforth no longer God,
but man, is to appear to man as God.”

To this we reply: The supreme being is indeed the
essence of man, but, just because it is his essence and
not he himself, it remains quite immaterial whether
we see it outside him and view it as “God,” or find it
in him and call it “Essence of Man” or “Man.” I am
neither God nor Man, neither the supreme essence
nor my essence, and therefore it is all one in the main
whether I think of the essence as in me or outside me.
Nay, we really do always think of the supreme being
as in both kinds of otherworldliness, the inward and
outward, at once; for the “Spirit of God” is, accord-to
Christian view, also “our spirit,” and “dwells in us.” It
dwells in heaven and dwells in us; we poor things are
just its “dwelling,” and if Feuerbach goes on to destroy
its heavenly dwelling and forces it to move to us bag

was merely a linguistic

22 Robert Tucker, Philosophy and Myth in Karl Marx (Cambridge: Cambridge

3 Stirner, Ego and His Own, 156.

University Press, 1961), 103. It is interesting to note that Tucker does not even
mention Stirner, despite citing from Feuerbach’s reply to Stirner.
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in rejecting Feuerbach’s ‘man’, or at least the ‘man’ of Das Wesen
des Christentums”—and this from Engels!?!

In the main, it is Feuerbach, that “pious atheist,” who bears the
brunt of Stirner’s criticism, and Bauer is left relatively un-abused.
One reason for this, philosophically, is that Bauer’s “pure criticism”
bears a closer relation to Stirner’s individualism than Feuerbach’s
altruistic anthropology. Another reason, less philosophical, is that
Bauer and Stirner were close friends both before and after the publi-
cation of The Ego. Knowing the circumstances and iconoclastic atti-
tudes of the Freien, one can even imagine Bauer enjoying Stirner’s
criticism, although within a year after the Ego was published, he
turned his attention from philosophy and theology to the subject
of political history.

The philosophic content of The Ego is focused upon revealing
the actual dependency of all normative and regulative concepts,
such as God, man, mankind, state, society, or law, upon the willful
determinations of the singular ego. This concrete ego, der Enzige,
which in its concreteness and uniqueness, transcends all classifica-
tions, is the real source of all values that its creations. The religious
mind, the mind of the believer, has been terrorized and awed, like
Frankenstein, by monsters of its own creation. It is this mind which
Feuerbach would comfort by discarding and replacing the old and
alien God with “Man”

As Stirner would have it, Feuerbach is merely another preacher
of pathological obsessions and fixed ideas. In this instance, the
“spook” now being presented as the “higher essence” is named
“Man.” The “new philosophy” is but the old theology. Far from
actually freeing individuals and permitting them to take pleasure
in themselves, Feuerbach is but another false prophet leading
them into a new servitude, a new self-denial. The “epochal new

2 1 etter of Engels to Marx, November 19, 1844.
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concerned with applying their theory toward the practical over-
throw of the reactionary forces controlling German political life.
The admiration of the revolutionary actions of France compared
to the speculative passivity of Germany took hold among such
Young Hegelians as Moses Hess, expressed in his 1843 work
“The Philosophy of the Deed,” and is to be found as the basis of
the 1844 Deutsch-Franzosische Jahrbiicher (The German French
Yearbooks), edited by Arnold Ruge and Karl Marx. For these radical
reformers, set upon a revolutionary path, the “Terrorism of Pure
Theory” became but a play of ideas, without practical substance.
In 1844, Marx, turned materialist by Feuerbach, had ended his
dealings with the idealistic Young Hegelians with a book bearing
the satiric title: The Holy Family or Critique of Critical Criticism:
Against Bruno Bauer and Company. Stirner was not named among
the “Company”—but the Ego would shortly appear, and the
Marx-Engels team would once again re-think their thinking.

Unlike Feuerbach, who had immediately and publicly re-
sponded to Stirner’s criticism, Bauer remained silent. Only one
follower of Bauer, writing under the pseudonym “Szeliga,’?
responded publicly. Stirner refused to take this response as even
coming from Bauer himself and dismissed it as merely coming
from “out of the masses [aus der Masse]”?! Stirner has ironically
recalled Bauer’s own term “Masse” which he employed to label an
easily lead and deceived mob.?? As to Szeliga, he had

in all seriousness ... identified it [Der Einzige] with
a “man” then proceeded with a rather vague middle
term, an “individual in world history” to draw the

% Franz Szeliga Zychlin von Zychlinski, “Der Einzige und sein Eigenthum.
Norddeutschen Blitter fur Kritik, Litteratur und Unterhaltung” March 1845.

2 Max Stirner, Stirner’s Critics, trans. Wolfi Landstreicher (Berkeley: LCB
Books, 2012), 20; Max Stirner, Kleinere Schriften (Stuttgart: Frommann-holzboog,
1976), 376.

22 See Bauer’s 1844 essay, “Die Gattung und die Masse.”
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conclusion, “after a definition of spooks (from which
it emerges that “a spirit lacking thought is a body,
and that the pure and simple body is the absence of

thought”), that the unique is “the spook of spooks.”?®

But, nevertheless, Szeliga did have a “sense” that the Einzige is
an “empty phrase”:

Szeliga takes the pain to show that the unique
“measured by its own principle of seeing spooks ev-
erywhere becomes the spook of all spooks.” He senses
that the unique is an empty phrase, but he overlooks
the fact that he himself, Szeliga, is the content of the
phrase.?

In a significant passage, Stirner supplied the “empty phrase,” the
meaning of the term “Einziger”:

The unique is an expression with which, in all frank-
ness and honesty, one recognizes that he is expressing
nothing. Human being, spirit, the true individual, per-
sonality, etc. are expressions or attributes that are full
to overflowing with content, phrases with the greatest
wealth of ideas; compared with these sacred and no-
ble phrases, the unique is the empty, unassuming and
completely common phrase.?®

In short, “Szeliga hasn’t in the least entered into the innermost
depths of Stirner’s book, as we’ve shown, and so we would like to
consider him here not as the pure critic, but simply as one of the
mass who wrote a review of the book.?°

2 Stirner, Critics, 4.
# 1bid., 7.

% Ibid., 5-6.

% Tbid., 20.
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A highly intelligent and ingenious work, and it
contains the truth of egoism itself—but established
eccentrically, one-sidedly, and incorrectly. I give him
his due—up to one point: he essentially doesn’t touch
me at all. Nevertheless, he is the most talented and

most natural writer I know.!®

A short time later, Feuerbach again wrote to his brother, but
this time, with an acidity uncharacteristic of him, he complained
that Stirner’s “attack betrays a certain vanity, as if he would make
a name for himself at the cost of my name. But one must allow
people the childish joy of a momentary triumph.!’

Feuerbach’s first impulse was to publish an open letter in
response to Stirner, but this idea was abandoned in favor of
placing an anonymous reply in Wiegand’s Vierteljahrsschrift.?’
Along with Feuerbach, representatives of the whole spectrum of
post-Hegelians rose up to refute Stirner—and they were not the
last. Leading the Berlin Young Hegelians, Bruno Bauer published
an anonymous response to Stirner’s attack, Moses Hess defended
the socialists with an angry essay, and the hectic reply of Marx
and Engels was contained in their unpublishable polemic, The
German Ideology. From the “left-wing” radicals such as Arnold
Ruge to the right with Karl Rosenkranz, and passing through less
easily categorized figures as Kuno Fischer and Bettina von Arnim,
a line was formed against a common enemy—Max Stirner. Only
one of these major figures was able to credit Stirner as being “right

'® Quoted in Mackay, 166. Also in L. Bolin, Ludwig Feuerbach und sein
Werke und sein Zeitgenossen (Stuttgart, 1891), 107.

! John Henry Mackay, Max Stirner: His Life and His Work, trans. Hubert
Kennedy (Concord, CA: Peremptory Publications, 2005), 167; Wilhelm Bolin, Lud-
wig Feuerbach, Sein Wirken Und Seine Zeitgenossen. Mit Benutzung Ungedruckten
Materials (Stuttgart: J.G. Cotta, 1891), 108.

% The publishing house of Otto Wiegand, of censor free Leipzig, was the
favorite of the Young Hegeliaas and published the major works of Stirner, Feuer-
bach, Bauer, Marx, and Engels, among others.
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idea, participated in by individuals? Feuerbach left the issue unre-
solved. Manfred Vogel, in his fine introduction to his translation of
Feuerbach’s Principles of the Philosophy of the Future,'® has clearly
expressed this fundamental ambiguity and incompleteness found
at the core of Feuerbach’s religious anthropology:

Eliminating God and concretizing man were for Feuer-
bach, two sides of the same coin. The less real God is,
the more real man is, and conversely. Feuerbach’s re-
duction, however, remains in the end ambiguous. On
the one hand, God is radically eliminated. But, at the
same time, man is not completely concretized. Feuer-
bach stops short of fully and completely concretizing
man. Sometimes he speaks of man as indeed fully
concretized—as the earthly, finite human individual—
but at other times lie is speaking of generic man, of
man in general, of the human species.!”

It is Feuerbach’s failure to resolve this issue in favor of concrete
individuality, a resolution in accord with his sensuous epistemol-
ogy, which leaves him open to Stirner’s charge of presenting noth-
ing more original than another form of theism. Marx, incidentally,
soon shared Stirner’s rejection of Feuerbachian abstractions, but
Marx treated Feuerbach rather mildly, and his criticisms contained
in The German Ideology, as well as his Theses on Feuerbach, were un-
published and so unknown to Feuerbach. The same restraint can-
not be said of Stirner’s criticism. Not unexpectedly, Feuerbach was
soon aware of Stirner’s critical work. In early December 1844, a
month after its premature appearance in press copies, Feuerbach
had read The Ego and His Own and had set about establishing a de-
fense. At this time, he wrote to his brother that Stirner had written:

16 (Bobbs-Merrill, Indianapolis, 1966), 5.
7 Future, xxv.
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Later in 1845, an anonymous article, “Characteristik Ludwig
Feuerbach” appeared in the young Hegelian quarterly journal,
Wiegands Vierteljahrschrift.?’

It was published in the same issue that Stirner had responded to
his critics.?® The Characteristik has been taken as written by Bauer.
As its title indicates, it is directed against Feuerbach, with only two
of its sixty pages dealing with Stirner. The criticism of Stirner is
similar to what others had directed against Stirner, criticisms based
upon how they decided to define Stirner’s “Ego.” In the article at-
tributed to Bauer, Stirner’s “Ego” is “substance at its hardest, ‘the
spook of all spooks [ist die Substanz in ihrer hdrtesten Hdrte das
Gespenst aller Gespenster]’” This “spook of all spooks” phrase had
also appeared earlier in Szeliga’s response to Stirner. The polemics
of Szeliga, as well as in the bitter criticism of Moses Hess, also found
an echo in the pages attributed to Bauer. Here, Stirner’s “Ego” is but
an “I that needs hypocrisy, deceit, external force, and petty persua-
sion to support its egoism.” This rather insulting response, if indeed
coming from Bauer, does not easily accord itself to the fact of their
deep and continuing friendship.

Be this as it may, Stirner did not reply to Bauer’s [?] brief criti-
cism found in the Characteristik.

For Stirner, all of his critics seemed unable or unwilling to
accept that the “Einziger; the “Unique One” was simply beyond
definition—being neither a “substance” nor an “idea” The unique
concrete individual simply eludes a generic definition.

In continuing his response to Szeliga, Stirner then turns to a
clarification of a term that is commonly taken to signify sociopathic
tendencies: “egoism.” In his rebuttal, Stirner proposes and supports
through some examples, the thesis that self-interest, which suffers
under the pejorative label of “egoism,” actually generates more ac-
tual love and communality than the self-denying performances of

7 Wiegand’s Vierteljarhschrift, Il 124-25.
% Kleinere Schriften, “Recensenten Stirners,” 343-96.
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the weak and unassertive ego which has fallen under the dominat-
ing ideals of another.

In looking over the extensive bibliography of Bauer’s works as
compiled by Professor Hans-Martin Sass, I could not help noticing
that the last work that Bauer dedicated to the project of the “reinen
Kritik” was published in early 1845.2°

It will be recalled that Stirner’s work appeared in November of
1844. Bauer’s sudden cessation of activity was noted by Professor
Sass, who wrote:

Bruno Bauer’s campaign of pure criticism, which had
begun in 1838, reached its highpoint in 1844, and its
strategy of increasing the intensity of its criticism had
broken through on all fronts. The campaign ended
shortly thereafter. It ended, not because one side had
defeated the other, but because Bauer’s criticism had
left the field peacefully [die Kritik kampflos das Feld
raumt]. It had simply faded away. As Ernest Barnikol
writes, “All of its intellectual strength faded into an

empty and impotent criticism.”*

% Bruno Bauer, Feldziige der reinen Kritik, ed. Hans-Martin Sass (Frankfurt
am Main: Suhrkamp, 1968), 69-278. The same absence of any further citations of
works by Bruno Bauer after 1844 is to be found in the Literaturverzeichnis of God-
win Limmerman’s work, Kritische Theologie und Theologiekritik: Die Genese der
Relligion-un Selbstbewusstseinstheorie: Bruno Bauers (Miinchen: chr. Kaiser Verlag,
1979).

% Feldziige, 263. [Bruno Bauers Feldziige der reinen Kritik, die 1838 be-
gonnen hatten, erreichten ihren Héhepunkt and die strategisch von der Kritik,
wie sie meinte, vorbereitete letzte Zuspitzung der Fronten im Jarhe 1844;—bald
danach is der Feldziige beendet, nicht etwa weil der beiden Seiten die andere be-
siegt hattte, sondern weil die Kritik kampflos das Feld rdumt, sie is plotzlich weg—
verpufft. ‘Alle geistige Kraft verpufft in leerer wirkungsloser Kritik’ schreibt Ernst
Barnikol.].
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and therefore alienated essence or idea of man set over and against
man as an object of worship. In Feuerbach’s words:

Man—and this is the mystery of religion—projects his
being into objectivity, and then again makes himself
an object to this projected image of himself thus con-
verted into a subject; he thinks of himself as an object
to himself, but as the object of an object, of another
being than himself.!?

It was Feuerbach’s therapeutic intention to see to it that human
consciousness developed to the point where it immediately under-
stood the principle that Homo homini deus est, that “Man [ Mensch]
is the true God and Savior of Man”!* The knowledge of this alien-
ation, between actual “Man” from its true essence, God, is based
upon the feeling rather than any abstract intellectual idea. The res-
olution of Man’s self-alienation can only come about when the real
feeling of self comes into focus when the finite Man of the present
feels himself to be what he has concealed from himself, that he is
indeed the present God, the new God. He envisioned his philoso-
phy would carry forth the work of the new age, “the realization
and humanization of God—the transformation and dissolution of
theology into anthropology.”!® This was indeed the “new philoso-
phy” appropriate to a new age which would be marked by mankind
becoming aware of itself as the true God.

But at this point a question emerges. If, to Feuerbach, “Man”
is the true object of religious feeling, the basis of all notions of
divinity, is this “Man” the concrete and particular conscious sub-
ject, the personal ego, or, is “He” a universal essence, an abstract

3 Feuerbach, Essence, 30.

' Ibid., 387. This Young Hegelian premise would find its immediate source
in Strauss’s Life of Jesus, in which “Mankind” rather than “Man” was taken as its
own Savior.

15 “Principles of the Philosophy of the Future”
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is no other road for you to truth and freedom except that leading
through the stream of fire [the Feuer-bach]. Feuerbach is the pur-
gatory of the present time”!® Almost a half-century later, in 1888,
Engels still recalled the effect that The Essence of Christianity had
exercised:

Then came Feuerbach’s Essence of Christianity. With
one blow, it pulverized the contradiction, in that
without circumlocutions it placed materialism on
the throne again. Nature exists independently of
all philosophy. It is the foundation upon which we
human beings, ourselves products of nature, have
grown up. Nothing exists outside nature and man, and
the higher beings our religious fantasies have created
are only the fantastic reflection of our own essence.
The spell was broken; the “system” was exploded and
ast aside, and the contradiction, shown to exist only
in our imagination, was dissolved. One must himself
have experienced the liberating effect of this book
to get an idea of it. Enthusiasm was general; we all

became at once Feuerbachians.!!

This enthusiasm was shared by the political theorist Arnold
Ruge, the theologian David F. Strauss, the poet Herwegh, the nov-
elists Gottfried Keller and George Eliot, and the young revolution-
ary and composer Richard Wagner.!? Stirner was soon engaged
upon composing his reply to the “new philosophy”—and Feuer-
bach’s Essence of Christianity found an early reference in the Ego.

Stirner addressed himself to a doctrine which held, in sum, that
the traditional notion of God was nothing more than the abstract

1 Marx-Engels, Werke, 1, 27.

1 Eriedrich Engels, Outcome, 6.

'2 In particular, Feuerbach’s early essay, “Thoughts on Death and Immortal-
ity, See.
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Even Bauer, in 1853, admitted that insofar as his criticism was
absolute, it had “negated itself in its critical process.”!

Now, a question: Might it be possible that Bauer, just as Feuer-
bach and the Young Marx, also found a reason to conclude his
“Campaign of Pure Criticism [Feldziige der reinen Kritik], 3 after
reading Der Einzige und sein Eigentum?

Certainly, something had made Bauer, and only himself, but
his brother Edgar and his follower, Szeliga, to suddenly take
leave of their “Campaign” and then, unexpectedly, join forces
with their opponents. Bruno, turning to historical studies, would
later serve as the editor of a conservative Prussian journal, the
Wagener’schen Staats-und Gesellschaftslexikon. He then went on
to edit the “Kreuzzeitung”*® His loudly atheistic brother Edgar,
whom Engels had earlier described as “blood-thirsty;** converted
to Catholicism and became the editor of a Catholic journal, the
“Kirchlichen Blatter” Szeliga abandoned his pseudonym and went
by his full name “Franz Szeliga Zychlin von Zychlinsky” when
he went on to become a Prussian General. He ended up writing
military studies, among them being the two-volume history of the
Prussian twenty-fourth Infantry Regiment.*

No doubt there were practical grounds for these unexpected,
antithetical turns, but there might well be theoretical grounds as
well—such as Bauer’s own realization that he had witnessed “the

31 Karl Lowith, From Hegel to Nietzsche, trans. David E. Green (New York:
Doubleday, 1964), 108; Von Hegel zu Nietzsche (Stuttgart: Kolhammer, 1958), 125.

32 Bruno Bauer, Feldziige der reinen Kritik, ed. Hans-Martin Sass (Frankfurt
am Main: Suhrkamp, 1968).

# Issued from Berlin 1848-1939. Known as the Kreuzzeitung or
KreuzZeitung, its emblem being the Iron Cross. It was established during
the 1848 German revolution by Herrmann Wagener, and was a leading advocate
of Prussian conservatism.

3 MEW, Ergdnzungsband, Zweiter Teil (Berlin: Dietz, 1967), 300.

%5 Bruno Bauer, Feldziige der reinen Kritik (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp,
1968), 264.
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end of philosophy.”*® Stirner agreed that with Hegelianism philos-
ophy had come to an end: it is “the Triumph of Philosophy. Phi-
losophy cannot hereafter achieve anything higher [und mit ihm
der Triumph der Philosophie. Héheres kann die Philosophie nicht
mehr leisten]”’

It cannot be denied that Bauer also knew Hegel and appreci-
ated him: “Hegel was the only German of recent times who knew
where to find men, and to learn something from them.3® However,
he mainly employed Hegel to support his own passionate atheistic
agenda. It is not necessary here to debate whether or not Bauer’s
reading of Hegel as an atheist is correct. There has always been a
constant argument among Hegelians as to his “orthodoxy,” a debate
which continues to this day.?° Stirner seldom mentioned atheism,
only four times in the Ego, as it was, for him, merely a label to
cover a new “theism.” He was Hegelian enough not to accept the
“either/or” logic which would set theism against atheism:

The fear of God in the proper sense was shaken long
ago, and a more or less conscious “atheism,” externally
recognizable by a wide-spread “unchurchliness,” has
involuntarily become the mode. But what was taken
from God has been superadded to Man, and the power
of humanity grew greater in just the degree that that
of piety lost weight: “Man” is the God of today, and
fear of Man has taken the place of the old fear of God.

% Bruno Bauer, Russland und das Germantum (1853), 44. See Karl Lowith,
From Hegel to Nietzsche, 105; Von Hegel zu Nietzsche, 122.

7 Ego, 69; Einzige, 80.

% Feldziige der reinen Kritik, 255 [Hegel war der einzige deutsche Mann der
neuern Zeit der da wuflte, wo man Manner findet and von Mannern etwas lernen
kann].

* For an example of the present state of debate see The Owl of Minerva:
Journal of The Hegel Society of America (Spring/Summer 2005), which devoted
a full issue to William Desmond’s critical work, Hegel’s God: A Counterfeit Double
(Aldershot: Ashgate Publishing, 2003
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Feuerbach’s fame among the radical Hegelians, or notoriety
among the conservatives, was early and immediately assured
upon the publication, in 1830, of his work, Gedanken iiber Tod
und Unsterblichkeitt aus den Papieren eines Denkers [Thoughts
on Death and Immortality from the Papers of a Thinker.” As its
thesis denied the immortality of the soul, it marked an irreparable
break with his orthodox Hegelian past, as well as destroying his
opportunity for any future academic career. This first declaration
of his freedom from orthodox Hegelianism developed into ever
more complete and positive forms. Before 1844, the year that
Stirner’s Ego appeared, Feuerbach had written over a dozen
influential studies, including two major essays, Vorlaufige Thesen
zur Reform der Philosophie (1842) and its more comprehensive
successor, the Grundsdtze der Philosophie der Zukunft [Principles
of the Philosophy of the Future].® And so, while Stirner remained
almost silent and without influence, Feuerbach displayed his talent
in a proliferation of popular essays and books, all setting forth his
“new philosophy”

In 1841 his major work, The Essence of Christianity [Das We-
sen des Christentums]’ appeared. It was the culmination of what
he termed the “genetico-critical examination” of past thought. It
is not surprising that Feuerbach’s work drew an enthusiastic re-
sponse from Germany’s liberal intellectuals, for his vision was both
simple in form and excitingly unique in content. It represented a
radical turn from Hegelianism, which seemed, nevertheless, not to
collapse into the expected pietism or pessimism of previous depar-
tures. By June 1842, a youthful Marx, who had been Feuerbach’s
disciple since 1839, was heatedly proclaiming the pun that “there

7 Trans. with intro and notes by J. A. Massey (Berkeley: University of Cali-
fornia Press, 1980).

& Trans. M. Vogel with an intro by T. E. Wartenberg (Indianapolis: Hackett,
1986).

® Trans. G. Eliot with an intro by K. Barth and a foreword by H.R. Niebuhr
(New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1957).
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It appears certain that Stirner and Feuerbach were not person-
ally acquainted. At the same time, it also appears improbable that
they should not have met. Born in 1804, Feuerbach was Stirner’s
senior by two years, but both were, by at least a decade, senior
to many of the more well-known of the Young Hegelians, such
as Marx and Engels, or the lesser-known, such as Cieszkowski
and Edgar Bauer. Their seniority gained both the opportunity of
learning their Hegel directly from Hegel, an almost rare occur-
rence among the Young Hegelians. In particular, it is known that
they at least shared the experience of hearing Hegel’s lectures
on religion, Feuerbach attending the Summer series of 1824, and
Stirner those of the Summer of 1827. Nevertheless, they could
not have met in Berlin, as Feuerbach left in the Summer of 1826,
shortly before Stirner arrived to begin his studies. In time, both
transferred from Berlin to the University of Erlangen, but again,
by the space of a few months, they lost their last likely opportunity
for a personal encounter. However, even if they had met, it seems
certain that they would not have become close enough to influ-
ence one another personally. Stirner’s improvident bonhommie,
among Berlin’s noisy and notorious “Free Ones,” would hardly be
expected to attract the retiring and studious Feuerbach.

As they grew older, they shared a fate common to most Young
Hegelians— they were forced to abandon their academic careers
by reason of their unorthodox views. Unlike Stirner, who, at the
time was quite unknown, Feuerbach was known, as he came from
a large and famous family, being the brother of the famous painter
Anselm Feuerbach, and the son of a powerful Jurist, known for his
reforming of Bavaria penal codes, Paul Johann Anselm Ritter von
Feuerbach. In 1837, Feuerbach entered into a lifelong marriage with
the daughter of a wealthy porcelain manufacturer and at least, be-
fore the factory failed, had a relatively better life than Stirner, who
married his first wife in that same year; however, she died a year
after their marriage. Feuerbach had the usual share of human un-
happiness, but he lived longer and suffered less than Stirner.

156

But, because Man represents only another Supreme Be-
ing, nothing in fact has taken place but a metamorpho-
sis in the Supreme Being, and the fear of Man is merely
an altered form of the fear of God. Our atheists are pi-
ous people.*

In any case, Bauer seems to have had no doubt that Hegel was
an atheist. Bauer’s rationale for his atheistic reading of Hegel is
fully expressed in The Trumpet of the Last Judgment against Hegel
the Atheist and Antichrist: An Ultimatum [Die Posaune des jiing-
sten Gerichts tiber Hegel den Atheisten und Antichristen: Ein Ultima-
tum].*! However, amid the many supporting citations drawn from
Hegel’s writings, he never cites from what might be taken as a fun-
damental work: the Phdnomenologie des Geistes. For the purposes
of his argument, it was not an important matter. However, this
absence of reference might be of some importance for Hegelians
interested in Bauer, those who would reflect upon whether or not
Bauer had perceived, in the Phenomenology, that there was indeed
a dialectical passage from his critical consciousness to Stirner’s un-
critical “egoism.” I would maintain that there is such a passage. If
Bauer understood this to be the case, he might well have sensed
that Stirner had gone beyond him and so had put an end to criti-
cism, which would mean not only the abandonment of the mission-
ary “Campaign” but a turn to his own self-interests—a right turn
that was also taken by Szeliga and his brother Edgar.

Seen in the perspective of the Phenomenology, Bauer is an
exemplar of the Enlightenment [Aufkldrung] consciousness. He
took Voltaire as a “Propheten™? of the new age and passionately

* Ego, 166.

*! Bruno Bauer, Die Posaune des Jiingsten Gerichts Uber Hegel, den Atheis-
ten und Antichristen: Ein Ultimatum (Leipzig: Otto Wiegand, 1841); The Trumpet
of the Last Judgment against Hegel the Atheist and Antichrist: An Ultimatum. Trans-
lated, introduced, and annotated by Lawrence S. Stepelevich (Lewiston: Edwin
Mellen Press, 1989).

42 Barnikol, Das entdeckte Christentum im Vormdirz, 44ff.

145



adopted his demand to Ecrasez I'infame. He became, as Ruge had
it, “des Messiah des Atheismus.’*® and he took upon himself the
mission of saving Germany from the curse of Christianity. Bauer’s
atheistic mission, his Feldziige der reinen Kritik, is anticipated and
clearly discerned in Hegel’s own lengthy discussion, found in
the Phdnomenologie, of “The struggle of the Enlightenment with
Superstition [Der Kampf der Aufklirung mit dem Aberglauben.]™*

Indeed, Hegel’s description of what was involved in that Kampf
reads as if Bauer might have written it:

The masses are the victims of the deception of a priest-
hood which, in its envious conceit, holds itself to be
the sole possessor of insight and pursues its other
selfish ends as well. At the same time it conspires with
despotism, which, as the synthetic, non-notational
unity of the real and this ideal realm ... stands above
the bad insight of the multitude and the bad intentions
of the priests, and yet unites both within itself. From
the stupidity and confusion of the people brought
about by the trickery of priestcraft, despotism, which
despises both, draws for itself the advantage of undis-
turbed domination and the fulfillment of its desires
and caprices, but is itself at the same time this same
dullness of insight, the same superstition and error.*

But as one might expect from Hegel, this bitter Kampf of the
Aufkldrung Kritik, between, as Bauer has it, the “Mob of theological
worshippers [Schar der theologischen Anbeter]”*® and the Enlight-
enment critic, is finally resolved in an armistice. Both come to real-
ize that “both sides are essentially the same” [daf} beide wesentlich

“ Ibid., 78.

* Phenomenology of Spirit, 329-49; Phdnomenologie des Geistes (Hamburg:
Meiner Verlag, 1952), 385-407. Hereafter: Phenomenology; Phdnomenologie.

4 Phenomenology, 330; Phdnomenologie, 386.

6 Bauer, Feldziige der reinen Kritik, 173.
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But to others, Stirner appears as “the last link of the Hegelian
chain,”® or as “an ultimate logical consequence of Hegel’s historical
system,”4 Other commentators, such as the historian and Hegelian,
Johann Erdmann, support this contention:

Quotations from the work of Marx and from Feuer-
bach’s Principles of the Philosophy of the Future, make
it appear that Max Stirner is the one who really repre-
sents the culminating point of the tendency begun by
Hegel

A recent article continues the debate, and sides with Feuerbach,
proposing that Stirner is but the later follower of Feuerbach and
that “Stirner’s aim is to bring to completion the critique of Hegelian
idealism begun by Feuerbach himself”® However, if Stirner had, as
maintained in this article, a “misconception of Feuerbach’s notion
of the Gattungswesen or species-essence,” it cannot be denied that
their debate immediately and simply silenced Feuerbach—who
evidently thought that Stirner had not any misconception—nor
did Marx, who suddenly disowned Feuerbach after reading Stirner.
Perhaps Feuerbach did conclude that Hegelianism terminated
in “man’s apotheosis,” but Stirner went beyond Feuerbach and
obliterated the meaning of Feuerbach’s understanding of Hegel.
The conclusion that Hegelianism termed in the concept that “Man”
is really “God” is to Stirner but a pious tautology, a terminological
play, and the debate as to the termination of Hegelianism after
Hegel is finally between Stirner’s concrete individualism, egoism,
or Feuerbach’s universal altruism— between concrete realism or
abstract idealism.

3 Avron, Aux Sources de Uexistentialisme, 177.

* Lowith, From Hegel to Nietzsche, 103.

® Erdmann, A History of Philosophy, trans. W. C. Hough (London, 1890), 100.

¢ Ted Gooch, “Max Stirner and the Apotheosis of the Corporeal Ego,” The
Owl of Minerva 37, no. 2 (Spring/Summer 2006): 159-190.
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Chapter 6: From the God-Man
to the Man-God: Ludwig
Feuerbach

The task of the modern era was the realization and
humanization of God—the transformation and disso-
lution of theology into anthropology.

—Ludwig Feuerbach
LUDWIG FEUERBACH, 1804-1872

In the long series of studies directed to either Stirner or Feuer-
bach, it has always been a matter of debate as to where they stand
in relation to Hegelianism after Hegel. For some, Feuerbach was
Hegel’s fate “Feuerbach belongs to Hegel as much as the beaker of
hemlock to Socrates.’! and others have agreed with this claim that

Feuerbach concluded the Hegelian project, such as Manfred Vogel:

The line of the development leading to and culminat-
ing in Feuerbach is the theme of man’s apotheosis
which is being proclaimed with ever-increasing con-
sistency and clarity. It reaches new heights in Hegel
and culminates in Feuerbach.?

! ‘Hermann Glockner, Die Voraussetzungen der Hegelschen Philosophie,
quoted in Sidney Hook, From Hegel to Marx, 220.

? Translator’s introduction to Feuerbach’s Principles of the Philosophy of the
Future (Indianapolis, 1966), xliv.
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dasselbe sind].*” Both are the antithetical aspects of the religious
consciousness—faith and skepticism. In the final section of his de-
scription this struggle between the twin poles of faith, Hegel comes
to “The Truth of the Enlightenment [ Die Wahrheit der Aufkldrung”].
The truth, in this case, is that both sides emerge from a shared reli-
gious consciousness; at that time, in the course of the development
of self-consciousness, both find themselves in fundamental agree-
ment: “The two worlds are reconciled, and heaven is transplanted
to earth below [Beide Welten sind versohnt, und der Himmel auf die
Erde herunter verpflanzt]*®

The unconscious tendency of Bauer and the other “critics”
of religion was, in the last analysis, nothing more than the final
religious effort to transplant Heaven to Earth—to simply turn
Man into a new God. The truth of the Aufkldrung, found behind
its blustering cover, was nothing more than a “time of depen-
dence on thoughts, the Christian time” The “heaven-storming
actions”—[Himmelstiirmende Titigkeit]*’ of the Aufkldrung were
but a superficial “clearing off,” which ultimately restored, in a new
guise, the old domination of heaven of over the earth—if albeit a
modern “humanistic” heaven. The atheistic humanists had merely
set about

to wreck all customs in order to put new and—better
customs in their place— their act is limited to this. It
[this “heaven-storming”] storms heaven only to make
a heaven again, it overthrows an old power only to
legitimate a new power, it only—improves.>

Stirner, in following Hegel, understood the incomplete charac-
ter of the humanistic atheism of such as Bauer, or those “beautiful

47 Phenomenology, 330; Phanomenologie, 387.
*® Phenomenology, 355; Phdnomenologie, 413.
% A German idiom for destructive radicalism.
0 Ego, 65; Einzige, 82.
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souls” who, after their critical “Campaign” had finally ended, had
yet to obtain that final shape of consciousness: Absolute Knowing.

At the entrance of the modern time stands the “God-
man.” At its exit will only the God in the God-man
evaporate? And can the God-man really die if only the
God in him dies? They did not think of this question,
and thought they were through when in our days they
brought to a victorious end the work of the Illumina-
tion, the vanquishing of God: they did not notice that
Man has killed God in order to become now—“sole God
on high” The other world outside us is indeed brushed
away, and the great undertaking of the Illuminators
completed; but the other world in us has become a new
heaven and calls us forth to renewed heaven-storming:
God has had to give place, yet not to us, but to—Man.
How can you believe that the God-man is dead before
the Man in him, besides the God, is dead?!

And so, Bauer’s radical atheistic criticism, as understood by the
Hegelian Stirner was nothing more than a mere Schein, an illusory
revolution, in which the content of the Religious Consciousness
was not only retained but now would be the total content of con-

' 58 An dem Eingange der neuen Zeit steht der “Gottmensch.” Wird sich
an ihrem Ausgange nur der Gott am Gottmenschen verfliichtigen, und kann der
Gottmensch wirklich sterben, wenn nur der Gott an ihm stirbt? Man hat an diese
Frage nicht gedacht und fertig zu sein gemeint, als man das Werk der Aufklirung,
die Uberwindung des Gottes, in unsern Tagen zu einem siegreichen Ende fiihrte; man
hat nicht gemerkt, daf3 der Mensch den Gott getotet hat, um nun — ,alleiniger Gott in
der Hohe” zu werden. Das Jenseits aufSer Uns ist allerdings weggefegt, und das grof3e
Unternehmen der Aufklirer vollbracht; allein das Jenseits in Uns ist ein neuer Him-
mel geworden und ruft Uns zu erneutem Himrnelsstiirmen auf: der Gott hat Platz
machen miissen, aber nicht Uns, sondern—dem Menschen. Wie mogt Ihr glauben,
daf3 der Gottmensch gestorben sei, ehe an ihm aufler dem Gott auch der Mensch
gestorben ist? Einzige, 170; Ego, 139.
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In looking over the extensive bibliography of Bauer’s works, I
could not help noticing that the last work that Bauer dedicated to
the project of the “reinen Kritik” was published in early 1845. It will
be recalled that Stirner’s work appeared in November 1844. Bauer’s
sudden cessation of activity was noted by Hans-Martin Sass, who
wrote:

Bruno Bauer’s campaign of pure criticism, which had
begun in 1838, reached its highpoint in 1844, and its
strategy of increasing the intensity of its criticism had
broken through on all fronts. The campaign ended
shortly thereafter. It ended, not because one side had
defeated the other, but because Bauer’s criticism had
left the field peacefully [die Kritik kampflos das Feld
raumt]. It had simply faded away. As Ernest Barnikol
writes, “All of its intellectual strength faded into an

empty and impotent criticism”®?

The same absence of any further citations of works by Bruno
Bauer after 1844 is to be found in the Literaturverzeichnis of
Godwin Limmerman’s work, Kritische Theologie und Theologiekri-
tik: Die Genese der Religion-un Selbstbewusstseinstheorie: Bruno
Bauers®

Even Bauer, in 1853, admitted that insofar as his criticism was
absolute, it had “negated itself in its critical process.” Now, a ques-
tion: Might it be possible that Bauer, just as Feuerbach and others
had renounced their “pious atheism” after reading Stirner? It can
be argued that Bauer seems not the only Young Hegelian to change
his “campaign” after the appearance of the Ego.

%2 Bruno Bauer, Feldziige der reinen Kritik, ed. Hans-Martin Sass (Frankfurt
am Main: Suhrkamp, 1968), 263, 269-78.
63 (Miinchen: chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1979).
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of an idea: “We seize upon no idea, rather the idea seizes us, and
enslaves us, and drives us into the Arena, that we, as forced Gladia-
tors, struggle for it [ Wir ergreifen keine Idee, sondern die Idee ergreift
uns, und knechtet uns, und peitscht uns in the Arena hinein, dass
wir, wie gezwungene Gladiatoren, fiir sie kimpfen]”®! Heine would
clearly fall into Stirner’s category of the “possessed”—as well as all
of the “The Young Hegelians.”

Bruno Bauer, who had not abandoned his “Critique” in the face
of Marx’s lengthy polemics found in the Holy Family, was less sure
of his position after reading Stirner. In any case, Schweitzer re-
marked that

After 1843, with the confiscation of Christianity Ex-
posed, [Bauer] then turned his attention to secular his-
tory and wrote on the French Revolution, on Napoleon,
on the [lluminism of the Eighteenth Century, and on
the party struggles in Germany during the years 1842—
1846. At the beginning of the ‘fifties he returned to the-
ological subjects, but failed to exercise any influence.
His work was simply ignored. (196)

It is not impossible that Stirner’s criticism of this specific work
had helped Bauer to turn his attention from biblical to secular his-
tory.

However, Bauer might have defended himself from Stirner, as
in 1845, in an anonymous article, “Characteristiks Ludwig Feuer-
bachs,” appeared in the young Hegelian quarterly journal, Wie-
gands Vierteljahrschrift. The Characteristik has been taken as writ-
ten by Bauer, but as its title indicates, it is directed against Feuer-
bach, with only two of its sixty pages dealing with Stirner. In short,
Bauer never directly responded to Stirner’s criticism.

1 E. M. Butler, The Saint-Simonian Religion in Germany: A Study of the Young
German Movement (Cambridge: University Press, 1926), 153.
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sciousness. Arnold Ruge, then friend of Marx, had sighted the sur-
facing of this religious consciousness in Bauer:

Certainly, Bauer is the completed and thus the final
Heretic, but he also, as such, the last Theologian. He
denies all Theology, and hates nameless Theologians,
and persecutes them terribly; but also, on the other
hand, he does this with theological fanaticism; he is
fanatic for Atheism, he is superstitious of disbelief [er
is fanatisch fur den Atheismus, er ist aberglaubisch fiir
den Unglauben].>

In tracing the path of Hegel’s treatment of that resolved
consciousness, its next move would be to advance itself into the
realm of “Absolute Freedom and Terror [Die absolute Freiheit und
der Schrecken]” This later section of the Phenomenology suggests
Bauer’s own “Terrorismus reiner Theorie”>* For Engels, Bauer was
indeed a “Robespierre” Stirner simply dismissed these revolu-
tionary atheists as but a recrudesce of the old order: “Robespierre
and St. Just were priests through and through [Robespierre z.B., St.
FJust usw, waren durch und durch Pfaﬁren],’ﬂ5 and as the “servants
of a highest essence are one and all—pious people, the most raging
atheist not less that he most faith-filled Christian [Diener eines
hochsten Wesens insgesamt—fromme Leute: der wiitendste Atheist
nicht weniger als der glaubigste Christ]” Terror and oppression
would always to be visited upon any particular individual, any
“Einziger,” who resisted the domination of the “higher essence”
be it either the idea of a distant God or Bauer’s newly discovered
“Man”

The final chapter of the Phenomenology is entitled “Absolute
Knowing [Das Absolute Wissen].” In the very first sentence of this

52 Barnikol, Das entdeckte Christentum im Vormdirz, 78-79.
3 MEW (Bauer to Marx, March 28, 1841) XXVII, 13.

> Barnikol, Das entdeckte Christentum im Vormdirz, 45.
 Ego, 71; Einzige, 83.
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concluding chapter, Hegel prepares the dialectical ground for the
appearance of Absolute Knowing by briefly describing that penul-
timate, that vorletze shape of consciousness. Here, “The Spirit of
the revealed religion [der Geist der offenbaren Religion]” dominates.
It has yet to supersede itself and obtain to Absolute Knowing:

The Spirit of the revealed religion has not yet sur-
mounted its consciousness as such, or what is the
same, its actual self-consciousness is not the object
of its consciousness; Spirit itself as a whole, and
the self-differentiated moments within it, fall within
the sphere of picture-thinking and in the form of
objectivity. The content of this picture-thinking is
absolute Spirit; and all that now remains to be done is
to supersede this mere form].”®

For Stirner, this was the case with Bauer. The Feldziige was but
the negative reflection of positive religion, and as such still dialec-
tically linked to and dependent upon the religious consciousness.
This dependency upon the “Geist der offenbaren Religion” rendered
him incapable of going beyond atheism, beyond religion. In short,
what now had to be done, as Hegel had it, was to supersede the
whole of religious consciousness. This is what Stirner intended.

If the end of Hegel’'s Phenomenology can only be reached
by overcoming its penultimate form, by going beyond the fixed
religious consciousness of the “pious atheists,” then Stirner might
be said to have advanced to “Absolute Wissen.” I would propose
that Stirner’s thought is congruent with and reflective of Hegel’s
“Absolute Wissen.” and that he has indeed reached that final state

* Pheno, 479. [Religion hat sein BewufStsein als solches noch nicht iiberwun-
den, oder, was dasselbe ist, sein wirkliches SelbstbewufStsein ist nicht der Gegenstand
seines BewufStseins; er selbst tiberhaupt und die in ihm sich unterscheidenden Mo-
mente fallen in das Vorstellen und in die Form der Gegenstdndlichkeit. Der Inhalt
des Vorstellens ist der absolute Geist; und es ist alien noch um das Aufheben dieser
blossen Form zu tun... Phenomenologie, 549
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of consciousness which, following Hegel, has overcome the fixed
thoughts and definitions of previous “Geistesgestalten.” At this
point Stirner’s thought would reflect this final state by setting
itself beyond definition and fixed ideas.

Stirner took himself at standing “at the boundary of a period
and followed Hegel’s request that “The task nowadays consists ...
in freeing determinate thoughts from their fixity so as to give ac-
tuality to the universal ... [Jetzt besteht darum die Arbeit ... das
Aufheben der festen bestimmten Gedanken des Allgemeine zu ver-
wirklichen und zu begeisten)”®® In taking up this task, Stirner would
press beyond the revolutionary liberalism of such as Feuerbach and
Bauer, beyond those whom Hegel described as “beautiful souls [die
schone Seele]” These souls are fixed in the painful shape of a con-
sciousness unable to reconcile its inward ideals to the objective
world. For Hegel, “this ‘beautiful soul’ ... being conscious of this
contradiction in its unreconciled immediacy, is disordered to the
point of madness [zur Verruiiktheit zeerriittet]”>°

In short, it is the mind of the frustrated revolutionary idealist
and reformer, who, driven to seek an ideal “better world,” must
nevertheless live in the actual world. It might begin in a benign
idealism but if pursued, will lead to revolutionary terror and fi-
nal madness. It is a mind of the adolescent grown old, unable to
surmount its infatuation with “Ideals”®® For Stirner the mind of
the violent revolutionary and the mild humanist are one and the
same, a mind which presents itself in the grandiloquent declara-
tion of Heinrich Heine, who “did not consider himself a disciple
at all [of the Saint-Simonian Félicien David] but rather the servant

»57
3

37 Ego, 282; Der Einzige, 358.

% Phenomenology, 20; Phinomenologie, 30.

> Phenomenology, 407; Phinomenologie, 470.

% On the madness of “The Beautiful Soul” see Daniel Berthold-Bond, Hegel’s
Theory of Madness (Albany: SUNY Press, 1995). The parallel views of Hegel and
Stirner on the adolescent and reforming mind see the author’s article, “Ein Men-
schenleben,” in The New Hegelians (Cambridge: University Press, 1995).
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1914); republished (Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt: Friedrich Frommann
Verlag, 1976). pp. 132-141.

TRANSLATION

The Konigsberger Zeitung was first to report the existence of the
club “Free Ones,” and their report was soon followed by a series of
others directed to this same topic by almost every other newspa-
per. The club has had to suffer such vehement and fanatical attack
that even any opponent of the group, if he did not consider vio-
lence a virtue, must ask, that given such enemies, if this club really
has no rights whatsoever. Certainly, this club might be considered
worthy of attention by anyone who understands the importance of
intellectual trends; but in any case, it must be quietly considered,
and one must presuppose the best, as it is with this presupposi-
tion that one must begin in every court proceeding and with every
criticism. Most newspapers broke out in a furious storm against
the “Free Ones,” with the lead being taken by the Spenes’sche®®
with its frightening call that “The Autonomy of the Spirit?” is the
fruit of a childish conceit and a sinful misjudgment of the limits of
human understanding, and in that Christian community, wherein
whose womb such a propaganda of disbelief would have nourished
itself, a judgment of a deeper degeneracy can be pronounced.” They
ring out storm bells against the heretics and clearly enough point
out the club [Kniittel]?® to the people of Berlin by which they can

% A few weeks before Stirner’s article appeared, Frederick Engles discussed
the Spenersche Zeitung [Berlinische Nachrichten von Staats- und gelehrten Sachen
in an article which he wrote for the Rheinische Zeitung. In his article Engles rightly
criticizes the claim made by the Spenersche Zeitung that it was a liberal newspaper.

?7 Likely based upon the Hegelian conception of self-consciousness as “being
in and for itself”” A key conception which led many of his followers into a radical
humanism or atheism.

28 A bit of word-play, as a “Kniittel” was a physical club, and not a not a social
“Club”
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With the ideal of “absolute liberty,” the same turmoil
is made as with everything absolute [and according
to Hess,] it is said to “be realizable in absolute human
society” Indeed, this realization is immediately after-
ward styled a “vocation”; just so he then defines lib-
erty as “morality”: the kingdom of “justice” (equality)
and “morality” (liberty) is to begin, etc... Ridiculous is
he who, while fellows of his tribe, family, nation, rank
high, is — nothing but “puffed up” over the merit of
his fellows; but blinded too is he who wants only to
be “man.” Neither of them puts his worth in exclusive-
ness, but in connectedness, or in the “tie” that conjoins
him with others, in the ties of blood, of nationality, of
humanity.?*

It is likely that Hess, upon reading this, decided to respond to
the charge of being “ridiculous,” and in 1845, wrote his reply, which
ran to about thirty pages, which Stirner termed a “Brochure,” Die
letzten Philosophen [The Recent Philosophers).?>

Unlike Marx, who was determined not to be identified with Ju-
daism, Hess never disowned his Jewish ancestry, and indeed saw
in the history of Judaism the very center of European history itself.
In his first work, The Holy History of Mankind, which appeared in
1837, he systematically divided world history into three periods:
the first being that of Adam, the second that of Jesus, and the third
by Benedict Spinoza. As one scholar noted, this “fantasy of a third

? The phrase “according to Hess,” was not in the original text, but was in-
serted by the Editor of the recent Cambridge edition of The Ego and His Own,
David Leopold.

% Moses Hess, Die letzten Philosophen. Darmstadt: C. W. Leske [Juni] 1845,
IV+28 S. Found also in Kurt W. Fleming (Hg.), Recensenten Stirners. Kritik und
Anti-Kritik (Leipzig: Verlag Max-Stirner-Archiv, 2003), S. 27-43. Translated by
the author as Although the “letzten” in the title lends itself to being translated
as “The Last Philosophers,” a reading of Hess’ work indicates that it was directed
against “recent” philosophers,” such as Bauer and Stirner.
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and most glorious dispensation had ..., over the centuries, entered
into the common stock of European social mythology.” (xix)

In his tripartite division of history, Hess had not only inherited,
as so many of his contemporaries, the mystical “dritter Reich” of
Joachaim de Fiori, which forms the ground of Cieszkowski’s Die
Prolegomena zur Historiosophie. This feudal schema also finds re-
flection in the three historical stages of Communism, in which so-
cial history begins in primitive communism, passing through the
anti-communism of private property, of Capitalism, and then ter-
minates in final Communism—a “Classless Society.” Marx’s final
Communism and Hess’s final “community of love” are similar vi-
sions.

Stimulated by the revolutionary expectations of his age, such
as Feuerbach, Hess also determined that the future age, the third
and final age of mankind, would be one in which a universal com-
munity founded upon mutual love would prevail. Humanity would
then live under the inspiration of Spinoza’s “amor intellectus dei,”
and live under a “law of love” in which “freedom and order do not
collide with each other” Hess, in his 1843 work, The Philosophy of
the Deed” [Die Philosophie der Tat]** encouraged Hegelian philoso-
phers to turn from their impotent theorizing to a “praxis” (a term
devised by Cieszkowski), to action which would bring forth the fu-
ture society in which “The majesty and sovereignty of the One has
transformed itself into the majesty and sovereignty of Everyman.
xxi A new international union of national cultures would press be-
yond the petty interests of nationalism and proceed to establish
a new world order based upon the shared principles of German
philosophy, French politics, and English economics. In time, Hess’
vision of a future world unhampered by competitive nationalism

% “Such as Bauer and Stirner in Einundzwanzig Bogen aus der Schweiz

(Zurich: Literarischen Comptoirs, 1842), 309-31; rpt. Topus Verlag:Vaduz, 1977;
See Avineri, Moses Hess, 95.

182

Fremdigartiges beharret, aus gestostossen warden],

then it must be cast out”%

Stirner was neither a “revolutionary” nor a “reactionary” but
understood that both reflected the same oppressive wish to dom-
inate, if not eliminate, individual freedom. Unlike either Bauer or
Feuerbach, who had taken part in the revolution of 1848 (Feuerbach
being one of the delegates to the Frankfurt Parliament), Stirner sat
back—a pose redolent of Engel’s sketch of him during an uproar in
the pre-revolutionary club known as the Freien.

There can be little doubt that Stirner favored the revolutionary
mind, as his major work can hardly be characterized as “conserva-
tive,” but he well knew that the revolutionary mind reflected, and
was reflected in, the mind of the reactionary. His political views
regarding the party system of conservative vs. liberal might be sim-
ply summarized as “a pox on both your houses”” In this dim view,
he stood against all of his own Young Hegelian contemporaries,
particularly such as Arnold Ruge or Karl Marx. He held to “an op-
positional Philosophy” which would restrain ideas from being held
as “absolute”— either conservative or liberal ideas.

Is the History worth reading? Yes, but it is not an “easy read.
Much of what he had to say about Reaction and Revolution can be
found, more easily and more lucidly, in Der Einzige.

II. Author’s Introductions and first
translations to three of Stirner’s articles

II A. The Free Ones

Stirner’s article “Die Freien” first appeared in the Leipziger All-
gemeine Zeitung, No. 195, July 14, 1842. Republished in Stirner’s
Kleinere Schriften hrs. John Henry Mackay (Berlin: Bernhard Zack,

% Hist. II, p. 19.
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mobs and thieves? Should it not react against the dom-
ination of the Jews, of German Catholics, of pantheists
and atheists? Should our Christendom, should German
Law, should German Freedom not react against the
tyranny, which already dominates and expresses itself
in the self-appointed Parliament and the fifty clubs of
Frankfurt??

It is not long before the reaction emerges, first draped in the
concern of the religious for its “sinful” character, and then:

Finally there falls upon the revolution a proper and
concluding sentence of damnation, the judgment: It is
a sin! Thereafter the full break with the revolution is
confirmed, and every concession will vanish and be set
aside, even the thought out of this sin perhaps some
good can emerge.”?

The eventual reduction of the revolutionary movement into that
of a negligible “obedient opposition [gesinnungstiichtigen Opposi-
tion]”?* which collapses into the power of reaction, was, for Stirner,
was to be expected:

the concept: “Reaction” ... exists in every Organism
in which something strange is acting in it, and which
it cannot immediately assimilate. An organism, even
the highest organism, the personal spirit, will strive
for unity in its diversity [nach Einheit in der Manng-
faltigkeit] and so whatever enters into it must be taken
into its unity and be assimilated and transformed or,
if it persists in its otherness [oder wenn es in seiner

2 Hist. 1, p. 20.
2 Hist. II, p. 49.
# Hist. 11, p. 31.
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would find political reflection in the international aspirations of
Marxism.

However, Hess was disturbed by certain “recent philosophers,”
such as Bauer and Stirner, who persisted in theorizing rather than
enlisting in revolutionary praxis. They were unconscious that they
were defending the ancient Christian “unhappy consciousness
[ungliickliche Bewuf3tsein]” so well described by Hegel. This
self-contradicted consciousness was of the essence of Christianity,
it had generated a false world-view that envisioned social reality
as torn between two contradictory elements: a future theoretical
heaven of communal happiness, confronting the present world
dominated by the conflict of self-interest. This self-interest, this
Egoism, was but the covert expression of the divided reality of
Christianity, and it first had to be banished before the practice
of the future, a unifying love, could come into being. To this end,
“The Recent Philosophers” focused upon refuting the misguided
and unconscious Christian Egoism of Bauer and Stirner.

Hess’ essay runs to about 7,000 words. It evidences all of the
usual virtues and vices of a work written by an autodidact—often
quite creative, but sometimes marked by an imaginative excess
which tended to an excited polemics. But this polemical “excite-
ment” was not uncommon among the Young Hegelians of the pre-
revolutionary vormérz. The impending revolution of 1848 seemed
confirmation of Hegel’s own view, that our epoch is a birthtime, and
a period of transition.

Although he was no Marx when it came to vitriolic debating,
Hess did well enough. However, considering the widespread anti-
Semitic attitudes of his age, Stirner might have found some non se-
quitur support for his argument by simply echoing Arnold Ruge—
who dismissed Hess as “the Communist Rabbi” But he did not.
There is no anti-Semitism to be found in any of his writings, and he
did not join the majority of his colleagues who were antisemitic.?’

27 Stepelevich, “Max Stirner and the Jewish Question,” 34-1.
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However, if Stirner was silent about Judaism, Hess did have some-
thing to say about Christianity.

Neither Bauer nor Stirner ever allowed themselves to
be influenced from without. It is rather the case that
this “insanity” emerged directly from the inner living
development of this philosophy and so it is that ex-
actly in this manner, and no other, must the progeny
of the Christian ascetics take their departure from the
world.?

This remark contains the essence of Hess’ critique, and if Bauer
had introduced “The Jewish Question,’?’ the Hess had introduced
“The Christian Question,” For him it was this religion which had set
a chasm between the real and the ideal, the world and a heaven, the
soul and the body. It was their covert Christianity which drove such
as Bauer and Stirner, these “progeny of the Christian ascetics” to
“take their departure from the world” Their Egoism reflected their
contempt for the world, leading them to retreat into the “insanity”
of Egoism. Early in his essay, Hess briefly presents the problem of
“recent philosophy” and his solution:

Since the rise of Christianity men have worked to
resolve the difference between the Father and the
Son, the Divine and Human—in a word, between the
“Species-Man [Gattungsmenschen]’and the “bodily”
man. But as little has become of this effort as has come
to Protestantism in its annulment [Aufhebung] of the
visible Church—for the invisible Church (Heaven)
and the invisible Priest (Christ) endure—and so a new

% Hess, Die Letzten Philosophen. Essay translated by author, in The Young
Hegelians, Intro. and edited by Lawrence Stepelevich (Cambridge: University
Press, 1983), 360.

# Bruno Bauer, was the first to employ the term “The Jewish Question [Die
Judenfrage]” within German intellectual circles.
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Festival. He condemned Professor J. M. Fries as the “Ringleader of
these hosts of superficiality.”! Although Hegel’s criticism of the
event improved his image in eyes of those in Berlin who were con-
sidering his appointment to the University, he nevertheless, “had
as little sympathy with Romantic [i.e., liberal revolutionaries of
the time] as he had with Reactionaries”?’ Both Stirner and Hegel
shared the same attitude when it came to extremes.

The curbing of revolutionary “indiscretion” which began
shortly after the Wartburg Festival, was an early sign that the
reaction was taking hold. For Stirner, this curbing and restraint
is fundamentally based upon religious belief, in this case, Chris-
tianity. “The Reaction is only the reaction [reagirende] of the
Christian man; what is not Christian is,—openly or hidden—
revolutionary”?! Among the Christian leadership, such as Ernst
Wilhelm Hengestenberg, the coming of revolution was the com-
ing of atheistic anarchy. His public popularity insured that his
fears were taken up by the Aristocracy as well as the people.
The patriots and those who set order above any “new found”
freedom were soon turned from being conservatives to being
reactionaries. Stirner, with humorous irony, presents a series of
anxious questions which would have been heard among the fearful
order-loving people and their traditional leaders in the nervous
days before the 1848 revolution (and, with modifications, before
every revolution). Here is but a small part of the exhortations:

Should not the Christian World of the German Nation
react to the fact that her thankless son, the State, his
Mother, the Church (since Germany as a Kingdom, as a
Nation, has its proper Mother in the Christian Church)
that this same State drives this honorable Mother out
of her house and then surrenders the house to street

' Hegel, Philosophy of Right, 5-6.
% Thomas Knox, in “Translator’s Notes” to Philosophy of Right, 301.
2 Hist., I, p. 30.
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and storms forward in the original action only so long
as it is an intoxication, an “indiscretion.” “Discretion”
will always be the cue of the reaction, because discre-
tion sets limits, and liberates what was really wanted,
i. e., the principle, from the initial “unbridledness”
and “unrestrainedness” Wild young fellows, bump-
tious students, who set aside all considerations, are
really Philistines, since with them, as with the latter,
considerations form the substance of their conduct;
only that as swaggerers they are mutinous against
considerations and in negative relations to them,
but as Philistines, later, they give themselves up to
considerations and have positive relations to them. In
both cases all their doing and thinking turns upon
“considerations,” but the Philistine is reactionary in
relation to the student; he is the wild fellow come
to discreet reflection, as the latter is the unreflecting
Philistine. Daily experience confirms the truth of this
transformation, and shows how the swaggerers turn
to Philistines in turning gray.” So, too, the so-called
reaction in Germany gives proof that it was only
the discreet continuation of the warlike jubilation of
liberty.!”

This sentiment regarding revolutionary enthusiasm also finds
place in the History:

The Kingdom of Truth had come, the Spirit domi-
nated... Philosophy was given its rightful place, and
had in its hands the power to rule a great Kingdom.'®

One is reminded of Hegel’s description of the revolutionary
gathering of German students in 1818 at the “notorious” Wartburg

"7 The Ego and Its Own, 99-100.
'8 Hist. I, p. 193.
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clergy is permitted to rise up. The recent philosophers
will gain just as little by casting off [authoben] this
invisible Church and establishing the “Absolute
Spirit,” “Self-Consciousness,” and “Species-Being
[Gattungswessen]” in the place of Heaven. All of
these attempts to theoretically resolve the difference
between the particular man and the human species
must miscarry, for even if the singular man does
comprehend the world and mankind, nature and his-
tory, he yet in actuality remains only a sundered man
[Vereinzelung] as long as the division of man is not
practically overcome. But this separation of man will
only be practically resolved through Socialism—that
is, if men unite themselves in community life and
activity, and surrender private gain.*°

With this, Hegel’'s “Absolute Spirit” Feuerbach’s “Species-
Being” and Bauer’s “Self-Consciousness” are drawn into Hess’s
circle of theoretical solutions which failed to resolve the divided
reality inherited from “Christian dualism.” Hess’s own attempt to
“resolve the difference between the particular man and the human
species” called for the “surrender of private gain.” This solution
could hardly be expected to find Stirner in agreement, as his
“Egoism” was expressed in “private gain” only to be surrendered
at the cost of private destruction. For Stirner, Socialism was in
the last analysis nothing less than the demand that the individual
commit suicide. It was a radical and unacceptable resolution to
the Christian problem of being “a sundered man [ Vereinzelung].”!
As Stirner had looked to a fully conscious Egoism as a remedy to

30 Hess, Recent Philosophers, 360.

*! In the 1840 German-English Dictionary (Philadelphia: Mentz and Son) the
term Vereinzelung” not only connotes “dismembering” but also “retailing, selling
in single portions, an economic usage undoubtedly known and appreciated by
Hess.
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resist the oppressive demands for communal enslavement, so Hess
took it as the principle source of all past and present oppression.
The curse of Egoism was, in religious form, nothing less than the
“Original Sin” which had alienated man from both his world and
himself. For Hess, the curse was now fulfilled by the creation of a
fallen “mercenary world”:

The “free competition” of our modern mercenary
world is not only the perfected form of rapacious
robbery, but it is also the perfected consciousness
of the complete diversity of human estrangement.
The pre-historical world, classical slavery, Roman
bondage, were all more or less unfitted to the essence
of this estrangement. They still had limited perspec-
tives, and so had not attained to the universality and
general justification of rapacity now found in our
commercial world The present mercenary world is
the developed, essentially befitting, “conscious” and
“principle” form of Egoism.

And further, even the most liberal politics are but the expres-
sion of the “modern mercenary world” (which Marx simply termed
“Capitalism”):

Not only is the beast of prey [das Raubtier] perfected in our
mercenary world, but the consciousness of this highest expression
of the animal world is perfected as well... Privileged plundering
comes to an end; the arbitrary exercise of power is now universal
human right... The celebrated declaration of “The Rights of Man” is
celebrated in that henceforth all preying bests are equally justified
... because they are autonomous and free beings, justified because
they, as Egoists, as “independent individuals” are now recognized
and legally acknowledged.*

32 Hess, Recent Philosophers, 369.
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the common ground of each—their political life. Unhappily, Stirner
often did not make either his intention clear or his historical docu-
mentation as supportive of his thesis as might have been. But the
History has the merit of being written after 1848 and, if only for
that reason, support the contention of the Ego that the revolution
would be transformed into a reaction.

It was not sophistry which lead Stirner to question the accepted
and common understanding that “Reaction is the opposite of Rev-
olution”"®—and its converse, “Revolution is the opposite of Reac-
tion” For Stirner, this common understanding did not perceive that
these apparent opposites both emerged from the same ground:

Reaction steps into the world at the same time in
which Revolution comes into the world: both are born
in the same instant [Die Reaction tritt in dem Moment
ins Leben, in welchem die Revolution zur Welt commt:
beide werden im selben Augenblick geboren].!®

In short, the opposition of these two political attitudes is not
absolute nor is either one capable of being “in itself” without the
other, a matter of “co-existence.” As in the case of an the opposition
between Catholic and Protestant, in which both share an identical
religious consciousness, the alternatives of “Conservative” and
“Liberal,” rest within the common realm of politics—and both
are defined by and created by their opposition. This is a purely
Hegelian viewpoint.

The major theme (or “vague outline”) of the History, is the echo
of what was stated in Der Einzige und sein Eigentum:

If the Revolution ended in a reaction, this only showed
what the Revolution really was. For every effort ar-
rives at reaction when it comes to discreet reflection,

'3 Hist. 11, pg. viii.
16 Hist. II. Pg. viii.
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that “As swiftly as it had risen, the tide of revolution began to ebb
... in studying the revolutionary movement of 1848 it will be inter-
esting to ponder whether it failed because it came before its time or
because it came after its time.” But for Stirner it was not merely a
matter of chance and circumstance, but rather the necessitated di-
alectical articulation of political history, the self-alienation of the
political consciousness into polar opposition.

Stirner’s History, “in opposition to the Revolutionary Tri-
bunal”'* was to be a “Reactionary Tribunal” The purpose of this
would be to bring the reactionary mind into self-consciousness,
into an awareness of what it its intentions would ultimately
obtain:

“Reaction, before it reaches the last judgment, has still one more
judgment to undergo, which is, namely, to judge itself. As a Spirit
[Geist], which will seek to develop itself in the course of history;, it
finds itself necessarily caught up in a process of cleaning and sep-
arating itself from everything that is not reactionary. This it must
and will continue to do if not under the pressure of external restric-
tions [der Last von Fremden). “Pure Reaction” is the goal of their
strivings, to which reactionary spirits are more or less consciously
driven; this “pure Reaction” is the singular tribunal of reaction, it
is, in opposition to the Revolutionary Tribunal, the—Reaction Tri-
bunal”

Stirner’s intention (but only partially realized because of the
incomplete text), was “To set the Reaction itself before the Reac-
tion Tribunal and to see if it can justify itself, and if it can hold
itself as valid [und ob sie in sich selber Stich hdlt]” By considering
a series of various reactionary and revolutionary texts, most deal-
ing with the German reaction to the German Revolution of 1848,
Stirner concluded that both parties in the dispute tended to their
own self-destruction, as the total victory of one would put an end to

'* The French revolutionaries established a short-lived “Revolutionary Tri-
bunal,” in 1793.
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Clearly, Hess has expressed the central moments of Marx’s
“materialist conception of history,” from the fundamental role
economics exercised upon ideology, from the progress of egoistic
doctrine from its initial support of slavery, to its historical termi-
nation in Capitalism. However, despite these major contributions
to Communist theory, Hess was badly treated—as any competitor
to Karl Marx might expect.

For Hess, Stirner was the only one who proposed a practical
(but for him an absurd) solution to the issue of human self-
alienation—a Verein von Egoisten (Union of Egoists).>> The idea of
such a Verein was touched upon only a few times in the Ego, but
it drew Hess’ attention in that it was, however it might appear
as an oxymoron, given as an alternative to the desired Socialist
society, in which “Everyone can cultivate, exercise and perfect
their human qualities”

Considering the relative length and emotional energy that both
invested in the debate over the nature of this “Union,” it seems that
both understood it to be a matter of considerable importance. It can
be argued that the essential moral opposition between free- market
Capitalism and a regulated Communistic society is present in the
debate between the Stirner’s idea of a “Union of Egoists” and Hess’s
“social union with our neighboring men.3*

However, what Hess might define as a “social union” is never
fully presented in any clear and positive idea, and what might be
understood of it is found by only by reversing his unsparing criti-
cism of Stirner’s “Union.” However, here is one of the rare, more or
less clear, statement of Hess’s own “solution” to the divisive state
of human society:

%3 “Verein von Egoisten” has commonly been translated as a “Union of Ego-
ists” However, the term “Verein” can also mean an “Association,” “Club” or a
“Society”— suggesting a more informal gathering, and seems more in accord to
what Stirner had in mind

%% Hess, Recent Philosophers, 360.
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A Socialist establishes the proposal that we should
become real species-being [wirkliche Gattungswesen],
and thereby proposes a society in which everyone can
cultivate, exercise and perfect their human qualities.
Stirner wants to know nothing of.*°

Hess’s notion as to the actual specifics, either of the political
character or the legal structure of his proposed future Communist
xxxii society is left unstated. This silence is not unexpected, as all
world-reformers, from before Christ to beyond Marx, all those who
call for a “better world”—a future world usually without either sin
or money—leave its necessary details to the imagination of their
followers. xxxiii Nevertheless, what is absolutely necessary in all
visionary calls for the future which “ought to be,” is the specific enu-
meration of present evils—which are always clearly in evidence in
the eyes of the reformers. In the case of Christ, it was “sinners,”
in the case of Marx “Capitalists”—and their followers were given
the task to purge the world of evil and remake it into what it “out
to be” On this matter, and surely to Hess’s chagrin, Stirner seems
to have taken Hegel’s advice when he cautioned philosophers not
to teach “what the world ought to be [wie die Welt sein soll], to
be, since “Philosophy always arrives too late to do any such teach-
ing”%® Certainly, considering Stirner’s whole passivity, if not irri-
tated rejection of all social reformers it is likely that he did indeed
take Hegel seriously. Hess would have read the very first lines of
the Ego and Its Own, which clearly sets him and Stirner at odds:

What is not supposed to be my concern! [Was soll
nicht alles Meine Sache sein!] First and foremost,
the good cause [Sache], then God’s cause, the cause

% Recent Philosophers, 373. Hess, as most of the “Young Hegelians” is prone
to italicize terms to suggest that they have a deeper meaning, but obscure term
“Gattungswesen” [Species-Essence] is not clarified by being italicized.

% Preface, Philosophy of Right.
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that—“an anthology with a vague outline.” It is only the second
volume, in the Forward!! that Stirner, somewhat apologetically, is
aware that the first volume, since it was “limited [beschranken]
“appears to be a mere collection, a string of reactionary literature.”
This is immediately followed by a question which addresses the
overall purpose of his work: “How would that be possible, if there
would be no basis [Grunde] to determine just what is reactionary
and what is not?” In brief, Stirner seems to mean that the “mere

2
5

collection” of the first volume would have no meaning without un-
derstanding just what is “reactionary and what is not.”

Historically, the “reaction” to which Stirner is referring began
with the 1815 Treaty of Vienna, when the European powers which
had defeated Napoleon embarked upon the restoration of the “Old
Order” which had been seriously threatened by the promulgation,
in the form of the “Napoleonic Code” the revolutionary doctrines
contained in the 1789 “Declaration of the Rights of Man.” As the vic-
tory over Napoleon was supported by the many young Germans
who had fought against the French, King Frederick Wilhelm IIT had
promised them a national constitution.!? The promise was not ful-
filled. In 1830, another French revolution finally wiped away the
last bits of aristocratic power, and the French example encouraged
the German liberals to renew their efforts to establish a constitu-
tional government. A Parliament (the “Vorparlament”) was set up
in Frankfurt, but their liberal proposals were soon rejected by Fred-
erick Wilhelm IV, the King of Prussia. The reaction, the counter-
revolution was victorious. The age of Bismarck was on the horizon.
Needless to say, German liberals were enraged—but impotent.

In his introduction to a set of historical documents compiled un-
der the title Revolution and Reaction: 1848-1852."% The editor noted

1 Hist. 11, pg. v.

12 The term “Constitutionalist” soon became another term for “Revolution-
ary”

3 Geoffrey Bruin, Revolution and Reaction: 1848-1852 (New York: Van Nos-
trand, 1958).
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There has been, at least to this author’s knowledge, only one
favorable review of the History, that of Bernd Kast found in his
excellent work, Die Thematik des “Eigners” in der Philosophie Max
Stirners.” Considering the short shrift given to work by the few
others who noticed it, Kast’s review is not only well-researched
but relatively extensive.

As the title of his work indicates, Bernd Kast is principally inter-
ested in the meaning and development of the term “Eigners” as it oc-
curs in the writings of Stirner. After his short review of the History,
Kast concluded that “For our purposes and the Eigner theme, the
“History of Reaction” provides no new insights.” However, although
of little meaning for Kast’s project, the History might well provide
an insight toward concluding that Hegel was indeed Stirner’s men-
tor. In the Preface to his work, Kast observes that “Stirner’s philoso-
phy is, in a wide measure, an oppositional Philosophy, Philosophy
in opposition to Hegel and to the Hegel school”'® However, to be in
opposition to the Hegel school might be just that—an opposition to
the way in which that school understood Hegel. It does not follow
that if a reading of Hegel opposed, then Hegel must be opposed. In
the History there is little doubt but that Stirner was guided by what
he understood to be the “correct” reading of Hegel, and did not set
out any radical revision of Hegel. This sort of thing is found in his
earliest disciples, such as Marx [who “stood Hegel on his feet”],
or Feuerbach or Bauer, who reduced Hegel’s “God” to “Man.” Au-
gust von Cieszkowski even had the intention of correcting Hegel,
of making him, as it were, into “A better Hegelian.” In his opposi-
tion to the Hegel school, Stirner had no such intentions to “revise”
or “correct” Hegel, and there is Hegel in the History.

One of the reasons that might have been a prima face dismissal
and definition of Stirner’s History as a work “mainly consisting of
excerpts from other authors” is that the first volume is indeed just

° Bonn; Bouvier Verlag Herbert Grundmann., 1979.
10 Kast, xii.
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of mankind, of truth, of freedom, of humanity, of
justice; further, the cause of my people, my prince,
my fatherland; finally, even the cause of Mind, and a
thousand other causes. Only my cause is never to be
my concern. “Shame on the egoist who thinks only of
himself!”%’

By late 1845, Stirner was prepared to defend himself against his
critics.®®

In his defense, Stirner, (who throughout refers to himself
in the in the thirdperson), takes on three “notable writings”:
Szeliga’s critique in the March edition of the “Northern German
Gazette” xxxvii; Feuerbach’s “On The Essence of Christianity in
Relation to The Ego and Its Own,” which had appeared in Wigand’s
Vierteljahrsshrift, and the “brochure” of Moses Hess, “The Recent
Philosophers.” Stirner’s response to his three critics ran to about
fifty pages, with his rebuttal taking on each of his opponents, and
dealing with a clarification of what he meant by his Einzigkeit
[“uniqueness”], as well as his understanding of Egoism. Although
Hess had joined Bauer and Feuerbach in their questioning of
what Stirner had meant by “Einzigen” and “Egoismus,” only Hess
questioned Stirner’s contribution to social theory, the “Union of
Egoists”

Hess never directly engages in any effort, which to Stirner
would be futile, to define the indefinable, but

only alludes to the unique. He first identifies Stirner
with the unique, and then says of the Unique: “He is
the headless, heartless trunk, i.e., he has the illusion of
being so, because in reality he doesn’t just lack spirit,

37
Ego, 5.
% “Recensenten Stirners.” in Max Stirner: Kleinere Schriften (Stuttgart: Bad
Cannstatt, 1976). The English translation of Wolf Landstreicher, Stirnernstatt, 19
(Berkeley: LBC Books, 2012) will be used when citing from Stirner’s text.
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but body as well; he is nothing other than his illusions.”
And finally he pronounces his judgment on Stirner,
“the unique”: “He is boasting” From this, the unique
appears as “the spook of all spooks,” as “the sacred in-
dividual, which one must chase from the head” and as

the “pale boaster”*

It seems to Stirner that all of his critics failed to comprehend
that he, as a unique individual, cannot be comprehended, and so
could not be gathered up into a generic collective—moral or other-
wise. To understand what lead Stirner to define the individual as
a being without definition, to be “beyond” all definition, beyond
absolute thought, is to also understanding the rationale of his Ego-
istic philosophy. If nothing can be predicated of the “Einziger” then
nothing can be said of any generic normative thought or behavior—
even what it is to act or think as a “human being [Mensch].” The
“Einziger,” being beyond definition, can be termed just as much an
“Unmensch” as “Mensch”—just as much an inhuman as a human.*’
Stirner takes this confusion of labels as the fundamental ground
which directly leads to the universal humanistic condemnation of
Egoism:

It is necessary to say a further word about the hu-
man being. As it seems, Stirner’s book is written

3 Stirner, Critics, 54.

0 In the “Translator’s Preface” to Stirner’s Critics, Wolfi Landstreicher notes
that “In Byington’s translation of Der Einzige und Sein Eigentum, he usually chose
to simply translate the latter word as “unman.” But in German, the word refers to
a “monster,” and knowing Stirner’s enjoyment of playing with words and ideas
in ways that are likely to get the goat of his opponents, I think that he most likely
meant just that. To further emphasize Stirner’s intent of contrasting this with
the abstract, conceptual human being, I chose to translate the term as “inhuman
monster.” This leads to such delightful statements as: “You are an inhuman mon-
ster, and this is why you are completely human, a real and actual human being, a
complete human being” Delightful, perhaps, but Byington’s translation is exactly
what Stirner intended by the term “Unmensch”—an “unman,” or as the recent
Editor of the Ego has it, “non-man”
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“finished” version of the “Geschichte der Reaction” comprised two
volumes, the first running to 315 pages, and the second to 348.

With this work, there is a persistent problem for any reader not
only to determine just where Stirner’s commentary (usually too
brief) begins or ends, and where the cited texts (usually too lengthy)
begin and end. There are no reliable typographical aids here, such
as paragraph indentations, type styles, symbols, or spacing. There
are a number of dashed lines of various length that often will sepa-
rate Stirner’s writing from that of the others, but this is not always
the case and quotation marks are employed, but Stirner seldom in-
dicates who is the author of the text quoted. Unless one reads with
great care, a question is always present: is this Stirner or Burke, or
Compte, or someone else who is writing the text? The work does
not lend itself to random reading. Much of this confusion could
have been eliminated had the extensive material drawn from other
writers been formally referenced to its original published source.

The History was written just a few years before Stirner’s death,
at a time when he lived in poverty and, as one might suspect, de-
pression. Marx later told Engels that Stirner had “literally starved.”’
In 1853, Stirner, moving restlessly from place to place to avoid his
creditors, was twice imprisoned for debt. After a brief period of no-
tice, his major work, Der Einzige, was ignored, and then forgotten.
Given the circumstances, it might be wondered how he could even
have written the History—let alone “well.”

At this point it might seem reasonable to immediately cast
Stirner’s work aside as perfectly useless—which was just what a
German doctoral student in Political Science did.® Still, as Roberto
Colassa observed, in that Stirner “appears mockingly in a few
hidden lines” the text might be worth at least a reading—if only
with the hope of seeing just what Stirner might have had in mind.

7 MEW, 37, p. 293. (repeated footnote 100)
8 Gerhard Beck, Die Stellung des Menschen zu Staat und Rechte bei Max
Stirner (Koln: 1965).
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say that after Der Einzige and the two replies to his
first critics, Stirner declared Silence and, moreover,
maintained it. And meanwhile the world declared it
on him.’

The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy presents a brief but
quite typical summation of the work: “In 1852, he [Stirner] pub-
lished part of a History of Reaction, mainly consisting of excerpts
from other authors, including Edmund Burke (1729-1797)” A sim-
ilar reading is found in the Routledge Encyclopedia of Philosophy:
“An incomplete work largely compiled from the writings of others,
including Burke, Compte, Hengestenberg and Florencourt.” These
entries are perhaps all that most readers, including even those who
have read Der Einzige, know of the History—and perhaps they are
enough.

It would be difficult for anyone, no matter how highly they
might estimate Stirner, to hold that his History is a work that in any
way can compare to Der Einzige. Even John Henry Mackay, whose
biography of Stirner approaches a hagiography, was constrained
to admit that the History which was published was essentially “un-
finished,” and was not what had been originally planned.®

As its introduction indicated, the Geschichte der Reaction was
intended to bear the title “Reactions-Bibliothek,” with each of its
two parts, or volumes, being divided into two sections, the first part
being “Die Vorldufer der Reaction [Precoursers of the Reaction],” the
second being “Die moderne Reaction.” It turned out otherwise—only
the first sections were printed. It is not clear as to why the second
sections of each part were not included. But in any case, the final

* Ibid., 151.

¢ John Henry Mackay, Max Stirner: Sein Leben und sein Werk (Treptow bei
Berlin: B. Zack’s Verlag, 1910), 213. The excellent recent translation of Mackay’s
work by Hubert Kennedy, Max Stirner: His Life and His Work (Concord, CA:
Peremptory Publications Concord, 2005), with its informative introduction is rec-
ommended.
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against the human being. He has drawn the harshest
judgments for this, as for the word “egoist,” and has
aroused the most stubborn prejudices. Yes, the book
actually is written against the human being, and yet
Stirner could have gone after the same target without
offending people so severely if he had reversed the
subject and said that he wrote against the inhuman
monster [Unmenschen]. But then he would have
been at fault if someone misunderstood him in the
opposite, i.e., the emotional way, and placed him on
the list of those who raise their voice for the “true
human being” But Stirner says: the human being
is the inhuman monster [Unmensch]; what the one
is, the other is; what is said against the one, is said
against the other.!

Stirner’s effort to clarify what he meant by the “Einziger” being
just as much inhuman as human by setting the two antithetical
terms into a synthetic union, in which “what the one is, the other is”
was certainly “misunderstood” by such as Hess. It was in this very
misunderstanding that lead humanists to fear Egoism as simply an
inhuman display:

The human being, which our saints agonize so much
to recognize, insofar as they always preach that one
should recognize the human being in the human being,
gets recognized completely and actually only when it
is recognized as the inhuman monster.*?

It would come as no surprise to Stirner that Hess would see in
him an advocate of an inhuman Egoism which would directly lead
to a Hobbesian world, wherein “the war of all against all is sanc-
tioned.” Hess, as an ethical idealist, would naturally chose another

41 Stirner, Critics, 73.
2 Tbid., 79.
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world—one in which “men unite themselves in community life and
activity, and surrender private gain” However, there was an option
which neither Hess, nor any of the others who raise their voices for
“the true human being” seem unable to recognize: individual com-
petition.

When what Hegel terms the “logic of the understanding,” the
either/or logic that characterizes “common sense,” there seems
only two exclusive alternatives when it comes to choosing a
socio-economic model: either communistic cooperation, in which
there are no individual decisions or actions to be made other than
the decision and action benefitting the whole (the One), or, on
the other hand, the free and unrestrained decisions and actions of
each and every individual seeking their own “selfish” good. Hess
chose the former.

It is important to note that in his defense of competitive human
relations, Stirner implicitly defends what might now be termed
“free-market Capitalism”:

Hess calls free competition the complete form of mur-
der with robbery and also the complete consciousness
of the mutual human alienation (i.e., Egoism). Here
again, Egoism should still be guilty. Why then did one
decide on competition? Because it seemed useful to
each and all. And why do socialists now want to abol-
ish it? Because it doesn’t provide the hoped-for useful-
ness, because the majority do badly from it, because
everyone wants to improve his position and because
the abolition of competition seems advisable for this
purpose.

Is Egoism the “basic principle” of competition, or, on
the contrary, haven’t egoists just miscalculated about
this? Don’t they have precisely because it doesn’t sat-
isfy their Egoism?
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Figure A.1 Stirner among the “Frein” during a contentious
visit in 1842 by the poet Ludwig Buel. Sketched by Frederich
Engels. Stirner is seen here as leaning on table, smoking a
cigarette, Bruno Bauer is sitting at the table. This is one of the two
images we have of Stirner.
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or better yet, Stirner’s gleaning from his printed and
unprinted newspaper articles—these “rejected leaves
and flowers” dealing with everything in the world and
then some. The second volume closes with the threat
that the third will contain “the foundation and system.”
His own commentary, by which he would ascend to
holiness, are far more suited for a elegant girl’s school
[hohere Tocherschulen]?

It might here be noted that Stirner made no such “threat” at
the end of his work—but Engels relied entirely upon a newspaper
item. Hans C. Helms, a latter-day Marxist, is equally unhappy with
Stirner’s work, but might have at least read it in part and was less
inclined to falsify it. Here is Helm’s remark: “Overall, it is, frankly
speaking, a compilation of the contemporary writings of others.
The curt connecting comments, transitions and annotations allow
no insight into Stirner’s thoughts.”

A more favorable view of Stirner is held by Roberto Colassa,
who, in his recent work, The Forty-Nine Steps,* devoted a full chap-
ter, “Accompaniment to the Reading of Stirner,” toward setting
Stirner within a complete cultural context. For Colassa, Helms, “be-
ing “propelled by hatred,” willfully distorted Stirner’s thought. As
to The History of Reaction, Colassa’s brief remarks are in accord
with the general consensus:

The two volumes of the Die Geschichte der Reaction
conceal behind the inviting title a work of compilation,
an anthology with a vague outline, in which Stirner
appears mockingly in a few hidden lines. One can

* MEW, 28 (Berlin: Dietz Verlag, 1963), 33. A reference to the Stirner’s earlier
role as teacher in a Berlin school for girls of wealthy families.

* Max Stirner: Der Einzige und sein Eigentum und andere Schriften (Miinchen:
Karl Haner Verlag, 1968), 280.

4 University of Michigan Press, 2001.
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People introduced competition because they saw it
as well-being for all; they agreed upon it and experi-
mented collectively with it. This thing, this isolation
and separation, is itself a product of association, agree-
ment, shared convictions, and it didn’t just isolate
people, but also connected them. It was a legal status,
but this law was a common tie, a social federation. In
competition, people come to agreement perhaps in
the way that hunters on a hunt may find it good for
the hunt and for each of their respective purposes to
scatter throughout the forest and hunt “in isolation”
But what is most useful is open to argument. And
now, sure enough, it turns out—and, by the way,
socialists weren’t the first ones to discover it—that in
competition, not everyone finds his profit, his desired
“private advantage,” his value, his actual interest.
But this comes out only through egoistic or selfish

calculations.®®

The desire to correct “private advantage” is the moral ground
for socialism, and it follows from the fact that in a competitive econ-
omy “the majority do badly” However, it is not only Stirner who
sees this lack of universal reward, the “to each according to his
need,” lacking in the Capitalist (competitive) world, but also Hegel.
It is presented as a simple expectation that there will be “losers”
Competitive economic life is the compromise resting between in-
dividual “egoistic” struggle and “communal” agreements. The fail-
ure to successfully compete, in any arena of human relationships,
cannot be denied. As Jesus had it, “The poor are with you always.”
Both Hegel and Stirner agree that although competition is the only
“useful” relationship, nevertheless, one of its necessitated results is
failure. As in the case of any competition, including writing articles
for journals, not all can be “successful” and so publishable. In his

* Ibid.
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excellent study of the issue, Michael Hardimon briefly summarized
Hegel’s view on the issue of poverty:

Hegel maintains that the modern social world is a
home despite the fact that it contains poverty. In
his view, poverty is not an accidental or contingent
feature of modern society but is instead systematic
and structural: the fact that people in modern society
tend to fall into poverty and form an underclass is the
result of the normal operation of the economy (Ph.
of Right, q 241). Even though Hegel is acutely aware
of the horrors of poverty, he still maintains that the
modern social world is a home.**

What Hegel means by the “world is a home” is evident, that is, it
isnot a “home” to be displaced by an ideal, a future “home.” Neither
Hegel nor Stirner were revolutionary reformers. As to the matter
of a synthesis between self-interest and communal life, Stirner also
followed Hegel’s view:

As everything is useful for man, man is likewise use-
ful too, and his characteristic function consists in mak-
ing himself a member of the human herd, of use for
the common good, and serviceable to all. The extent to
which he looks after his own interests is the measure
with which he must also serve the purpose of others,
and so far as he serves their turn, be is taking care of
himself: the one hand washes the other. But wherever
he finds himself there he is in his right place: he makes
use of others and is himself made use of

* Michael O. Hardimon, Hegel’s Social Philosophy: The Project of Reconcilia-
tion (Cambridge: University Press, 1994), 32.
* Phenomenology, para. 550.

194

Addenda

All translations contained in this Appendix are those of the
author. These three translations are relevant to the present study.
Other translations by the author less relevant to the present
study, although dealing with Young Hegelians are found in Young
Hegelianism, an Anthology (Cambridge University Press) Bruno
Bauer’s 1843 book, The Trumpet of the Last Judgment: Against
Hegel, Atheist and Antichrist (...)

I. A Review of Stirner’s final work: Die
Geschichte Der Reaction

The History of Reaction [Die Geschichte der Reaction]' appeared
in January or February of 1852. The work, with some notable ex-
ceptions, has hardly been noticed

Expectedly, among the first to take note of the work were Marx
and Engels. In a letter to Marx, which he wrote even before he
had read Stirner’s work (if he ever did), Engels summed it up in
the usual sarcastic tones expected whenever he dealt with anyone
who disagreed with Marx:

Stirner’s History of Reaction is, according to the Augs-
burger Allgemeinen Zeitung a miserable compilation,

! The work, in two volumes, was published by the Berlin firm of “Allge-
meinen deutschenVerlags-Anstalt” In 1967, a photocopy reproduction of the orig-
inal work was published by Aalen: Scienetia Verlag. These are the only editions.
All translations from the German are those of the author of this article.
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des Ichs], it is self-like or the Notion. With this the
Phenomenology of the Spirit is concluded.?

Hegel’s “Eigentum des Ichs” anticipates Stirner’s “Einzige und
sein Eigentum”

The Political Scientist, Saul Newman has recently affixed a la-
bel upon Stirner—he is a “proto-poststructuralist” and so taken as
the political ancestor of such post-modernists as Foucault, Lacan,
Deleuze, or Derrida. This is fine as far as it goes, but among them
Hegel is barely recognizable in the thickets of Marxian political
theology. It can be held that Stirner is more than merely an ances-
tor of the latest political fashion, for he has concluded Hegelian-
ism itself—not that of Marx nor Feuerbach nor any of the other
Hegelians, Young or Old.

Jean Hyppolite, in his study of the Phdnomenologie, understood
that for Hegel, “The history of the world is finished; all that is
needed is for the specific individual to rediscover it in himself’!®

Stirner rediscovered himself as that “specific individual”—Der
Einziger.

'2 Phenomenology, 21; Phinomenologie, 32-33. “der trenning des Wissens und
der Wahrheit is itberwinden. Das Sein ist absolut vermittelt:—es ist substantieller In-
halt, der ebenso unmittelbar Eigentum des Ichs, selbstisch oder der Begriff is. Hiermit
beschlief3t sich die Phdnomenologie des Geistes.”

3 Genesis and Structure of Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit, trans. S. Cherniak
and J. Heckman (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1974), 40.
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In this, both Hegel and Stirner reflected the economic theory
of Adam Smith. In 1845, shortly after concluding the Ego. Stirner
became both the editor and translator of Adam Smith’s Wealth of
Nations, and Jean-Baptiste Say’s Traite d’Economie Politique. His
translations, contained in multivolume series commissioned by
Otto Wigand,* It is interesting to note that Smith’s well-known
example of the “pin factory” appears in the Ego: He who is in a
pin factory only puts on the heads, only draws the wire, works, as it
were, mechanically, like a machine.*’

As to what is “useful,” the egoist concludes that

L, the egoist, have not at heart the welfare of this “hu-
man society,” I sacrifice nothing to it, I only utilize it;
but to be able to utilize it completely I transform it
rather into my property and my creature; that is, I an-
nihilate it, and form in its place the Union of Egoists
[Verein von Egoisten]*8

A contemporary analogue to the “Verein,” and possibly in-
spired by it, can be found in the popular work of Ayn Rand,
Atlas Shrugged. In this novel, a group of conscious individualists,
similar to Stirner’s “conscious egoists,” have taken refuge in a
hidden camp to escape the restrictions upon their freedom by
the over-regulatory Socialistic society of bureaucratic “looters
and moochers” which had, in a slow revolution, replaced the
free-market Capitalism of the United States. They hold that

No matter whose welfare he professes to serve, be it
the welfare of God or of that disembodied gargoyle he
describes as “The People,” no matter what ideal he pro-
claims in terms of some supernatural dimension—in

*¢ Stirner’s German translations appeared in 1846-47, and remained the stan-
dard translation for some years.

* Ego, 108.

8 Stirner, Critics, 161.
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fact, in reality, on earth, his ideal is death, his craving
is to kill, his only satisfaction is to torture.

Stirner would agree with this, and wrote that those such as Hess,
say that You love man, therefore you torture the individual man, the
egoist; your philanthropy (love of men) is the tormenting of men.*’

For Stirner, as with Hegel, dialectical logic was not the same
as the common logic “either/or” of the understanding, and was the
basis of Spinoza’s work. It forced an absolute choice between con-
tradictory terms, but rather the case that both could be obtained
only if neither of the alternatives was taken as the fixed and exclu-
sively “true” element. In the “Verein von Egoisten” the antithetical
terms, “Verein” and “Egoisten” find their dialectical unity. Although
at first it might not seem at all the case, there is nevertheless a deep
similarity between Hegel’s conception of the State and Stirner’s
“Verein.” For Hegel,

The state is the actuality of concrete freedom. But con-
crete freedom consists in this, that personal individu-
ality and its particular interest not only achieve their
complete development and gain explicit recognition
for the right ... they also pass over of their own accord
into the interest of the universal.>

Hess, as the “True Communist,” always maintained that an ir-
reconcilable contradiction, an unbridgeable chasm, divided the ab-
stract universal of the “Community” and the concrete “particular
interest” of the individual. Taken in their fixity, as simple irrec-
oncilable contradictories, the individual “of its own accord” could
not pass over “into the interest of the universal”—and it is this pas-
sage which would have to be forced upon individuals. The power
of the state would force the passage. Individuals as such, “egoists,”

* Ego, 258.
0 Hegel, Philosophy of Right, 160.
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It would seem that Nietzsche, through his known admiration of
Bruno Bauer, had indeed read Stirner, but what he discovered was
an unacceptable justification of “the last man,” and so the notori-
ous Stirner was left unmentioned. This would not be the only in-
stance wherein knowledge of Stirner was, for one reason or an-
other, suppressed—as it was with such as Edmund Husserl, Carl
Schmitt, Ernst Jinger, and others as documented in the work of
Bernd Laska, Ein dauerhafter Dissident.1°

But if this happy ending made the narrative of consciousness a
comedy for Hegel and Stirner, it was a tragedy for Nietzsche. For
him, the new world was the world of the “Last Man,” and Stirner
would surely qualify for that role. Stirner, being quite at home with
himself, was set to enjoy himself in the here and now:

My intercourse with the world consists in my enjoy-
ing it, and so consuming it for my self-enjoyment. In-
tercourse is the enjoyment of the world, and belongs
to my—self-enjoyment.!!

However, in this self-satisfaction, this stoic Autarkie of the free
individual, Stirner’s goal would accord itself with what Hegel had
set forth as his own thought as to how the phenomenological “voy-
age of discovery” would end. It would end at that moment when

The separation of knowing and truth, is overcome
[der trenning des Wissens und der Wahrheit is tiber-
winden]”. Being is then absolutely mediated; it is a
substantial content which is just as immediately the
property of the T” [der ebenso unmittelbar Eigentum

10 Nurnberg, LSR—Verlag, 1996.

1 Ego, 282; Der Einzige, 358 [Mein Verkehr mit der Welt besteht darin, daf3 Ich
sie geniefSe und so sie zu meinem Selbstgenuf3 verbrauche. Der Verkehr ist Weltgenuf
und gehort zu meinem—Selbstgenuf3].
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Spirit’s knowledge—is the new existence, a new world
and a new shape of spirit.®

In the final paragraph of Der Einzige, Stirner also concludes his
own Phenomenology:

In the unique one the owner himself returns into his
creative nothing, of which he is born. [Im Einzigen
kehrt selbst der Eigner in seine schopferisches Nichts,
zuriick, aus welchem er geboren wird.]’

For both the long and painful story of the travails of “The Ex-
perience of Consciousness [der Erfarung des Bewuftseins]”® comes
to a happy ending when consciousness recovers itself from out of
its ideal worlds, from out of “der Nacht seines Selbtsbewusstseins”
and enters into “eine neue Welt, a world well beyond the dreams
of the beautiful souls, and the “humane liberals.” As understood by
Alexandre Kojeéve, Absolute Wissen ends the history of conscious-
ness, the ending of philosophy, and so beyond the ideals of such
entities as Bauer’s Mensch—or Nietzsche’s Ubermensch. It would
be the time of Nietzsche’s “Last Man,” the Man without any ideals
beyond himself—the time of a Stirner.

An answer is suggested here to the long-debated issue of Niet-
zsche’s relationship to Stirner. Rudiger Safranski, in his work Niet-
zsche: A Philosophical Biography,’ takes up the issue of why Niet-
zsche consciously decided to act as if he knew nothing of Stirner.

S Phenomenology, 492; Phinomenologie, 564. In seinem Insichgehen ist er in
der Nacht seines SelbtsbewufStseins versunken, sein verschwundnes Dasein aber is
in ihr aufbewahrt; und dies aufgehobene Dasein,—das vorige, aber aus dem Wissen
neugeborne,—is das neue Dasein, eine neue Welt und Geistesgestalt].

7 Ego, 324; Der Einzige und Sein Eigentum. 412.

8 Original subtitle to the Phdnomenologie. See John Stewart “Zur Feststel-
lung des Textes,” in Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, Vol. 55, No. 4 (Dec.,
1995), pp. 747-776.

® Trans. Shelly Frisch (New York: WW. Norton, 2002).
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would have to be subordinated to that universal (be that univer-
sal either God or the State). And so, for Hess, there were only two
antithetical options: either one must live in world of alienated (sin-
ful) individuals engaged in “rapacious robbery” or to live an ideal
universal (a Heaven on Earth) in which that savage individuality
was annihilated (Hell). For Hess, the very conception of a “Verein
von Egoisten” was an oxymoron. However, Stirner is prepared to
defend the conception by an appeal to common experience:

Hess reprimands Stirner like this: “Oh, unique, you are
great, original, brilliant!” But I would have been glad
to see your ‘union of egoists’, even if only on paper... It
would be another thing indeed, if Hess wanted to see
egoistic unions not on paper, but in life. Faust finds
himself in the midst of such a union when he cries:
“Here I am human, here I can be human”—Goethe says
it in black and white. If Hess attentively observed real
life, to which he holds so much, he will see hundreds of
such egoistic unions, some passing quickly, others last-
ing. Perhaps at this very moment, some children have
come together just outside his window in a friendly
game. If he looks at them, he will see a playful egois-
tic union. Perhaps Hess has a friend or a beloved; then
he knows how one heart finds another, as their two
hearts unite egoistically to delight (enjoy) each other,
and how no one “comes up short” in this. Perhaps he
meets a few good friends on the street and they ask
him to accompany them to a tavern for wine; does he
go along as a favor to them, or does he “unite” with
them because it promises pleasure? Should they thank
him heartily for the “sacrifice,” or do they know that
all together they form an “egoistic union” for a little
while?
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To be sure, Hess wouldn’t pay attention to these trivial
examples, they are so utterly physical and vastly dis-
tinct from sacred society, or rather from the “fraternal,
human society” of sacred socialists.”!

However, it is upon these “trivial examples” that Stirner’s argu-
ment is based. The “Verein” is justified by an inductive logic which
rests upon empirical evidence; Hess’ argument for the “Commu-
nity” rests upon an a priori argument that finds its premise in the
generic definition of “human being,” of “Man,” as a “Species-Being
[Gattungswesen]” Stirner bases his case on the resent reality of so-
cial life in which egoists gather together for their own pleasure.
Hess looks to a future communal state in which the definition of
“Man” as “Species-Being” is fulfilled; and he understood the present
reality, justified by Stirner, as stifling human aspirations. It should
be noted that Hess was not at all a dreamy idealist, and later cor-
rected his more youthful “Messianic” ideals into a more realistic
program of reform. Still, his idealism endured. In his first major
work, the 1837 Heilige Geschichte der Menschheit [The Holy His-
tory of Mankind], a young Hess, in what Avineri described as a
“messianic style,” proclaimed a “New Jerusalem” in which

The politics of future society will be based on altru-
ism, solidarity, and harmony. Peace will reign is soci-
ety, both internally and externally; with the disappear-
ance of class differences between the poor and the rich,
the distinction between town and country will also dis-
appear: “Villages will adorn themselves with stately

buildings and towns with stately gardens.”>

A quarter of a century later, in his major work, Rome and
Jerusalem, Hess still held to his vision of a redeemed humanity,

51 Stirner, Critics, 100.
52 Cited by Avineri, Moses Hess, 39-40.
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be said—except the endless retrospective analysis of the academic
“Old Hegelians” Such exhaustive reflections upon past thought
might bring to mind Foucault’s Archaeology, a view of the issue
which leads directly to Gilles Deleuze, and his understanding
of Stirner’s significance as “he who pushes the dialectic to its
final consequences” In this termination of philosophy would be
found the reasons for the inability to simply “define” Stirner’s
philosophy. As the Protagonist of Hegel’s “voyage of discovery,”
he has reached the end of the “Path of Doubt” which reaches
beyond atheism. He might well be the first to state what was
entailed in reaching that final knowledge. Absolute Knowing,
being fully independent the constraint of a defining other, beyond
the last form of relating to another, would be indefinable. In
Stirner’s words:

With the Unique One [Einzigen] the Kingdom of Ab-
solute Thoughts, of thoughts which carry their own
meaning, their own content, comes to an end ... the
Unique [Einzige] is the highest, the most undeniable
and most revealing—phrase; it is the final capstone of
our world of phrases, of this world, in which “the be-
ginning was the Word.”

In the final paragraph of the Phenomenology, Hegel con-
cludes his narrative in a similar manner, a conclusion in which
self-conscious Spirit, as

absorbed in itself, it is sunk into the night of its
self-consciousness; but in that night its vanished
outer existence is preserved, and this transformed
existence— the former one, but now reborn of the

* Deleuze, Nietzsche et la philosophie, 184.
> Kleiner Chriften, Max Stirner: Stirner’s Critics, trans. Wolfie Landstreicher
(Berkeley, CA, LBC Books, 2012), 57.
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Chapter 9: The End of the Path

It was Stirner who grasped what Nietzsche was to call
the “turn into nihilism” in its beginning stages, pre-
senting it as egoism.

—Keiji Nishitani

As already cited, Karl Lowith understood Stirner’s work as “an
ultimate logical consequence of Hegel’s historical system, which—
allegorically displaced—it reproduces exactly”! The question is
now, what does this “allegorisch entstellet” mean? I would propose
that it is merely Lowith’s way of understanding Stirner’s philoso-
phy, even if it can still be called a “philosophy” as the Aufhebung
and completion of Hegelianism itself—the discovery of “a new
world and shape of Mind [eine neue Welt und Geistesgestalt]

“Absolute Wissen,” as the conclusion of Hegel’s phenomeno-
logical Bildungsroman would not then be an “idea,” but rather
a state of self-consciousness resting at the term of the dialectic
which had generated definitions, “fixed ideas” It was the end
of the “love of wisdom” in possession of its object. In 1853, less
than a decade after he had given up his critical project, Bauer
noted, “The catastrophe of Metaphysics is undeniable. For the last
twelve years it can be seen that philosophic writing has forever
been closed and finished”® Bauer understood that the narrative

history of consciousness had concluded, and nothing more could

! Lowith, Von Hegel zu Nietzsche, 18.
2 Phdinomenologie, 564.
% Russland und das Germanthum (1853); Cf. Lowith, Die Hegelsche Linke, 100.
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this time cast as the fulfillment of the Jewish dream of returning
to Zion:

We see already from afar the Blessed Land of orga-
nized humanity; we can already reach out with our
own eyes to the Promised Land, toward which all hu-
man history has been directed, despite the fact that we
cannot yet cross over into it.>

It was left to such as Theodor Herzl to “cross over into it,” and
to transform the ancient dream into a practical reality, and so Hess
received recognition as the “The Herald of Socialist Zionism.” Per-
haps, in this turn from an idealized economic socialism to socialist
Zionism, Hess also reflected the “unnerving” effect of Stirner’s Ego.

It is significant that the subtitle of Hess’s The Holy History of
Mankind is “von einem jinger Spinozas,” as Stirner is considered
as “Junghegelianer” It might be well argued that both Spinoza
and Hegel have found their ideological representatives in Hess
and Stirner. Hess, who called Spinoza “The Master” throughout
The Holy History of Mankind, a work “bristling with a messianic
message,>* fully accepted Spinoza’s doctrine that the “Absolute”
rendered individuality metaphysically unjustified.>

And as to Hegelianism itself, it was but another recrudesce of
dualistic Christianity, which simply “preserved Christian dualism,
and ... In this way Hess saw Hegelian philosophy as legitimizing
social oppression, as did the philosophy of the Enlightenment.”>®
On the other hand, Stirner, well-versed and committed to Hegel’s
dialectical logic, was not about to surrender his real individuality
for the sake of an abstract ideal consistency (an “Absolute”) that

* Tbid.

> Ibid., 22.

% Yitzhak Melamed’s “Acomism or Weak Individuals? Hegel, Spinoza, and
the Reality of the Finite,” Journal of the History of Philosophy 48 (2010): 77-92.

% Aveneri, Moses Hess, 125.
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could only satisfy a mind unable to transcend the “either/or” logic
of understanding. To surrender to that common logic would insure
“legitimizing social oppression.”

In the dense metaphysical thickets which separated the two op-
ponents, what one had taken as obvious, that an undivided Com-
munity must encompass and absorb the “egoistic” many, was taken
by the other as merely a conceptual reduction based upon the false
logic that antithetical terms could never be reconciled. It was Hess
who proposed a communality in which “men unite themselves in
community life and activity, and surrender private gain” It was
Stirner who defended the individual need for private gain. In ret-
rospect, their debate reflected the difference between the philoso-
phies of Hegel and Spinoza, which were themselves but the later re-
flection of the absolute opposition which held between the philoso-
phies of Heraclitus and Parmenides. Hegel candidly asserted that
“there is no proposition of Heraclitus which I have not adopted in
my logic”®” Since “the reasoning of Parmenides and Zeno is ab-
stract understanding”—and not speculative dialectic, so the Eleat-
ics were unable to comprehend the contradictory nature of reality.
The same Eleatic philosophy repeated itself in Spinoza:

The simple thought of Spinoza’s idealism is this: The
true is simply and solely the one substance, whose at-
tributes are thought and extension or nature: and only
this absolute unity is reality, it alone is God... Taken
as a whole, this constitutes the Idea of Spinoza and is
just what 16 ov (the One Being) was to the Eleatics.’®

In 1827, Stirner had attended Hegel’s Lectures on the History of
Philosophy, and he well knew, as with Hegel, that it was only with
the advent of the dialectical philosophy of Heraclitus that the dead

*7 History of Philosophy, trans. E. S. Haldane (Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1955),
I, 279.
%8 History of Philosophy, II, 156-57.
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Marx, as the heated and extensive polemics of The German Ide-
ology fully revealed, was well aware of the early and fundamen-
tal threat that Stirnerian individualism posed to collectivism. At-
tempts to realize the unrealizable, that is, ideals such as universal
property or love or freedom, will always miscarry when faced with
actual self-consciousness—with the assertion of individuals.

In his lucid and incisive study of the relationship between Marx
and Stirner, Nicholas Lobkowicz asks a crucial question regarding
the genesis of “Historical Materialism”:

It was in the manuscript in which he criticized Stirner
that Marx for the first time succeeded in outlining his
mature “historical materialism.” Is it conceivable, then,
that it was Stirner’s challenge that induced Marx to
give up Feuerbach’s sentimental humanism which he
had embraced in The Holy Family, and to develop a
quite different doctrine?*!

Karl Lowith answers this question, and sees the effect of
Stirner’s critique extending even beyond the orbit of Marxism, He
noted that the Hegelian historian “

Rosenkranz appraises Die Heilige Familie of Marx
and Engels as merely a “clever book,” And yet it was a
precursor of Deutsche Ideologie, with which not only
Marx but German philosophy in general took leave of
its belief in universal reason and spirit.”4?

Not unexpectedly, after encountering Stirner on the “Path of
Doubt,” Marx, along with others on that same path, discovered that
it was a dead end—"“Universal reason and spirit” were not to be
found.

1 “Karl Marx and Max Stirner;” in Demythologizing Marxism (The Hague:
Martinus Nijhoff, 1969), 71.
42 1,5with, From Hegel eto Nietzsche, 53-54.
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Stirner refused to accept the Communist intention to treat him
as a Lump”: “We want to make them all ‘ragamuffins [Lumpen],
all of us must have nothing, that “all may have”—So say the Social-

ists”3” Communism is but a

fight which is to bring “Man” to victory and make
propertylessness complete: victorious humanity is
the victory of — Christianity. But the “Christian-
ity exposed”® Thus is feudalism completed. the
most all-embracing feudal system, that is, perfect
ragamuffinism [vollkommene Lumperei].%’

For Stirner, the ideological link between Marxian Communism
and Christian belief is clear:

The Christian age is precisely that of mercy, love,
solicitude to have men receive what is due them, yes,
to bring them to fulfil their human (divine) calling.
Therefore the principle has been put foremost for
intercourse, that this and that is man’s essence and
consequently his calling, to which either God has
called him or (according to the concepts of today) his
being man (the species) calls him. Hence the zeal for
conversion. That the Communists and the humane
expect from man more than the Christians do does
not change the stand-point in the least. Man shall get
what is human! If it was enough for the pious that
what was divine became his part, the humane demand
that he be not curtailed of what is human.*’

7 Ego, 105.
% A reference to Bauer’s Das entdeckte Christentum. See note 58.
¥ Ego, 279.
* Ego, 256.
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abstraction of the “One” had been displaced by the concrete and
given reality of the “unity of opposites.” Stirner follows Hegel in
understanding Spinoza’s philosophy simply being one in which “all
particularity and individuality pass away in the one substance.”’
But Hess followed the Eleatic Spinoza, and so it was that he
proclaimed that in the future Communal society “The majesty and
sovereignty of the One has transformed itself into the majesty and
sovereignty of Everyman.” This “One,” was as with the Eleatics, ab-
solute, and the particulars, the individuals, were mere expression of
this “One,” Marx fully agreed with the Eleatic view, and so stated in
his Grundrissse, that “Society does not consist of individuals, but ex-
presses the sum of interrelations, the relations within which these
individuals stand” But Stirner held to Hegel and Heraclitus, and
justified the present social world as formed by real individuals en-
gaged within a competitive “Union of Egoists.” In this world actual
individuals existed before they entered into relations with others—
and that social “relations” were grounded upon distinct and con-
crete individuals. The singular individual was not a mere function
of the “One” or “Society” and Stirner’s doctrine rests upon this on-
tological base. The debate between the “jiinger Spinozas” and the
“Junghegelianer” is as ancient as philosophy itself,

3% Lectures on the History of Philosophy, 1II, 254.
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Chapter 8: A Sudden Turn to
Scientific Socialism: Marx and
Engels

Bauer and Stirner are the only important philosophical
opponents of Socialism—or rather Communism. The
New Moral World (No. 46, May 10, 1845).

—Frederich Engels

KARL MARX, 1818-1883 AND FREDERICH ENGELS,
1820-1895

Among others who shared the “new discovery” of Man would
have been Karl Marx. At the time that time that the Ego appeared
was considered a devoted follower of Feuerbach, and had even set
about writing a work based upon Feuerbach’s Philosophy of the Fu-
ture. It is not insignificant that Bruno Bauer, the “Messiah of Athe-
ism”! was Marx’s friend and teacher during Marx’s brief student
days in Berlin. They had not only planned a journal of Atheism,
but both had studied the Book of Isaiah. This Old Testament work is
a gathering of oracles, prophecies, and reports with one common
theme: the coming of a Messiah to save the oppressed. It is not
unimaginable that Marx, who had descended from a long line of
Rabbis, might well have considered himself the new Messiah, one
bent upon the salvation of the poor downtrodden Proletariat and
leading them into a heavenly, if earthly, “Classless Society.” The

! Barnikol, Das entdeckte Christentum im Vormdrz, 78.
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ended with the writing of the Ideology. Soon after it had been writ-
ten, Marx became the “Father of Scientific Socialism,” and in less
than two years, the loving Feuerbachian “Young Marx” of the Eco-
nomic and Philosophic Manuscripts had been transformed into the
hard-fisted Marx of The Communist Manifesto.3® In short, Marx had
become a Marxist. Religion was reduced to a vanishing element in
the “ideological superstructure” seemingly far removed from the
fundamental “economic substructure” Nevertheless, the theologi-
cal ghost in the scientific machine was never fully exorcised.

It also might be mentioned that there were, for Marx, certain
Proletarians who did not deserve salvation, that is, the Lumpenpro-
letariat. Marx first used this term in the Ideology, and Stirner stood
at the head of the class. It would appear that Marx was compelled
to modify his strict Manichean distinction between evil bourgeois
and good Proletarians, by taking only the more docile Proletarians
as deserving of and willing to accept Communist salvation. The
term is derived from the German Lumpenproletarier, which means
“miscreant” as well as “rag” In The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis
Napoleon (1852), Marx gives a full description of who comprised
the class of Lumpenproletariat:

Alongside decayed roués with dubious means of
subsistence and of dubious origin, alongside ruined
and adventurous offshoots of the bourgeoisie, were
vagabonds, discharged soldiers, discharged jailbirds,
escaped galley slaves, swindlers, mountebanks, lazza-
roni, pickpockets, tricksters, gamblers, maquereaux
[pimps], brothel keepers, porters, literati, organ
grinders, ragpickers, knife grinders, tinkers, beggars—
in short, the whole indefinite, disintegrated mass,
thrown hither and thither, which the French call la
bohéme.

% The Ideology was completed in May, 1846, The Manifesto appeared in
February, 1848.

219



Our whole exposition has shown that Saint Sancho
criticizes all actual conditions by declaring them “the
holy,” and combats them by combating his holy idea
of them. This simple trick of transforming everything
into the holy was achieved, as we have already seen
in detail above, by Jacques le bonhomme accepting in
good faith the illusions of philosophy, the ideological,
speculative expression of reality divorced from its
empirical basis, for reality, just as he mistook the
illusions of the petty [bourgeois concerning] the
bourgeoisie for the holy essence of the bourgeoisie,
and could therefore imagine that he was only dealing
with thoughts and ideas. With equal ease people were
transformed into the “holy,” for after their thoughts
had been divorced from them themselves and from
their empirical relations, it became possible to con-
sider people as mere vehicles for these thoughts and
thus, for example, the bourgeois was made into the
holy liberal.>

The theme is clear: Stirner, in accepting the “illusions of philos-
ophy” has lost contact with “reality” He deals only in “thoughts
and ideas” Marx, of course, never deals in mere “thoughts and
ideas” but in “reality” The terms are left undefined. The presup-
position that “empirical relations” are “actual conditions” is left un-
questioned throughout the whole of the Ideology, and how one con-
cludes that philosophical “illusions” are divorced from their “empir-
ical basis” is itself a philosophical assertion—if not an “illusion”

What becomes ever more evident when reading the Ideology
is its overriding fascination with religious imagery, with Stirner’s
“Holy Book” being the prime critical object. However, this fascina-
tion with Stirner’s “Holy Book” and all things religious, suddenly

% Ibid., 263.
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idea that Marxism was in essence a religion was first presented
by Stirner, and it later developed into an accepted view. On this,
at a later time, Bertrand Russell found himself in agreement with
Stirner when it came to taking Communism as a theological doc-
trine:

The Jewish pattern of history, past and future, is
such as to make a powerful appeal to the oppressed
and unfortunate at all times. St. Augustine adapted
this pattern to Christianity, Marx to Socialism. To
understand Marx psychologically, one should use the
following dictionary: Yahweh = Dialectical Material-
ism; The Messiah = Marx; The Elect = The Proletariat;
The Church = The Communist Party; The Second
Coming = The Revolution; Hell = Punishment of
the Capitalists; The Millennium = The Communist
Commonwealth?

Other than not casting the role of the Lumpenproletariat as the
“unelected,” Russell is onto something. Indeed, his comparison of
Marx to St. Augustine is well taken. The ideological line from St.
Augustine to the horrors of the Inquisition has been repeatedly
traced, most recently by Peter Zagorin.> The line from Marx to the
eradication of political heretics can be just as clearly laid out.

In a theological formulation of Marxism, Stirner would be dis-
missed as an apostate. As it happened, even he admitted that he
was an “apostate” if by that is what is meant being an egoist:

In short, the party [Socialist] cannot bear non-
partisanship, and it is in this that egoism appears.

% Bertrand Russell, History of Western Philosophy (London: George Allen
and Unwin, 1947), 383.

? Perez Zagorin, How the Idea of Religious Toleration Came to the West
(Princeton University Press, 2003).
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What matters the party to me? I shall find enough
anyhow who unite with me without swearing alle-
giance to my flag. He who passes over from one party
to another is at once abused as a “turncoat.” Certainly,
morality demands that one stand by his party, and
to become apostate from it is to spot oneself with
the stain of “faithlessness”; but ownness knows no
commandment of “faithlessness”; adhesion, and the
like, ownness permits everything, even apostasy,
defection.*

For even Hess, once praised by Engels as “the first communist
of the party,” and credited with converting Engels to Communism,’
nevertheless fell into the error of “True Socialism.” The “True So-
cialism” of Moses Hess is simply heresy.® Within three years, Hess,
who had contributed to The German Ideology, was excommunicated
in the Communist Manifesto. As Sidney Hook long ago noted, the
Manifesto “unmistakably concentrates its fire on Hess, making al-
lowances neither for the actual development of Hess’ views nor
for his revolutionary integrity”” Karl Marx, in the Manifesto, and in
one of his poetic moods, considered his former follower had merely
spun

arobe of speculative cobwebs, embroidered with flow-
ers of rhetoric, steeped in the dew of sickly sentiment,
this transcendental robe in which the German Social-
ists wrapped their sorry “eternal truths,” all skin and
bone, severed to wonderfully increase the sale of their
goods among such a public.

* Ego, 210.

> MEW (Dietz Verlag), 1, 494.

¢ See Frank Munk, “Communist Heresies: Hopes and Hazards,” Western Po-
litical Quarterly 22 (1969): 921-25.

7 Hook, “Karl Marx and Moses Hess,” New International 5 (1934): 140-44.
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definition is merely a matter of belief, which is exactly what Marx
condemned. This literary, if not logical, introductory tour de force
has but one intention: Marx is right, is “realistic,” and everyone
else is wrong.

It is certain that Marx and Engels did read Stirner’s Ego, as al-
most every section of it is subjected to relentless and selective criti-
cism. Overall, merely considering the logic of The German Ideology,
the work is simply a running series of ad hominum arguments and
petitio principia fallacies. Even Hans Mehring, the usually admir-
ing biographer of Marx, had difficulty in finding any merit in this
“super polemic.” He was forced to conclude that The German Ideol-
ogy was characterized by “hair-splitting and quibbling, some of it
of a rather puerile [knabenhaft] character”** As seen, for Stirner,
this “puerile” or adolescent character was characteristic of the fixed
mind of the social reformer who, as Hegel had it, “fancies himself
called and qualified to transform the world, or at least to put the
world back on the right path from which, so it seems to him, it has
strayed.”

Throughout the work, Stirner is variously referred to as
“Jacques le bonhomme,” “our good-natured Philistine,” “Sancho
Panza,” “our schoolmaster,” “our theorizing petty bourgeois” and
other labels too numerous to mention, the most common being
“Saint Max”—which is used more than “Stirner.” As to begging the
question, Stirner is first quoted (selectively), and then, the author
being suitably ridiculed, the quote is shown as failing to accord
itself with “realistic” Marxian doctrine.

The second major division of the Ideology is entitled “The New
Testament: Ego.” Its third section has the title “The Revelation of
John the Divine, or The Logic of the New Wisdom. It is the ex-
pected heated critique of “Saint Max” but does contain a passage
of more than the usual interest, as it deals with the overall intent
of the Ideology:

3 Karl Marx (Ann Arbor: Michigan Press, 1962), 110.
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a cult, a cult of law, a cult of the State, etc. On all sides
it was only a question of dogmas and belief in dog-
mas. The world was sanctified to an ever-increasing
extent till at last our venerable Saint Max was able

to canonise it en bloc and thus dispose of it once for
all.3?

All of this rapid-fire dismissal of Hegelians, both “Old” and
“Young” as being nothing more than religious idealists faced with
the “putrescence of the Absolute Spirit” (a meaningless, if striking,
metaphor) finds that Max Stirner is responsible for “disposing of
it once for all” The polemical introduction sets the tone for the
remainder of the work. Not only is Marx’s scorn of the “indus-
trialists of philosophy” taken as fully justified, but such terms as
“German reality” and “material surroundings” are left undefined.
Needless to say, these undefined “material surroundings” will be
gathered together and later established by Marx under the label
“Historical Materialism.” It is a doctrine which claims to be based
upon

Real premises from which abstraction can only be
made in the imagination. They are the real individuals,
their activity and the material conditions under which
they live, both those which they find already existing
and those produced by their activity. These premises
can thus be verified in a purely empirical way.>

Hence, Historical Materialism is “realistic” It deals in “real
premises” (unlike the Young Hegelians who deal in “the illusions
of consciousness”). As a “realistic” doctrine, its “premises can
thus be verified in a purely empirical way” It seems evident that
the acceptance of these assertions, generalities without further

% Ibid.,19.
% Ibid., 20.
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Needless to say, in any religious doctrine, heresies—being
nothing less than various differing opinions regarding the de-
clared “Truth”—need to be quickly detected and condemned (so
as not to mislead the true believers). True Socialism was not
the last Communist heresy, and more were soon detected and
condemned—such as “Trotskyism” or “defeatism” or the perni-
cious Menshevik heresy. Stirner would not have been surprised at
the revelation of the inquisitorial core of Marxian “pious atheists,”
who, just as pious Christians, are committed to the “continua-
tions and consistent carryings-out of the Christian principle, the
principle of love, of sacrifice for something general, something
alien.”®

In the late fall of 1844, shortly after their first joint work, The
Holy Family, in which Stirner’s name had not appeared, was sent
off to its publisher, Engels and Hess had obtained an early press
copy of Stirner’s work. Shortly thereafter, Engels sent a letter to
Marx, then in Paris, a in which Engels suggested that the work
was of value in promoting the Communist cause. Engels had just
returned from England, where Jeremy Bentham was a popular so-
cial reformer, and known as the founder of “Utilitarianism,” and
an advocate of egoism. Engels also would have known that Stirner,
just as Bentham, had proposed a form of “Utilitarianism.”® A com-
parison would be expected, and so it was—Stirner, “takes for his
principle Bentham’s egoism.” Of course, for Engels, no matter how
favorably he might view Stirner, insofar as der Einzige was funda-
mentally critical of Communism, his work could only be awarded
the Communist label, so often employed, as being “absurd.” Still,
as a friend and admirer of Stirner (having noted that “Stirner is the
most talented, independent and hard-working of the Free”), Engels
must have thought a bit about just how he could favorably intro-
duce Stirner to his new friend. He managed to find something pos-

® Ego, 222.
° Ego, 263fF.
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itive to write about Stirner’s work—“after all we must not just cast
it aside” And so, this positive side of Stirner’s work found expres-
sion in two strained arguments: The first was of a practical nature
(which might appeal to Marx), that is, that it was right for Commu-
nists to become egoists, as it gave them a personal impetus to pro-
moting Communism. The second, more recondite, was based upon
Engel’s reading of Hegelian logic, for with it, the “one-sidedness” of
Stirner’s egoism was but a penultimate stage of self-consciousness.
It must pass over, by its own dialectical self-negation, into terminal
Communism. As Engels had it,

This [Stirner’s] egoism is taken to such a pitch, it is so
absurd and at the same time so self-aware, that it can-
not maintain itself even for an instant in its onesided-
ness, but must immediately change into communism.
In the first place it’s a simple matter to prove to Stirner
that his egoistic man is bound to become communist

spirit,” and maintains that at the end of the ancient
world “after long efforts” the “spirit” has really “rid
itself of the world” And immediately afterwards
he once more betrays the secret of his scheme, by
declaring of the Christian spirit that “like a youth it
entertains plans for improving or saving the world”

The apocalyptic prophet did not prophesy accurately
this time. Now, at last, after Stirner has acclaimed man,
one can state that he ought to have said: So he carried
me into the wilderness of the spirit. And I saw a man
sit upon a scarletcoloured beast, full of blasphemy of
names ... and upon his forehead was a name written,
Mystery, the unique ... and I saw the man drunken
with the blood of holy, etc. So we now enter the wilder-
ness of the spirit.>

out of sheer egoism. That’s the way to answer the fel-
low... But we must also adopt such truth as there is in

At the very outset of the Ideology, Marx proposes that the fol-
lowers of Hegel were trying, rather desperately, to revive the “Ab-
solute Spirit”™:

the principle. And it is certainly true that we must first
make a cause our own, egoistic cause, before we can do
anything to further it—and hence that in this sense, ir-
respective of any eventual material aspirations, we are
communists out of egoism also, and it is out of egoism
that we wish to be human beings, not mere individ-
ual.!?

Marx’s reply has been lost, but that he replied is certain. His re-
cent follower must have been forcefully reminded that Stirner was
not welcome among Communists. Engels, in his next letter, was
apologetic and almost immediately set about explaining his favor-
able remarks over Stirner: “As regards Stirner, I entirely agree with
you. When I wrote to you, I was still too much under the immediate

10 [ etter of Engels to Marx, December 19, 1844.
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Certainly it is an interesting event we are dealing with:
the putrescence of the absolute spirit. When the last
spark of its life had failed, the various components of
this caput mortuum began to decompose, entered into
new combinations and formed new substances. The in-
dustrialists of philosophy, who till then had lived on
the exploitation of the absolute spirit, now seized upon
the new combinations.*!

The “new combinations” are all cast in religious forms:

Gradually every dominant relationship was pro-
nounced a religious relationship and transformed into

% Ibid., 131.
31 Ibid., 17.
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filled more pages of relentless criticism against the Ego than found
in the Ego itself.?®

Chapter 3 is modeled upon Stirner’s The Ego and His Own,
which has two major divisions: “Der Mensch” (“Man”) and “Ich”
(“Ego”). Both divisions are re-titled in Marx’s biblical parody
of Stirner’s work, “The Old Testament: Man,” and “The New
Testament: Ego” The corresponding sections of Stirner’s work are
also re-titled to fit the biblical theme.

When it came to dealing with Stirner, The German Ideology re-
vealed both its temper and principle idea in its first introductory
paragraph:

Saint Max exploits, “employs” or “uses” the Council to
deliver a long apologetic commentary on “the book,”
which is none other than “the book.” the book as such,
the book pure and simple, i.e., the perfect book, the
Holy Book, the book as something holy, the book as
the holy of holies, the book in heaven, viz., Der Einzige
und sein Eigenthum. “The book,” as we know, fell from
the heavens towards the end of 1844 and took on the
shape of a servant with O. Wigand in Leipzig.?®

“Saint Max” (who appears more than “Stirner” in the text), is
thereafter, and throughout the work caricatured in a religious par-
ody. The final paragraph of the exhausting and vitriolic criticism
follows the same thought set out in the first paragraph:

Finally Saint Max gives us a few more examples of
his faith, showing that he is so little ashamed of the
Gospel that he asserts: “We really are nothing but

% “In Brussels Marx and myself had felt the need to set ourselves apart from

the Hegelian school, we also criticized Stirner, among others—our critical book
[The German Ideology] was as thick as the book [The Ego and His Own] itself”
Letter of Engels to Max Hildebrandt, Oct. 22, 1889.

¥ MEW, 111, 101.
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impression made upon me by the book. Since I laid it aside and had
time to think it over, I feel the same as you.”!!—it was a close call
for the “second fiddle.” It is quite possible that Engels had ignored
Stirner’s criticism of Marx’s Feuerbachian declarations.'?

And so, a somewhat unenthusiastic Engels then went along
with Marx, and both began writing a heavy-handed and lengthy
polemic mainly directed against Stirner. Marx had simply dis-
missed Engel’s unhappy complaint about directing another work
against the Berlin Hegelians. Engels had found “all this theoretical
twaddle daily more tedious and am irritated by every word that
has to be expended on the subject of ‘man’, by every line that
has to be read or written against theology and abstraction no less
than against crude materialism.” Finally, by the summer of 1845,
the second joint effort was finally finished and bears the English
title The German Ideology: a Criticism of Recent German Philosophy
and its representative Feuerbach, Bruno Bauer and Stirner, and a
criticism of German Socialism and its Various Proponents.'®

Here, it is of interest to note that 1845 was a critical year in
the formation of the early Socialism, with both Marx and Engels
leaving Brussels for England to visit the leaders of the Chartists, a
British socialist movement. It does seem remarkable that Marx had
turned from organizational activity to embarking upon another
lengthy criticism of the Berlin Hegelians—unless Stirner had to be
dealt with. The manuscript was not accepted for publication and
remained so until 1932 when Stalin ordered its publication.

In 1886, years after it had been written, Engels recalled the cir-
cumstances which lead to its composition:

! Letter of Engels to Marx, January 20, 1845.

2 Ego, 158.

3 All citations and pagination from The Holy Family are based upon the Karl
Marx, Friedrich Engels Werke (Berlin: Dietz Verlag, 1962) “Die deutsche Ideologie,
V. 3, 13-436. English translations of these citations are taken from the “Marxist
Internet Archive”
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In the preface to A Contribution to the Critique of Po-
litical Economy, published in Berlin, 1859, Karl Marx
relates how the two of us in Brussels in the year 1845
set about: “to work out in common the opposition
of our view”—the materialist conception of history
which was elaborated mainly by Marx—to the ideo-
logical view of German philosophy, in fact, to settle
accounts with our erstwhile philosophical conscience.
The resolve was carried out in the form of a criticism
of post-Hegelian philosophy. The manuscript, two
large octavo volumes, had long reached its place of
publication in Westphalia when we received the news
that altered circumstances did not allow of its being
printed. We abandoned the manuscript to the gnawing
criticism of the mice all the more willingly as we had
achieved our main purpose—self-clarification!'*

That “We abandoned the manuscript to the gnawing criticism
of the mice” speaks to their willingness to turn from any further
consideration of the manuscript, and subsequent disciples of Marx
were of the same opinion, and with this, for all practical purposes,
the case of Stirner was closed.!> However, as the hundreds of writ-
ings, critical and otherwise, given over to Stirner since the publica-
tion of the Ego attest, he was not easily dismissed.

The Marxian tendency to dismiss Stirner as unworthy of con-
sideration, as absurd—although, sadly enough, he had to be taken
into some account—has found recent echoes in such Marxian

' Engels, in “Forward,” to Ludwig Feuerbach and the outcome of German Clas-
sical Philosophy. It was not that all “willingly abandoned” as several publishing
houses were sent the manuscript to review after the publisher of The Holy Family
had rejected the manuscript.

15 On variant critical Marxist readings of Stirner, see Laska, Max Stirner: ein
dauerhafter Dissident.
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alism’ is always supposed to win. It can do this with no further
ado against any opponent, so long as it employs the services of
theology, which as everyone knows is small and ugly and must
be kept out of sight”?® Marx concealed the hidden “small and
ugly” theological side of Marxism under the complex “scientific”
automaton of “Historical Materialism,” and under the many levers
and gears, the complex mechanism of “productive forces” and
“ideological superstructures,” the actual prime mover of Marxism,
theological idealism, would be hidden. But Stirner had already
seen the concealed religious thought underlying and driving
Communism:

Communism, which assumes that men “have equal
rights by nature ... Altogether, this entire revolu-
tionary or Babouvist principle rests on a religious,
that is, false, view of things. Who can ask after
“right” if he does not occupy the religious stand-point
himself? Is not “right” a religious concept, something
sacred? Why, “equality of rights,” as the Revolution
propounded it, is only another name for “Christian
equality,” the “equality of the brethren,” “of God’s
children,” “of Christians”; in short, fraternité.”

The German Ideology falls into two parts, later framed as two
volumes. The first volume contains three chapters; the first (orig-
inally entitled “Feuerbach”) discusses the views of Marx and En-
gels. The second chapter is an analysis of Bauer’s reply to charges
against him in The Holy Family, and the third chapter deals with
Stirner’s Ego. Moses Hess has been credited as the author of the sec-
ond volume, entitled “True Socialism.” For present purposes, only
that section dealing with Stirner is of interest. It happens to be, by
far, the longest and most important section of the work, and indeed

% Benjamin, in 1940 essay, “Theses on the Philosophy of History.”
7 Ego, 168.
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After reading Stirner, Marx and Engels faced a crucial problem.
If Stirner were correct, then they should discard Feuerbachian ide-
alism and along with it the temptation to issue heated and quasi-
religious calls for revolutionary action. However, this might meant
to also turn away from being a leader of a Socialist revolt, and
“Communism” would be reduced to a mere philosophy of history.
Since Stirner was not easy to reject, as the cases of both Feuerbach
and Bauer suggested, a compromise was needed. It found expres-
sion in the doctrine of “Historical Materialism,” a.k.a. “Materialist
Conception of History.” The conception first appeared in The Ger-
man Ideology, and has, ever since, remained a fundamental, if con-
tentious, Marxian doctrine.

The doctrine of Historical Materialism insured that Communist
reform adhered to “scientific.” “realistic,” and “materialistic” laws
to predict the course of economic history from primitive commu-
nism to pure communism, and therefore was in no way an “ide-
alism” However, although the course of history was scientifically
necessitated to reach its goal in “pure Communism,” the movement
would still require underlying revolutionary ideals and deeds. The
necessitated laws of Historical materialism give secure promise to
the revolutionary movement, that “What the bourgeoisie therefore
produces, above all, are its own grave-diggers. Its fall and the vic-
tory of the proletariat are equally inevitable.”®

But nevertheless, this “inevitable victory” still requires revolu-
tionary action. It is no more difficult to believe in this paradoxical
doctrine than the Christian doctrine which holds that the Omnipo-
tence of God’s Providence yet allows for human free will.

Walter Benjamin compared Marxian doctrine to an eighteenth-
century mechanized chess-playing automation, a puppet, the
“Turk” The seemingly complex mechanical device actually con-
cealed within it a dwarf, who actually played the chess game. As
Walter Benjamin has it, “[t]he puppet called ‘historical materi-

% Communist Manifesto, 111, c.
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restorations as found in such Lukacs, Derrida, and Habermas.!°
On this, an interesting confirmation that Marx’s judgment remains
“unchallenged” can be found on the internet when one seeks to
read the stated “full text” of The German Ideology in the PDF
publication of the “Marxist .o rg”: Here the reader is advised that
“If you would like to read their critique of Saint Max and Saint
Bruno then read the book... While a critique of Saint Max and
Saint Bruno would be useful to read if the ideas they expressed
were of any relevance or importance, this is not the case. The ideas
they supported are long since forgotten.”—That is, in the Marxian
Memory Hole.!” Checking recent English language editions of
the German Ideology, the lengthy chapter on Stirner is simply
dismissed: “Part II consisted of many satirically written polemics
against Bruno Bauer, other Young Hegelians, and Max Stirner.
These polemical and highly partisan sections of the ‘German
Ideology’ have not been reproduced in this edition”'® Evidently
although the “satirically written polemics” of Marx and Engels are
acceptable, the “polemical and highly partisan” writings of Bauer
and Marx are not. Marx’s rejection of Stirner remains, as always
among Marxists, unspoken and unchallenged. Robert J. Hellman’s
in his study of the Berlin “Free Ones” noted:

The Berlin Young Hegelians were not ignored by Marx.
Rather it was their even greater, if ironic, misfortune,
to be discussed, contemptuously, at great length, in
a book of his so clumsy that Marxist scholars have
ignored it whenever possible. Die deutsche Ideologie

16 Both Lukacs and Harbermas employ the term “absurd” when treating of
Stirner’s work. Lukacs, in his The Destruction of Reason, trans. Peter R. Palmer
(UK. Merlin Press, 1980) writes of the Hegelian tendency to abstraction, which
“reaches its climax which tilts over into the absurdly paradoxical with Stirner,”
254-55. Habermas wrote of the “absurdity of Stirner’s fury””

7 http: / /www .marx ists. org /a rchiv e /mar x /wor ks /do wnloa d /Mar x
_The _Ger m an _Id eolog y .pdf ].

'8 2011 Reprint of 1939 Edition.
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(The German Ideology) is not Marx at his best—it is
a petty, snide, wordy, sometimes-funny, but woefully
disorganized book. It has been the fate of this book,
as a consequence, to be little read and half-known and
the individuals who make up its subject matter equally
so. Marx’s contempt has been duly recorded but the
merit of his critique has simply been assumed, leaving
his judgment unchallenged.

In the 1960s, that flowery period of “hippie” subculture, a loving
“Young” Marx was suddenly discovered, one quite unlike the dour
old Marx of Das Kapital. Reflecting the times, Eric Fromm, in 1961,
gathered up a collection of Marx’s early writings under the title
of Marx’s Concept of Man (Marx’s 1844 essay, on the Judenfrage, is
noticeable by its absence.) Sitrner is also among the missing, even
with Fromm’s inclusion of a section of The German Ideology.?’

Fromm, among others, was intent upon presenting Marx as a
Guru of the counter-culture, an early advocate of the “Make love
not war” generation. It was easy enough to find confirmation of a
“loving Marx” among the many vapid Feuerbachian observations
found in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts:

Let us assume man to be man, and his relation to the
world to be a human one. Then love can only be ex-
changed for love, trust for trust, etc. If you wish to
enjoy art you must be an artistically cultivated per-
son; if you wish to influence other people you must
be a person who really has a stimulating and encour-
aging effect upon others. Every one of your relations
to man and to nature must be a specific expression, cor-
responding to the object of your will, of your real indi-
vidual life. If you love with-out evoking love in return,

Y Hellman, Berlin: The Red Room and White Beer, x.
% Eric Fromm, Marx’s Concept of Man (New York: Frederick Ungar, 1961).
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i.e., if you are not able, by the manifestation of yourself
as a loving person, to make yourself a beloved person,
then your love is impotent and a misfortune.?!

But the sentimental followers of the “Young Marx,” had forgot-
ten the “Old Marx,” who had, in the spring of 1845, suddenly ceased
being a Feuerbachian. The first signs of a new and scientific “Marx-
ian” Marx appeared in early 1845, in his critical “Theses on Feuer-
bach” It was a sudden transformation, for just a year earlier, in
the Holy Family, Marx had clearly rejected Bauer’s “infinite self-
consciousness” in favor of Feuerbach:

But who, then, revealed the mystery of the “system”?
Feuerbach Who annihilated the dialectics of concepts,
the war of the gods that was known to the philoso-
phers alone? Feuerbach. Who substituted for the old
lumber and for “infinite self-consciousness,” if not, in-
deed, “the significance of man”—as though man had
another significance than that of being man!—at any
rate “Man”? Feuerbach, and only Feuerbach.??

Fromm carefully avoided Marx’s sudden and rather blunt turn
from Fuerbach to “Scientific Socialism” after he had encountered
the Ego. As Louis Althusser saw it, in 1845, there was a sudden
“epistemological break” in Marx’s philosophy.?® It was more than
“epistemological,” it was a radical break with his idealism, and
thereafter he became the realistic and hard-hitting thinker of Das
Kapital. The peaceful “path to truth and freedom through the Fiery
Brook [Feuer-Bach]” had to be abandoned,?* and a more stringent
path had now to be taken to “truth and freedom”

?! Ibid., 168.

22 Karl Marx, and Friedrich Engels, The Holy Family (Moscow: Foreign Lan-
guages Press, 1956), 178ff.

# Louis Althusser, For Marx (New York: Random House, 1969), 33.

2 Marx, Early Writings, 64.
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also re-enact in our own Market that lovely mob-scene held against
Strauss in Zurich.?’

Certainly, in our city, the deepest contempt of its
fellow citizens would greet those who would openly
teach the adoration of the human spirit rather than
devotion to the church! They would not tolerate
the tendency of a group, whose opinions are only
employed in order to undermine the moral grounds
of civil society, nor allow its gates and doors to be
open to the entrance of this most capricious and be
opened for principles whose practical consequences
would require bullet-proof vests under coats and to
completely lock up both home and family for their
protection.

The “Kolnische™? dressed up these few crude words and para-
phrased them into three large columns. However in so honoring its
sister, it lowered not only its own honor but those it represented
as well—the educated and Christian world. No, those who consider
themselves to be permitted to make a public statement over the
merits of the intellectual currents of their time, should at least have
a measure of culture, and in their exposition betray at least some
attempt to penetrate into the subject matter.

Indeed, the public does not read newspapers in order to commis-
erate with some shaking statements of cowardly fears, but to read
important and well-written reports. How much more worthily has
the Aachener Zeitung conducted itself, for although it is otherwise

% In 1839, David F. Strauss was invited by some liberal officials in Ziiurich to
fill a Chair of Theology at the University. Hearing of this, the orthodox clergy and
conservative government officials generated such opposition that in time even a
public demonstration was held opposing the appointment. The invitation was
rescinded.

% Kélnische Zeitung. From 1842-1843 it published a number of articles by
Karl Marx.
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opposed to the Freien, it nevertheless has stood up with faultless
candor and has declared itself against all intervention by “govern-
mental actions.” But your newspaper has already taken up this mat-
ter in a series of leading articles which on every occasion display
prejudice. For us, who draw upon all forms of liberalism, forms so
heavy and meaningful in our changing times, and who would seek
to overhear the fundamental issues and to secure our relative right
against obstinate fault, there is no sound so fitting than that of the
quiet and more fearless reflection that you have loudly criticized.
Whoever looks danger in the eye, overcomes it, or at least it fright-
ens them no more.?! You have already reported that a club, the
“Free Ones” exists, and in the manner it does exist. I'll pass these
reports along as they come in, but at the moment I will only state
that the majority, as well as the leading voices of the group, fear
that the absurd ideas of the club being developed will rob them of
something they hold very dear. Certainly, the Kénigsberger Zeitung
bears some blame for its fragmentary and hurried representations
of the intentions of this group.

Now, let us see what the “Free Ones” really want—what “they
openly present as a valid principle” First off, in what does this prin-
ciple consist? In this: “To raise the banner of the ‘Autonomy of the
Spirit’ and to be fundamentally committed to leading modern phi-
losophy from out of its restricted sphere as a science into the wider
circle of modern life” This is certainly not the place to simply state
this fundamental commitment, and then to merely recognize it or
cast it aside. The principle is actually found within the scientific
work of modern philosophy itself and will find its enemies in this
field and can only then either claim victory or be defeated. No one
can deny that, first and foremost, it is a “commitment,” and if the
“Free Ones” would claim to represent this, then no one can either

*! In the first chapter of Der Einzige, Stirner writes of how a child can stand
up to the “Father’s stern look” and by this “obdurate courage” secure its own
maturity and freedom.
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rebuke or damn them except with the weapon of commitment it-
self. Only the “Free Ones” wish this principle “introduced in the
wider circle of life,” and this appears to be the immediate meaning
of “making it valid in the world.” On the other hand, one cannot un-
derstand what could be the object of those who hold a certain con-
viction, one that would lack the strength to be maintained, could
gain by confronting others who hold opposing viewpoints.

The mutual exchange of viewpoints and convictions must be
free. If, for the moment, the pressure of the press hampers this ex-
change rather than permitting it to happen, there still remains the
trade route of vocal traffic, an open and direct route all the more ea-
gerly taken when the roads of literature are guarded against smug-
gled goods.*?

What is told into the ear of another penetrates more deeply
into the heart than the roaring tangle of a thousand passing voices.
One can hardly think of a more favorable condition to really excite
and inform people with this or than forbidden viewpoint than that
given by present press restrictions—it only requires the privileged
party to talk, that party will soon lose all credibility, and what it
defends and praises will gradually be rejected and distained by its
readership. Indeed, each ounce of freedom that is taken from any-
one who wants to present their conviction will add, in the scale of
public opinion, a pound of trust in that very conviction and would
expectedly add a hundred pounds of distrust against those who
erect barriers against free expression. So then, if the “Free Ones”
were to be allowed to spread their convictions, who could hinder
them? Anyone attempting it would simply help spread this view-

% Stirner’s Der Einzige narrowly avoided being confiscated by the Prussian
censors who thought that it had been earlier censored by the Saxony censors in
Leipzig. When they found out this was not the case it was then disregarded by the
Prussian censors as being too absurd to censor. Bauer’s 1843 book. Das entdeckte
Christentum was confiscated and destroyed except for one copy, discovered in
1927, which was then reprinted.
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point even further, and excite even more hunger for it: Forbidden
fruit is the sweetest.

If the “Free Ones” were to establish a “Union” toward this end,
or even if one is needed, is another question. They at least know
that for the moment by taking up this name a spiritual fear has
been raised which has closed any attempt to open a discussion. In
this respect, how should this Union be considered? It would not be
illegal, but rather unwise. There also seems a second reason which
would move these “Free Ones” to form a Union: “The group intends
to publicly exit the Church and to affix the signatures of every
member upon their statement” This is a total misunderstanding.
The Church, at least our Protestant Church, has no power to put
any pressure upon any individual: the church can neither force a
baptism, a confirmation, a wedding, and so on. If it were to employ
force, then clerical force would have to be recognized. But as it
stands, for example, one who did not seek confirmation, can only
expect a civil penalty that would follow from some damage to a
civil law. But if the state, through its police power, does not hold a
person to be legally bound to the requirements of the church, then
the Church cannot punish anyone even if, after being baptized and
confirmed, that person never again enters a Church. Indeed, what
is even more, people who live in such an unchurchly manner are
not a hair less respected for that. Among others, this was seen to be
the case with Jean Paul,>® who didn’t care in the least about the ap-
proval of his fellow citizens of Bayreuth when it came to attending
church or taking communion.

The Protestant Church has lost that power which, at the time
of its full bloom and energy, it had once exercised over people, and
has now become invisibly and inwardly transformed. What might
it now mean if this invisible and inward church would express itself
openly? The Church has no power over those who do not wish to

* Jean Paul Richter (1763-1825) a well-known author of humorous novels
and stories born in Bayreuth—as was Stirner.
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hear a sermon, or take communion, or indeed to leave the church.
Thousands do this throughout their lives and no one questions it,
and otherwise, if they are respected, such as Jean Paul, they are
honored by their fellow citizens and are set among the immortal
geniuses of the human race. One feels that going to Church is a
personal affair, and that each one must deal with it as they will,
and be responsible to no other. To attempt to restrain such a harm-
less and voluntary matter as this, as the Church would attempt, is
both pointless and quite contemptible. Since I have thought about
setting out the truth regarding “The Free Ones,” I know it is not
what their scornful enemies, in a poorly chosen expression would
presuppose it to be—as merely a “childish pride” with the basic
intention to “exit from the Church.” This viewpoint is not contra-
dicted in the Konigsberger article. But just this sort of miserable lan-
guage has generated a great deal of hate and enmity for them. One
would think that with their exit they wish to make enemies of all
those who would protect and keep from change their understand-
ing of Christian belief; one would think that they wish to destroy
the Church that every Christian needs, to take away that which is
indispensable. This wish does not in the least find any place in their
words, and it seems to me that that one must have a very fearful
and despondent heart if this is seen as underlying them.3*

The “Free Ones” also promulgate the view that the “basic convic-
tion of modern philosophy is the Autonomy of the Spirit” Indeed,
it might well be the result, for anyone recognizing the Autonomy
of the Sprit, that they would no longer have need of the Christian
Church. Whoever is won over to this conviction will do what many
have done and still do all the time: the Church will be left out of
their needs. What will follow for those who remain undisturbed
in their fundamental convictions? For those who continue to live
with this conviction, although the Church be shattered, will Chris-
tianity be taken from them?

** Stirner’s irony is here particularly apparent.
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Where is it stated that “The Free Ones” would destroy culture,
and who has the right to that barbaric reproach? They only wish to
introduce their “conviction” into life, and believe that by their exit
from the Church they have already presented part of the proof that
the Church is not absolutely necessary. Does this mean that they
intend to empower those who are convinced just as they are that
they should destroy Christendom for all of those who still depend
upon it? Not at all. It means nothing other but that they express, in
a direct and honest manner, their convictions. In a word, it means,
they follow upon the way of their convictions, and not upon the
way of storms and revolutions.

It might do well to consider that those opposed to the “Free
Ones,” those who need force and prohibitions, might well be even
more dangerous and worse revolutionaries. Be that as it may, this
“‘exit from the Church” is meaningless, and the anger directed
against it should be completely ignored. The exit is inward, not
outward. If we look more carefully at this, it was also the case that
the Aufklarung was not directed against the Church but against
the State, not against the impotency of the Church, but against
the power of the State. Indeed, the “Free Ones” have been credited
with accepting the statement of the Philalethen® that they also
“have cast aside as unnecessary such clerical requirements as
Marriage and Baptism whose enforcement rests upon the State”
These “requirements” would be necessary if any group needed
correction.

In all this we see evidence of the weak against the strong, of a
small minority setting out against a huge majority. Who runs the
greater risk and danger? Not those who, without material power,
would try to set up an opposition, but rather the majority, who
must stand with the Devil and so validate his evil principle “Might

* A very obscure and secretive society, active in the late seventeenth cen-
tury, which had Rosecrucian and hermenutic interests. Little is known of them,
it seems that Stirner is engaged in a bit of humorous scholarship.
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makes Right” I have heard some say that it is not good that the
State should alter a law or an organization because some minority
wants it changed. Quite to the contrary, even the will of one man
might overturn a law of a thousand years if that law be wrong and
unjust. For a long time, among the English, many old laws, whose
application would be an injustice, have been either adjusted, or bet-
ter, simply cast aside. Indeed, what the “Free Ones” seek, which is
simply that the State should no longer tie its citizens to one reli-
gious confession, is no longer merely the wish of a few. The Jews
well know, if they trace their wish for Emancipation back to its
ultimate ground, leads to nothing less than to the separation of Re-
ligious confession from citizenship.*®

One of the most important matters of contemporary political
life is drawn from the unconcealed and open assertions of the “Free
Ones” In the last analysis they revolve about the issue of whether
or not the modern European State is to be either “Christian” or
“Human.” It is said that “All of our European States have a Christian
foundation.” Proof? “It does not require one, it is an indisputable
axiom!” A beautiful thought, but although a mathematical axiom
requires no proof, a worm-eaten conceit cannot pretend to be an
axiom. To claim that Christianity is the foundation of our states
is not only a sign of historical ignorance, but an even greater sign
of incompetent thinking. To demonstrate that our states are not
Christian, although an extensive task, is not all that difficult, but it
does require that the prejudices of a Balde®” be swept away. That
our states cannot be Christian will be soon be seen. Here, the limits
of space only permit a few short remarks.

It appears to be quite clear, that insofar as we are Christians,
our state would also be the product of Christianity, and yet this

% See Bauer’s 1843 essay “Die Fahigkeit der heutigen Juden und Christen, frei
zu warden [On the Capacity of today’s Jews and Christians to become free] in Sass,
pp. 175-96.

%7 Jacob Balde (1604-1668) a Jesuit known for the patriotic tone of his popu-
lar poetry.
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is little a fact as a Christian development of physical science or as
fully developed German Philosophy is a Christian Philosophy. It
is rather the case that the State rests upon the principle of “Cul-
ture, of Civilization.” The State is based upon a “Secular” principle,
Christianity upon the “Kingdom of Heaven” (“My Kingdom is not
of this world”). Christianity is completely indifferent to what the
State holds of the greatest meaning; everything appears indiffer-
ent to it, even Freedom. With compassion, the “Children of God”
look down from their height upon all other freedom as something
“other” It does not disturb the Christian if one be noble or a beg-
gar, master or servant, free or slave, poor or rich, crude or refined,
and so on. A slap in the face, given to either the Count or the beg-
gar, is not punished in different ways: the Count just as the beggar
must turn the other cheek. The secular should not cause the Chris-
tian any concern, for they should only recognize it in that they are
driven to do so by inexorable need.

Regarding our culture, all of our present relationships, all of our
common civic life, must now be taught that the false axiom [“All of
our European States have a Christian foundation”] be transformed
into this: “All of our European States have cultivated reason [Bil-
dung] as their basis” It must be admitted, although this is not the
place for any further explanation, that “developing culture” will
indeed support the faith—even though this idea might not be un-
derstood here.

Believers will always have something to believe in if only it can
be believed. On the other hand the truly educated person is a free
spirit, a free spirit in the purest meaning of the term. The solid and
full development of rational culture can only be grounded in free
knowledge and free will

What the “Others” [the “Free Ones”] are really opposed to is
not the Church, but the State, and this opposition to one of the
institutions of the State is a loyal opposition. They are as loyal, for
example, as those who speak against the censor, and so would make
their convictions valid: it is a “legal opposition.”
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II B. “Die Mysterien Von Paris Von Eugene Sue”

Berliner Monatsschrift Erstes and einziges Heft, Juli 1843.
Mannheim 1844. pp. 302-332; Kleinere Schriften pp. 278—295.

TRANSLATOR’S INTRODUCTION

Now seldom read, Eugéne Sue (1804-1859) was the leading
French popular novelist of the 1840s. Born of a wealthy upper
middle-class family and inheriting his father’s wealth in 1830, Sue
developed as a popular writer of roman-feuilletons—serial stories
appearing as installments in newspapers.

Sue’s early works were principally given over to adventure sto-
ries, or to picturing, as with his 1837 work, Lautréaumont the com-
plex and tedious social interplay of characters residing in the decay-
ing world of French aristocracy. But in the early 1840s, upon read-
ing Fourier and Proudhon, Sue converted to socialism. It proved to
be a lucrative conversion, as once he became aware of the miseries
of the urban poor, which he as all socialists, took as the necessary
by-product of the “cruelties of capitalism,” he had found a popular
subject fitted for his particular style. In a short time his melodra-
matic novels earned Sue a great amount of money, considerably
more than his contemporary Dumas. Needless to say, his money
came from a newly created class, those able to read, the capitalistic
bourgeois.

After he had found his subject in the urban poor, his first ma-
jor novel was the lengthy Les Mysteres de Paris. It ran to over 1,300
words, and was published as a serial in the Journal des débats from
June 19, 1842 until October 15, 1843. With this work he said the
right things in the right way to the right people, and it insured
him both continued wealth and reputation. Fortunately for him, the
French Industrial Revolution had provided what his high romanti-
cism most needed: the inherent drama found in the confrontation
of two new classes, the satisfied urban capitalists and the unhappy
working masses. From the point of view of liberals, such as Sue, the
guilt naturally fell upon those who had wealth against those who

249



did not. Similarities, both in style and sympathy for the poor, are
shared by both Sue and Dickens, and Sue has even been referred
to as “The Dickens of Paris.” However, Dickens had actually shared
in the trials of the poor but Sue had not, and this might be the rea-
son that Dickens is still read, and Sue is not. No amount of lurid
and exaggerated bathos, high sentiments and piteous expressions
can substitute for the understanding gained from suffered. Never-
theless, Sue did know how to write a dramatic work, had an eye
for detail, and plotted his work in a manner that held the reader’s
interest from one episode to the next. And so, even if the Myster-
ies might be said to have a false ring, the work was happily wel-
comed by Sue’s bourgeois readership, for which he revealed the
mysteries and sufferings of a class which they otherwise would ig-
nore. With Sue as their moral guide they could look down with
pity mixed with moral satisfaction upon the miserable underlings
who lived in the slums of Paris, in their fallen and impoverished
world, and yet have the satisfaction of being told that their fall was
more the result of the devil than of economic forces—or their own
avarice. That his work would have the requisite happy ending, at
least for the virtuous, Sue provided a deus ex machina which in-
sured the final triumph of good over evil: he simply provided a
rich and powerful Savior. In the last analysis, as Stirner well knew,
Sue had written a morality play. Presented in the luridly roman-
tic tones thought appropriate at the time, and reflecting Sue’s own
sense of moral righteousness, the novel proved to be an irresistible
bait for myriads of readers—particularly the Nouveau riche. After
all, was it not just this morality play that the bourgeois would want
to read? For whom among that readership could imagine that they
would not, were they able, go forth and help the save the deserv-
ing poor from evil, and who would not think that they themselves,
were they able, would be as just and powerful as the mysterious
benefactor created by Sue? In this regard, the novel can be looked
upon as the prototype of today’s fantasy “savior” stories, featuring
the cryptic but powerful hero who comes upon a scene of injus-
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tice and immediately sets about righting matters. One thinks here
of fictional heroes from Batman to Zorro, but in Sue’s novel he ap-
pears as the mysterious Prince Rudolphe of Gerolstein—and he also
wears a black cloak!

Stirner’s reading of Sue’s Mysteries of Paris is clearly based
upon Hegel’s Phenomenology of Mind, in the short section entitled
“Virtue and the Course of the World.” Here, the conflict between
Virtue and Vice (“the way of the world”) is comprehended as a
dialectical engagement in which the seeming antithetical char-
acter of both is revealed as essentially the same. As the conflict
is initiated, the discipline of abstract law (virtue) is set against
individual reality found in “the way of the world.” As Hegel puts it,
in this opposition, the “true discipline of law requires nothing less
than the sacrifice of the entire personality as proof that individual
peculiarities are in fact no longer insisted upon. Stirner well un-
derstood the one-sided morality of Sue’s novel in which abstract
generalities (such as the “good” or “virtue”) were to overcome the
particular desires of specific individuals. Sue’s Prince Rudolphe
must have seemed, to Stirner, as but a fictional recasting of Hegel’s
“Knight of Virtue” [“Ritter der Tugend”]. Rudolphe, as that “Knight
of Virtue” was expected to be admired for setting out upon a
crusade to conquer vice—“the way of the world” in Sue’s Paris.
But Rudolphe was, just as Hegel’s “Knight of Virtue,” blind to the
reality that in this battle he was ultimately engaged in a struggle
against his own individuality. He was, just as Hegel’s “Knight of
Virtue,” engaged in a “sham battle” [Spiegelfechterei] which could
only conclude with the self-inflicted defeat of virtue itself. Sue
himself, as Stirner indicates in his critique, was unable to follow
through to the final paradoxical consequence of his own fictional
vision of the triumph of virtue over vice. Virtue would end in vice.
However, the self-righteous optimism of Sue’s readership, who
had a high regard for their own virtues, precluded any defeat of
Rudolphe’s crusade. This was to be expected, and, as Stirner had it,
“It is no miracle that the mysteries have received so much approval.
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Indeed the moral world has seized upon this winning production
of Philistinism as the true image of its own humanitarianism.”
The story begins when Prince Rudolphe, in seeking to do
penance for a sin against his Father, arrives (in disguise) in Paris
to “work for the Good” He immediately sets about his moral
crusade among the inhabitants of the dark slums near Notre Dame
Cathedral. It is here that Rudolphe finds himself confronted with a
myriad of striking and exaggerated characters—either angelically
good, as the worker Morel, or diabolically evil, as the old woman,
La Chouette (the Owl) or Ferrand, the notary, whose greed drives
families into poverty. In his crusade, Rudolphe encounters a
beautiful young prostitute, Fleur de Marie. Both are unaware that
she is his daughter, the child of his first love. Miraculously, Marie
has somehow remained innocent and free from the stains of the
pervasive immorality surrounding her. For Rudolphe, she is in
need of salvation. This is the point from which Stirner takes up
to illustrate how “the interplay between virtue and vice drives
this novel” The play continues on to the end of the lengthy novel.
Finally, Maria is recognized as his daughter by Prince Rudolphe,
and becomes the Princess of Gerolstein. However her natural
happiness has been eroded by a bad conscience, and she gradually
falls under the baleful piety of a certain clever Madame George
and a sinister Priest, Laporte. More and more, Marie becomes
convinced that her past sins are unforgivable. In her words:

When Rudolphe took me away from the Cité, I already
had a vague consciousness of my degradation. But the
education, the advice and examples I got from you [La-
porte] and Madame George made me understand ...
thatIhad been more guilty than unfortunate... Youand
Madame George made me realize the infinite depth of
my damnation.

Marie then withdraws from the world by entering into a con-
vent and it is not long before she dies. Over Marie’s grave a final
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pious statement is intoned by a Priest: “Inwardly pure as human
beings seldom are, she has closed her eyes to this world”

Stirner was the first among the “Young Hegelians” to write a
review of Mysteries of Paris. Under the name of “Max Schmidt” his
review was published in the Berliner Monatsschrift of July, 1843. Al-
most a year later, in June, 1844, another review appeared in Bruno
Bauer’s Allegmeine LiteraturZeitung. It was written by Bauer’s fol-
lower, Franz Zychlin von Zychlinski— known as “Szeliga” One
year later, in early 1845, Marx, joined by his new friend Engels,
wrote The Holy Family: or Critique of Critical Criticism. Against
Bruno Bauer and Company. In it, and at some length, Marx dis-
cussed Szeliga’s review. This was Marx’s first and only study of
a literary work, and Stirner was left unmentioned. For Marx, the
redemption of Marie lies not in responding to Rudolphe’s “itching
to moralize” but simply was another consequence of class oppres-
sion:

In natural surroundings, where the chains of bourgeois life fall
away and she can freely manifest her own nature, Fleur de Marie
bubbles over with love of life, with a wealth of feeling, with human
joy at the beauty of nature; these show that her social position has
only grazed the surface of her and is a mere misfortune, that she
herself is neither good nor bad, but human.

Stirner’ remark, in his review, that “one is not freed from an
illusion until one overcomes it in theory” sets him in direct con-
trast to Marx’s focus upon theory as being determined by prac-
tice, of ideology being determined by productive forces. For Stirner
“interpretation” is all, and the external struggles of social classes
merely reflects the internal struggle of the human mind between
received ideas from the “other” and reflected ideas of our “own.
Stirner stands on a more philosophic plane than Marx, and takes
Sue’s work as illustrating the deadly effect of all “fixed ideas”—even
“good ones”:

Is it perchance only people possessed by the devil that meet
us, or do we as often come upon people possessed in the contrary
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way—possessed by “the good,” by virtue, morality, the law, or
some “principle” or other? Possessions of the devil are not the only
ones. God works on us, and the devil does; the former “workings
of grace,” the latter “workings of the devil” Possessed [bessessene]
people are set [versessen] in their opinions.

For Stirner, the sad fate of Maria, who was caught up and
crushed between the fixed ideas of virtue and vice, would be a
clear justification for Hegel’s contention “that the present task
consists in freeing determinate thoughts from their fixity”

A final note: the novel ends with Prince Rudolphe returning to
Gerolstein. This caused Dumas to doubt the whole moral stance of
the novel, insofar as Rudolphe gives up his role as defender of the
lower class to claim his hereditary place as ruler of Gerolstein—a
case of self-interest overcoming idealism.

TRANSLATION

The “mysteries” have created a great sensation in the world, and
a crowd of imitations have already appeared. Everyone wants to
know about the hidden “lowest level” of society, and all look about,
with curiosity, into its darkest and most dreadful corners. But with
what eyes does one look into this?— With the eye of secure mod-
esty, and with a virtuous shiver. “What an abyss of corruption,
what horror, what a pit of depravity! Lord God, how can things
so wicked be allowed in your world!” But soon Christian love is
awakened, and it arms itself for helpful and pious action. “There
must here be a salvation, and here action must be taken against
the cunning of Satan! Oh, yes, there are many to save and many
souls to win for the Kingdom of the Good [dem Reiche des Guten]”

Now thoughts are busy, and a thousand ways and means are
planned to cast out the evil, and to put an end to the boundless
depravity. Isolated prison cells, public housing for unemployed
workers, education for fallen and penitent girls and countless
other remedies are now not only proposed but actually undertaken.
Charitable organizations will be gathered together and expanded
in scope as never before, and there will be no lack of sacrifice
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and charity. Eugene Sue presents Rudolphe, the Grand Duke of
Gerolstein, as the shining image of this impressive display of
neighborly love.

What evil then would be cast away?—Immorality, sinful lust!
The wells of evil should be dried up by needed reforms, and misled
souls taken away from them and persuaded to seek a moral life.
But who would want to take up this great work, and rob sin of its
victims and servants? Who, if not those who love virtue and who
understand that the true calling of man, are to follow the true moral
way of life?

And so it is that virtuous people are to direct the immoral onto
the right path, and the servants of the Kingdom of the Good are to
seek the destruction of the Kingdom of Evil.

Are we not all of the understanding that there is nothing greater
and more noble than to honor the Good? But yet, do not all of you
have a fault, something that is disturbing and regretful, and which
all-too-often turns you from the path of goodness and is “sinful”?
Has the question ever occurred to you to ask if the Good might
indeed be worth the cost, that to be on the path of goodness is
the only thing for which a human being must do throughout their
whole life? Do you just as little ask this question of yourselves than
those who have fallen and have forgotten God question their own
knowledge? (even if, on the other hand, they are—"“sinners”).

But you, who would save and convert sinners perhaps might be
just as incorrigible and unredeemable as they are. Have you never
doubted as to whether or not the Good might be—a mere fantasy?
What if you were to admit that? Just as the Philosophers who love
Wisdom, but never obtain it, would you also still believe that sin-
ners can be made good and able “to do good”? Could you turn sin-
ners away from desiring Evil? Might it then be possible even for
you to turn from away desiring the Good? Do not ask yourselves
what the Good is, but rather IF it is. If you really think it is, then
ask yourselves first of all if it might be only be your—imagination.
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Perhaps your proofs of the Good might be more convincing if
you would use some examples, such as: “Lying is bad, but honesty
is good, impenitence is evil, but contrition and remorse are good,
not being chaste is a sin, but chastity is a virtue, etc” On this, let us
look into the “mysteries” and observe how the interplay between
virtue and vice motivates this novel.

Now, I won’t say anything about the details and the develop-
ment of this novel, as I can suppose that you have read it. And
even less will I speak of the so-called aesthetic value of this book.
For if a Juggler were to perform some very difficult act, or a Magi-
cian would achieve the most astonishing of effects, even if be said
that such effects were an excellent display of the arts of the Juggler
or Magician, yet no one would hold their arts in particular respect.
So I also find no need to deal too closely with our author’s skill in
portraying social contrasts and characters—although his skill has
hardly satisfied all connoisseurs of the fine arts. I do not think so
highly of the talent displayed in this work that it would blind me
to its total lack of any profound and compelling insights into the
nature of society. Gorres had also a beautiful talent, and died, as
so many others, in a childish tottering about in the fixity of stupid
thoughts.®

Now, although the Grand Duke of Gerolstein cannot be re-
garded as the hero of the novel, as the whole mechanism of the
novel is not set in motion by him alone, he nevertheless does
represent the elevated views and thoughts to which Sue himself
aspires. The high ideal of morality is the viewpoint from which
every thought and deed is measured. It is a literary work of fiction
which is totally worked out from the standpoint of morality, and
it presents the sort of men that would be created in the light of
this viewpoint, and what would transpire under its dominion.

% Johann Joseph von Gorres (1776—-1848), author, who defended the author-
ity of the Roman Church.
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Prince Rudolpfe, in a momentary fit of fury, drew his sword
against the sacred body of his Father. This he considered a sin, and
because of it he felt compelled to choose a very heavy penitential
duty. He decided that this duty should be “working for the power
of Good” In time, following upon this, he was led to Paris where he
visited the dark slums of poverty and criminality. There he would
do whatever he could to help to relieve suffering, to soften hard
hearts, and to bring fearful and just punishment upon criminals.
With his princely means, he easily succeeded in alleviating some
physical suffering, such as that endured by the impoverished Morel
family. For this, they were indebted to him for their future happi-
ness. But even more than his desire to eliminate physical dangers,
and closer to his heart, was his desire to eliminate moral dangers.
And it is this desire which brings him into contact with the heroine
of the novel.

Fleur de Marie (Marien-Blume), or as we can simply call her,
Marie, is in prison. Rudolph has no idea that she is the child of
his first love. She is a lovely girl, who grew up in the custody and
in the frightful hands of “la Chouette” [The Owl]—an evil woman.
Pressured by poverty, pimps [Kupplerinnen], and other miserable
circumstances, the growing girl finally decides upon the trade of a
prostitute. But nevertheless, she remained untouched by the lustful
pleasures of this way of life, she is stained without being stained.
From the beginning, she was detached from either the desire for
the trade of prostitution, or the fear of enslavement to it, and she
would have had the strength to resist it. But then she encounters
Rudolphe, and with him, the very thing that vice cannot resist—
the temptation to be virtuous. The poor child is tempted by virtue,
which, if it would overcome her, will replace her vice. And so it
is, that in the hope that he can bribe her, Rudolphe presses every
promise and reward of virtue upon her easily excited imagination.
However, although she has not completely “fallen” into the center
of an intoxicating life of vice, she is still able to resist the sweet
solicitations of the promoter of virtue, and so “falls.” Yet there re-
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mains the temptation not to fall, to be virtuous. So, how then can
Sue, the novelist of a liberal and virtuous civil society, find even
more temptations to make her virtuous? Can she ever be raised up
from being fallen if she refuses to take refuge in the comforting lap
of the only morality able to make her divinely happy? And if one
thinks that she should be delivered over into blessedness, then it
must be delivered in full measure. It can only be that sort of moral-
ity leading to a blessedness in which both true piety and true virtue
are inseparably linked. This is the case even among those Moralists
who deny a personal God, for they still hold to the Good, the True,
and the Virtuous—to their God and their Goddess.*

Still, I am not the opinion that Marie, even after her fall into
virtue, would ever ascend into blessedness. As our novelist knows
of nothing higher than this sort of blessedness, and insofar as any-
thing higher is well beyond the limits of his thought, his creations
could never ascend beyond his level—as even the best among them
would simply be unable to rise higher than their creator. Marie,
who was recruited by Rudolphe to serve the cause of morality,
would thereafter, as the devoted and obedient servant of her au-
thor, only be committed to cause of morality. And so, whatever
might be revealed in the later history of Maria, it could only hap-
pen to her in that she was the true servant of her creator, and as
such would hold to the fate which her Divinity had imposed upon
her.

In escaping the “claws of the owl” who was only able to
despoil her body, Maria then fell under the power of a Priest,
who despoiled her tender soul with the pious teaching that her
life must now be that of a penitent—if future forgiveness was
to be gained. This teaching determined her future. This worm
of thought, placed in her heart by the Priest, gnawed steadily
away, and finally corroded and destroying her God-given heart

¥ Suggestive of the French Revolutionary “Pantheon” and the “Goddess of
Reason”
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The announced second part, for which the author might wish
a comprehensive memory, since he lacks no other talents, should
be immediately reviewed after it appears, for then, perhaps, some-
thing might be found and added to what he has already written.
Now;, finally, why is it that we should honestly consider this book
a Mummery? Perhaps because no God fearing person can be so
free and intelligent as the writer is. “Who cannot have the best, is
truly not the best!”—
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book to be ignored, and who might find material which might have
been missed, we will now avail ourselves of the opportunity to sur-
vey the thirteen chapters of this book.

In the first chapter, “The Religious relation as a Substantial” the
Trumpeter presents Hegel as one who has “drawn a twofold cover
over his work of destruction” One is the cover under which Hegel,
who speaks countless times of God, and under which he almost al-
ways appears as if he understands God as that living God, Who was
before the world exited, and so on. The older Hegelians (a Goschel
at their head) stay at this viewpoint. But there is yet a further cover
which is set up: that religion is a dialectical substancerelationship,
in which the individual is related to the universal, which as sub-
stance, or—as it is said—absolute Idea as to that which has power
over it. Accepting this, the individual spirit will abandon its par-
ticular uniqueness and set itself in unity with the absolute Idea.
The most powerful spirits (Strauss and others) have handed them-
selves over and are captured by this view. “But,” it is finally said,
“more dangerous than this [Pantheistic] view is the thing in itself,
which is immediately present to every open and expert eye if it but
exerts itself to a certain extent: this is set forth as the understand-
ing of religion as being nothing more than an inward relationship
of self-consciousness to itself, and that all powers, which exists as
substance or absolute idea are but appearances differentiated from
self-consciousness, being merely religious images objectified out
of self- consciousness.”

After this, the content of the first chapters is evident. (2) The
Ghost of the World Spirit. (3) Hatred Against God. (4) Hatred of the
Established Order. (5) Admiration for the French and Contempt for
the German. (6) The Destruction of Religion. (7) The Hatred of Ju-
daism. (8) Partiality for the Greeks. (9) Hatred of the Church. (10)
Contempt of Holy Scripture and Sacred History. (11) Religion as
the Product of Self-consciousness. (12) The Dissolution of Chris-
tianity. (13) Hatred Against Fundamental Scholarship and the Us-
age of Latin. (As the Trumpeter has it, “a comic supplement”).
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[das gottergebene Herz]. This inner corrosion ultimately forced
her to totally renounce and withdraw from the world. The actual
doctrines of morality are found in the pious teachings of this Priest
and they finally silenced even Rudolphe’s “sensible” objections.

Every day, Rudolph gave himself over to the sweet hope and
longing for an intimate family life in the Court of Gerolstein, and
to have the joy of a Father sharing the bliss of a life with Maria,
his delightful young daughter. He, as only a princely Father could,
would compensate the well-behaved and virtue-rich princess with
new offerings of love to replace the early miseries she had endured.
All the pleasures of a world that a great ducal court could offer her
should now stand open to her.

But what would be Maria’s cost for the purchase these worldly
pleasures? It could only be that no one should ever discover her for-
mer life, and henceforth, everyone must only recognize the good-
ness of her present life. If her former life were ever revealed, then
no brilliance from the ducal crown would be able to protect the
poor Princess from the poisonous looks and disdainful shrugs of
the relentless admirers of moral purity. Rudolphe knows this quite
well, and so he quietly keeps his own misgivings over Maria’s ear-
lier days to himself. What sensible human being would deal with
this any other way? Everyone would—except an Ultra,*” as it would
not be moral!—just as a moralizing liberal would also say.

But how can Marie, the pure priestess of moral principle, now
having entered into the moral world despite her misdeeds, still
prove her salvation through a lie? Can she, through a deception,
pretend to be purer than she really is? “Deception, always decep-
tion,” she calls out in despair, “always fear and lies, always shaking
before the gaze of him whom one loves and respects, as a criminal
trembles before the relentless eyes of a Judge!” So, can it be ac-

0 Ultras, “Ultra-Royalists,” were a reactionary faction in the French parlia-
ment during the Bourbon Restoration from 1815-1830.
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cepted that Maria, a servant at the altar of morality, be permitted
to lie?

Lying is a sin that no moral human can forgive. As much as he
will, a person might ask forgiveness because his lie was necessary,
but a necessary lie still remains a lie. But how can the truth serve,
if even under temptation, it still leads to falsity? No morality can
ever teach the justification of a lie, yet so many moral people ac-
tually do lie, that this surely proves that neither ethical principles
nor the good itself is strong enough to direct actual life. This is
the reason why humans are unconsciously led into actions which
scorn these petty moral principles, into actions which might even
encourage them to break away from the compulsion of these very
principles themselves. But yet, one is not freed from an illusion
until one overcomes it in theory.

Once won over to the cult of the good, Maria is too modest
to argue any exception to its rules. So, she cannot lie. But how
can she confess to this “relentless judge”? If the moral world does
not know what she has done, then how could she be judged? The
world of the “good” could not exist without having “goods,” and
among good things is Chastity, whose loss they can never forgive—
in a woman. Yes, an enduring humility will allow for the healing
of the painful wound, but time alone cannot wash off the mark
of its scar. But that world, that world which believes in morality
and its goods, can never forget the loss. Its goodness is valuable to
it, and for those who lose even one good, even among those who
would yet hang onto the illusions of this morality, however they
might twist and turn, their sense of loss and criminality can never
be fully forgotten. A woman who has given up her chastity, who
has lived among the “castoffs of society,” who has been “demeaned”
will forever be looked upon with disdain. She is “stained,” “fallen,”
“shameless”—she is “dishonored.” The moral world will demand per-
manent shame as her punishment, a shame that they will awaken
within the penitent woman.
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other principle or other teaching than that set out by the Master of
Deceit. It is certainly true that this younger school of Hegelians is
quite different from that first which gathered itself about its mas-
ter, for this younger school have openly cast away all godliness
and modesty and struggle openly against Church and State. They
have inverted the cross and threaten to upset the throne itself—
such opinions and deeds of which the older school might appear
incapable. But if the older school did not rise up to these things, to
this devilish energy, it was only the result of chance circumstance,
for fundamentally and in principle, if we go back to the actual teach-
ing of the master, the latest disciples have added nothing new—
they have only torn away the thin veil which briefly concealed the
thought of the master have revealed—shamelessly enough—the sys-
tem in its nakedness.”

Accepting the charges against Hegel’s system, it is now incum-
bent upon us to examine more closely the actual contents of the
book. The reason for this is that in order to present a review of the
work that is not lost or wasted upon the reader, and so it is requi-
site that the order of the work itself be directly laid out. We know
of no better way to do this, since the author’s memory might not
have taken in all of the significant passages in Hegel’s work that
could have been criticized.

In addition, as announced on page 163, the Trumpet is to be
followed with a second part, which will show “how Hegel would
prove that the character of the religious consciousness, a particular
phenomena of self-consciousness, arises out of the inner dialectic
of self-consciousness,” and at the same time “Hegel’s hatred against
religious and Christian art and his disintegration of all positive le-
gal codes®

And so, for the satisfaction of the reader who takes a lively in-
terest in the questions of our time, and who would not allow this

*® Hegel’s Lehre von der Relilgion und Kunst: von dem Standpuncte des
Glaubens aus beurtheilt (Leipzig: Otto Wigand: 1842).
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phemous declarations” of Bruno Bauer (die evangel. Landeskirche
Preussens und die Wissenschaft).

But finally, it came to Leo, “who first had the courage to pub-
licly step forth against this Godless philosophy, to formally accuse
it and to make the Christian-minded government take notice of the
pressing danger threatened by this philosophy to the state, Church
and to all morality” But Leo is also rebuked insofar as he was in-
sufficiently stern, and his work still “penetrated with some secu-
lar leavening,” which provided him with much hair splitting. The
conclusion is cheaply constructed with psalms anathematizing the
Godless.

The Introduction [to the Trumpet] reveals to us the real inten-
tion of the raging man: “The hour has now struck in which the
last, the worst, and the proudest enemy of the Lord will be brought
to earth. This last enemy is also the most dangerous, these “Wild
Men”—these people of the Antichrist— have dared to declare the
non-existence of the Eternal Lord, and this in the full light of day,
in the market, before all Christian Europe, in the light of the sun
which has never shone upon such wickedness. They have practiced
an idolatrous adultery with the Whore of Reason while they have
murdered the Anointed of God. But Europe, once filled with Holy
Zeal, strangled the Whore, and then bound itself into a Holy Al-
liance so as to cast the Antichrist into chains and to once again set
up the eternal alters of the True Lord.

But then came—No!—but then was scented, nursed, protected,
sheltered, indeed honored and paid, a man who was stronger than
the French, that enemy from without which had been conquered,
and he gave new foundation to the principles of Hell, and raised
them into the power of a law. Hegel was called forth and fixed at
the center of the University of Berlin! He had, with the attractive
powers of philosophy over German youth, secured his introduc-
tion.

One cannot believe that this mob, with which the Christian
state in our times is compelled to struggle against, is fixed upon any
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Perhaps one might think that this is but an exaggerated and
false shame and that if one were not overly-sensitive, it might, by a
mature person, be easily cast aside. But then we must ask as to what
this world, in its actual moral judgments, holds of higher worth—
whether the human person—or his goodness. There is a profound
connection between the rising concern with ethical behavior and
the rise of the bourgeoisie: the Banker and the moralist judge a man
from precisely the same viewpoint—not what he is in himself, but
rather what he possesses. “Has he money?” And along with this
question runs a parallel question: “Has he virtue?” Who possesses
no money can have no connection to the Banker, it “makes him
disgraceful,” who does not “posses” the virtues of the honorable
citizen must not approach that citizen. Both measure according to
possessions, and the lack of property is, and will remain, a lack. Just
as a horse, who might possess all of the virtues of the best horse,
but possesses the blemish of a bad color, so also with a woman, who
although otherwise pure has yet been once impure, and so will be
forever condemned for that. Rightly so, as she does not possess one
of the major goods which makes for the honor of a moral woman.
If Marie is now chaste, this has not always been the case, and if
she is now innocent, she was not previously so. Innocence is so
tender a nature that it should never be allowed to be touched; once
touched will forever vanish [Die Unschuld ist so zarten Wesens dass
sie niemals beriihrt worden sein darf; einmal verletzt ist sie immer
verschwunden]*! Innocence is one of those fixed ideas which turned
Moral*? into a lunatic, and Maria into a sick woman [Betschwester].
But so it must be. The fixed distance between the impure and the
pure, the immoral and the moral, is simply expressed in the inward
and hidden feeling in Maria. She is—“desecrated.

41 Cf. Oscar Wilde, “Innocence is like a delicate exotic fruit; touch it and the
bloom is gone.”
2 A character in the novel who was wrongly accused of murder.
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Might there be an objection intended to show that one is not
guilty of what was done long ago, and so deserves greater leniency?
First of all, although this objection might be generally disputed, still
no one today is punished by the Church, certainly less so than dur-
ing the lax morality of the ancient regime. Then, when the great
mass of people had thick skins, there seemed little concern regard-
ing the hard consequences following upon their religious doctrines
[Glaubensartikel]. So then, must a serious thinking person with the
fine sensitivity of Maria be ruined by the mundane views of the
common man?

However, we must recognize, that she would, feeling the inner
pressure of moral directives, do all that she could do, and so her
withdrawal from the world was inevitable. She could not, without
acting immorally, be allowed to deceive the world. It could not be
allowed that she could ever admit of this deception, for if she did,
rather than joy, she would only reap the scorn and ridicule of the
world. Every joy, which the future might have offered her would
have immediately been poisoned by the thorn of shame. Feeling
this, she then remembered what he, whom she loved, had said of his
Father, Prince Heinrich, “They wish me to die, to see me debased in
his eyes!” She thought she must either hold something back from
the world, or hold it in her own conscience, she could hope for
nothing more—they had ruined her.

But why does she take refuge in God? Because neither the world
nor she herself could remove her sins. Only God can forgive her.
Men must act according to the Rules of the Good Book [ Gesetzbuch
des Guten] and so are but servants in the Kingdom of the Good.
Here God alone is the absolute King, under whom the Good is sub-
ordinated, and when he wishes to pardon, it is not the Good which
is addressed, but only his unlimited will. What is in this turn of
Maria to the Lord? Nothing more than but she feels, as no justice
can be found in the rule of morality, that she must have another
rule and another judgment. She seeks absolution from God at the
cost of a life of remorse. This remorse will be the work of the de-
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The Trumpeter, as he should be, is a righteous serf of God, and
so rejects Hegel’s God as surely the as devout Turk of Allah would
seek every means against Hegel, the blasphemer

The Preface is devoted to this diplomatic perversion, in which
the “Old Hegelians” are greeted with the words: “They always have
the word of reconciliation on their mouth—but “adders” poison is
under their lips”

But now, we “will face them with the mirror of the system
and see if they can recognize themselves in it. We will find out!
They will be compelled to answer! They must answer. We pledge
before the fact that Goschel, Gabler, Rosenkranz, and particularly
Henning—and the rest will answer, for they are guilty before their
government ... the time has come when further silence is a crime.”

A “philosophical school” has also developed which would refute
Hegel with a “Christian and positive philosophy.” However, having
only love for itself, it has, on its own, proceeded to oppose the foun-
dations of Christian truth—it has had as little success and influence
among the believers as among unbelievers. If we complain, and the
government looked about for a doctor, did it find one among these
positive philosophers? Has the government trusted a cure to one
of them? No! Others are sought out! A Krummacher, a Hiavernick,
a Hengstenberg, a Harless, must be placed before the breach!

A third set of opponents to Hegelian philosophy, the Schlierma-
chians, are equally dismissed: “They are themselves hooked upon
the lure of the Evil One, for they would like to present the ap-
pearance of being philosophical themselves. Yet they do nothing to
encourage this appearance. They deserve the word: “I know your
work, that you are neither cold nor hot. I would thou wert cold
or hot. To then because thou art lukewarm, and neither cold nor
hot, I will spew thee out of my mouth” Their enthusiasm for the
“churchly life” is indeed recognized by the Trumpeter, but to him
they are not “earnest, fundamental, comprehensive and diligent
enough” They have even found “nothing to set against the blas-
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the Hussite Bohemian storm once gave to the German Reformation.
The German alone is the first to proclaim the historic task of Radi-
calism, for only he alone is radical, and he is alone is—without in-
justice. None are as determined and as ruthless as he is, for he does
not simply overthrow the existing world, he overthrows—himself.
Wherever a German circles and destroys, there must a God fall, and
a World be violated. Destruction is the task of the German, and the
smashing of the temporal his eternal role. Here there is no fear or
despair: He not only drives out the fear of the spiritual, and this
and that reverential fear, but he drives out all fears, even reverence
itself and the fear of God.

Escape, you timorous souls, from that inward fear of God con-
tained in your love of God, escape from that fear which you nei-
ther have words nor common thoughts. Hegel is unmoved by your
pleas, for he has transformed your God into a corpse, and so has
turned your love into abhorrence. The “Trumpet” has sounded out
the true purpose of the Hegelian system—which, hidden under its
Old Testament formulations and hesitant expressions, is that “mod-
ern thinking, in all of its anxiously contrary movements still rests
firmly upon the presupposition that truth and error can be recon-
ciled” “Away!” calls out the “Trumpeter,” in angry scorn against all
such thinking, “Away with this lust for reconciliation, with this sen-
timental slop, with this crooked and false worldview: only the One
is true, and if the One and the Other were set together, the Other
would fall into nothing. Do not come to us with this anxiously so-
phistical timidity of the Schliermachian school or that of the Posi-
tive Philosophy; away with this foolishness, which only wishes rec-
onciliation because error lives within them, and they haven’t the
courage to tear it out of their hearts. So tear it out, and throw away
those whose forked tongues like those of snakes, filled with quick
flatteries and mediations, away with them!—even if is a witty diplo-
macy. Your honest voice, heart, and nature are louder and stronger
than that spirit-paralyzing diplomacy.
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vout Priest, who is, of course, not allowed to tell her that “Who en-
slave themselves are slaves, and who release themselves are free”
So, what she was able to do for herself, she seeks outside of herself;
however, she would be neither moral nor pious were she to seek it
elsewhere.

But how could this good maiden ever forgive herself for her un-
chastity and lies? If she did, then her forgiveness would go beyond
morality, and all of the charming construction of E. Sue would col-
lapse into a ridiculous nothingness—if the Good were no longer
be taken to be the Highest. If this could be, then the human being
would rise beyond virtue and vice, beyond morality and sin.

This whole struggle is based upon how a few bigoted people
have a manic fixation upon the illusion of Good and Evil. As the
world judges, we are allowed to do this and that, because it is good;
but other things, such as lying, we are not permitted, because it is
bad—and so thinks Rudolph, who intends to lead Marie to virtue.

The poet didn’t impose his own virtues and morals upon Marie,
but she imposed them upon herself, she became her own measure
of virtue. It is as if one would measure a Lion not according to
human properties, such as being magnanimous, but rather to take
it according to its own animal nature; perhaps the dishonorable
transformation of Maria from being a free and hopeful person into
a miserable and lost child was but the startling result of her coming
to know and to devote herself to virtue in the time that she was yet
a free and hopeful person. Her dedication was more than superfi-
cial, as the poor girl not only accepted and joyfully agreed to the
unhappy link between virtue and remorse, but that she immedi-
ately become an oppressed slave in that moral world and submit-
ted herself to its requirements. As she had been cast under the fated
pressure of circumstance, the evil angel of conversion had seized
upon this tender child. If she had but had the lucid and sensuous
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spirit of a Bajadere,*> she would have been able to gather up her
scornful passion and would have cast off the weight of a solidified
world, and, rising up from her humiliating status—and rebel. But
who has the courage and the spirit to avenge this loss of a girl’s
chastity [Keuschheit], to avenge this and every other loss in this
whole guilty world?

But such as Sue know of no other happiness than that of honor-
able people, no other greatness than that of morality, and no other
worth for man than being virtuous and devoted to God. And so, a
human child, from whom might emerge a free human being, must
be first enrolled in the service of virtue— and a yet unspoiled na-
ture must be poisoned and spoiled with the hallucinations of “good
people”

If a novelist can present his heroine as one who can lead her life
in the center of a confused mass of the dirtiest vices, paying for it
with the bloom of her body, but not as Chouette or the Schoolmas-
ter,** who would convert her young friends into the servants of
vice, then why cannot an Atheist, who, although pressured by reli-
gion remains perfectly free, be thought of as one who might lift her
above the influence of virtue? But no, the maudlin writer, dreaming
of a “true and proper bourgeoisie society,” rather than having this
girl assertive in the face of vice, renders her into a weak and sen-
timental creature whose feeble resistance against a craving for the
“Good” will welcome, both in body and soul, the slavery of virtue.

There is no one to be found in this whole novel who could be
termed “selfcreative” There is none, who, by his own omnipotent
and creative power, creates himself. There is no one who can act
without restraint against their own instincts, nor against the pres-
sure of beliefs (belief in virtue, morality, and so on—as well as vice).

A bajadere was a temple dancer in the European vision of legendary India
being popularized by the first translations of Indian classic literature into Euro-
pean languages.

4 An unnamed small-time crook, a brutal and dangerous character.
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stand over and against each other, and that the godless will stand
face to face against those who are God-fearing, and they will know
that they are opposed to one another. And here, I repeat, in the
sharpness of this enmity, the religious zealots will have the advan-
tage; for they never have had any instinct for friendship. There
could be no more skillful and at the same time a more righteous
way of unveiling Hegel’s great heresy, than that of this author,
who, with faithful zeal, has sounded the doomsday trumpet of the
last judgment. They wish no “reasonable resolutions” but a war of
annihilation [Vernichtungskrieg]” They have a right to this.

But what can the God-fearing Hegel find vexing? With this
question we will come to the book itself. God-fearing? Who threat-
ens them more with destruction than he who annihilates fear? Yes,
Hegel is the real advocate and creator of that bravery before which
cowardly hearts have trembled. “Securi adversus homines, secure ad-
versus Deos [Confidant adversaries of men and gods],” so Tacitus
described the ancient Germans. But their confidence, as the God’s
adversaries, went astray and was lost, and the “Fear” of God then
nested itself in their broken natures. But finally, because they have
found the word, they have re-discovered themselves, and now have
mastered their chilling fears. Henceforth, they will no longer di-
vide the eternal word, and will struggle and fight so that it will
become one again and immanent in all. They have found the eter-
nal word and it cannot be destroyed. An authentic German, securus
adversus Deum, has spoken it, the liberating word: Selfsatisfaction
[Selbstgeniigen], the Absolute Sovereignty [Autarkie] of free men.
The French were the first to emphatically declare the world histor-
ical idea of Freedom, and we have now been freed by the French
from all sorts of ideas about fear and respect for authority, and
have seen these ideas fall into nothingness, into absurdity. But once
again, these ugly hundred-headed Hydra ideas have re-appeared—
and, once again, has not brave self-confidence shriveled up in the
face of countless fears? The French have brought us a salvation
which is as little complete and stable as that which the fiery signs of
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Since this “empirical present day is to find its way out of its dis-
cord,” and in that they belong to this empirical present day, then
they must, as the first of the enlightened, enlighten others. But at
first they cringed and turned from this task, and became diplomats
and peaceful mediators. What Hegel had completely and wholly
torn apart, they thought to rebuild again in its particulars. He had
not been particularly clear as to his rejection and destruction of
each and every particular. He was often as dark as Christ himself
when it came to details, and, as it is said, in the darkness there are
whisperings, and in it much allows itself to be interpreted and re-
interpreted.

It is likely that the dark decade of diplomatic barbarity is over.
It had its good aspect and had to happen. We first had to absorb
all of the old and sick things and then expel them so as to despise
them, and so learn of our ownership and ourselves. But now, as we
climb strengthened and revitalized from the humiliating mud bath
which has soiled us with all sorts of prudential impurities, we cry
out “Let the barrier between us be torn down! Let there be war to
the death!”

Anyone who now would be diplomatic and would seek “peace
at all costs” should take care that he doesn’t fall between the
swords of combatants and becomes a bloody victim of his own
“well-meaning” half-measures. For us, the time for reconciliation
and sophistry is past. The “Trumpet” has sounded the full battle cry
of the last judgment. It will sound in some drowsy ears, but some
will not awaken, and some will still imagine that they can remain
behind the battle lines, and some will think it only a meaningless
noise which is but wasted on war and not spent upon peaceful
words—but there is no longer any hope for them. If the world
stand armed against God, and the noisy thunder of battle breaks
out against the Olympian himself and his army of sheep, then
only the dead will be able to sleep, for the living will not surrender
their position. We wish no more diplomatic “reconciliations,” no
mediators, no settlements, but only that each hostile camp should
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The first type of Sue’s characters are those who blindly follow
the direction of their heart, their disposition, and their natural in-
clination such as Rigolette.** She is as she is—a contented nature,
a happy mediocrity, and she will always remain so. Her nature is
undeveloped, just as her canaries. They also can experience their
fate, and suffer, but they can never become anything other than
what they are. The other side of Rigolette is the child, Lahme.*® He
is a malicious child who now enjoys seeing misery, and who will,
as he ages, only get worse—until his life ends on the scaffold. He
will find an unknown grave, just as Rigolette, who will find a re-
spectable grave. It makes no essential difference what sort of a life
style dominates the individual, with Ferrand,*” it is greed, with the
prisoner German,*® an impotent gabbling, and so on.

The second type of undeveloped and servile humans, are those
who are not so much governed by their natural instinct, than from a
belief, a fixed idea. Eugene Sue, himself a servant among servants,
knows nothing better than how to apply pathological exactitude
upon those driven by virtue. Above them, the faithful believer in
virtue, stands the Duke, who belongs to the “Order of the Benefac-
tors of Suffering Mankind,” a decoration not on, but in, his breast.
Rudolphe, this “Brother of Mercy,” is committed, with mildness and
strength, to the improvement of mankind, to give himself over to
the “betterment,” both physically and morally, of those who suf-
fer in a cesspool of sin, and to reward those who are stained and
hopeless, and, by a careful search to find those who corrupt souls
and—punish them. He then moves to Paris, and sick from his lu-
nacy, leaves it after he has led his daughter into the divine house
of virtue [das Gotteshaus der Tugend] and has robbed her of the last
possibility to become an individual human being.

* A working class woman, a “grisette” who is friendly with Marie.

*¢ The son of a gangster.

7 A Notary whose greed has caused a more than a few families to become
impoverished.

A victim of Ferrand’s machinations.
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As virtue finally robs this child of both understanding and life,
the Brother of Mercy, finally sees that he has, in his priestly duty,
not sacrificed his unhappy daughter to moral idols, but rather for
the “Justice of the inscrutable God.” His attack upon his father has
been avenged by the loss of his daughter. This fighter for virtue
and religion is so insanely driven to apply his own principles that
he cannot recognize the consequences of this treatment upon his
daughter, and so can only admire the “stern judgment of God”
Marie is a complete and perfect challenge to morality and religion.
Her father must confess that “his unhappy child resists, with such
relentless logic, all that is required for a tender heart and honor,
that she cannot be converted” — — and he “gives up lecturing her,
as all reason is impotent against her unconquerable conviction,
which comes from a dignified and elevated feeling” Yes, he also
understands, that he, in Marie’s name, would also treat the matter
with “courage and decorum”—so now then, what does he see in this
uncompromised and completed morality of his daughter? Nothing
but a “chastisement” of God, who gives him the goodness of his
child as a “a punishment”! Truly, the cowardice of our liberal age,
the “juste-milliew,” could have been presented no more hideously
nor more scornfully than what, instinctively, this spineless mem-
ber of the age does here. The good Prince, after his penitential expe-
rience, had “learned nothing and forgot nothing”*’ As a man with-
out development or self-creativity, he merely experiences hard des-
tiny, for which the service of virtue prepares its disciples: he had
only theological experiences, not human. Does it ever happen that
he would seek to question the Lord, which he serves? Does it ever
occur to him to seek out the kernel within the ideas he labors for—
of “morality,” “religiosity,” “righteousness,” and so on? He places
himself within rigid limits, his understanding fixed in place, and
from this place any further movement, any release from his Lord

* Talleyrand’s remark that the restored Bourbon rulers had “learned nothing
and forgotten nothing”
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I'd cherish the delight of it always; I have in mind the
way that lovers gaze, A dimpling near the lips, and
it is done.

You, lad I like the best, so lean and tall,

That curate’s mien becomes you not at all, Give me
a little wanton wink, come on! You need a decent
naked fashion, too,

That long enfolding robe is over-prim —

They turn around—now for a backward view!

I could just eat them up, the lot of them.>’

The lust for affirmation has increased, and individuals, by or-
der of the World Spirit [ Weltgeist], have been admonished to go
forth and continue the work of Hegel, an order which occurs and
is exemplified in the conclusion of his Lectures on the History of
Philosophy:

It is my desire that this history of Philosophy should
contain for you a summons to grasp the spirit of the
time, which is present in us by nature, and—each in
his own place—consciously to bring it from its natural
condition, that is, from its lifeless seclusion, into the

light of day.

However, the Philosopher himself does not help the present
world to solve its problems: “How the empirical present day is to
find its way out of its discord, and how things are to turn out for it,
are questions that must be left up to it and are not the immediate
practical business and affair of philosophy.” He merely extends the
heaven of freedom over the world, and now “leaves” it to others as
to whether or not they would wish to cast an idle glance heaven-
ward. The matter is, however, quite otherwise with his followers.

%7 From Goethe’s Faust, Pt. 1.
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never made it his particular interest to lead a socalled “small war
[kleinen Krieg]” and to hack out of its fortress the egoism which
in a thousand fold forms liberates individuals. One can reproach
him for this disregard, and charge him that his system lacks all
morality, and it could really be said that he lacks any charitable
sense of advice [Pardnese] or pedagogical paternity—which could
cultivate pure heroes of virtue. This man, whose task has been to
overthrow the whole world by constructing a new world, a world
for which the old had no space, has, as a school master, aroused
the base ways of the young, and the course of malice and anger
at moral teaching and the rotting huts and palaces—all of which,
nevertheless, must collapse as soon as Heaven gathers up its com-
fortable [wohlgendhrten] Olympians and casts them out. But that
is of little concern for the one who can only feel exhaustion from
wishing to have the emptiness of a life outside of himself. But this
is not so with the brave person, who only requires one word—the
Logos, for in it he has all and can create all out of it. But because this
Master, this powerful creator of the word, on occasion falls into a
rage over this or that minor restriction and the loss of this or that
reward, he loses his control, and then, unrestrained, he destroys
the nature of the whole world, and separates God from his Throne,
and scatters the whole host of angels into nothingness, those who
do not know that they have been overthrown by “The Trumpet of
the Last Judgment.” So now, after the death of the “King” a busy
activity develops among the “garbage collectors [Kdrrnern]” But
did not a few dear little angels survive? “I could just eat them up,
the lot of them.” To find any comparison to them would be indeed
quite grand! But if only to make it more down to earth, something
more appropriate might be fitting!

“You waver to and fro, please try descending,

A bit more worldly-like your sweet limbs bending;
Though gravity, I grant, sits well on you,

I’d like, just once, to catch you smiling, too;
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is, for this judgmental Duke, impossible. So intent upon proving
himself to be a moral man, and yet so completely incompetent in
judging men, he is a faithful image of his own creator—a miserable
priest of virtue.

The opposite belief was fanatically held and incarnate in Mother
Martial. Criminals have, and must also have, their fanatics, who be-
lieve in crime, and would bring it honor. Mother Martial is one of
these—a Heroine of Vice. She lives and dies for crime, her ideal. But
just as the believers in virtue, so also the believers in vice, who, in
being possessed by a fixed idea, are also deprived of their own de-
velopment and self-creation. As miserable as she is under the idea
of vice, she yet cannot rise above it. And so, for her it is also the
case: “Here I stand, I can do no other”®® Ossified and gray in her be-
lief, she is the Critic,”! offering a singular salvation for those who
suffer under the illusion that they can yet reach unreachable holi-
ness, she yet is impotent, just as any other believer. Indeed, as is
the case with lunatics, every reason she gives to free them from
their lunacy serves only to strengthen it. There is no other experi-
ence for her except that fated for her. Her madness, winding about
her, fully possesses her, and she can have only immoral and unholy
experiences—just as her counterpart can only have moral and holy
experiences.

Rudolphe’s spirit has become a fixed attitude of belief in virtue.
Vice is represented in the fixed attitude of Mother Martial. She lev-
els a fearfully harsh judgment against her “misguided” son who
wants to know nothing of crime. As a woman of principle, she fully
impregnates the household with criminal standards, just as other
family leaders fill their own homes with standards of goodness; she
exercises demanding rules which have stifled the fatherly feeling
of her son Brutus. And so, are the commands of virtue essentially

> Luther’s statement, he is cited as an example someone possessed by a
“fixed idea.” The citation also appears in Der Einzige und sein Eigentum.”
ST A possible reference to Bruno Bauer, known as the “Critic” ...
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other than the commands of vice, are the fixed principles of one
more bearable than the other? In his earlier novel, Atar Gull>? Fu-
gene Sue might well have learned something: that the feeling of
revenge and the feeling of rectitude are one and the same, for good
and evil collapse into a unity.>® But for Sue, the black Moor is the
Devil simply because he is black, and the white Parisian, as pure
white, is virtuous only at the cost of accepting God. However, the
good author can be so little improved upon as his fictional char-
acters, for if they do convert, they become even more pitiable and
slavish than they were.

As we can see, the central figures and some of the others are
but repressed and slavish characters, so dominated by their own
beliefs and habits that they are robbed of their self-creativity and
self-reliance. This being the case, there is really no need to deal
with the other slaves.

It is clear that the author employed only biased characters,
those whose fate was prepared for them by their wishes or
doctrines, by their uncultured nature, or their unnatural culture.
Such is his world, but Sue has only proven that he can fashion
complacent people within his world, but not that he is able to lift
them out of its restraints—and so free them.

It is no miracle that the mysteries have received so much ap-
proval. Indeed the moral world has seized upon this winning pro-
duction of Philistinism as the true image of its own humanitarian-
ism. It echoes fully the same lust to reform, as well as the same com-
plaint that has broken out among the Turks—that there is hardly

32 Published in 1831, the book took an unusual approach for the time. It
described the black, Atar Gull, as being clever enough to rely upon the white
prejudice of taking blacks as stupid. This allowed Gull to take bloody revenge
upon them for the slave trade.

% A clear expression of the triadic dialectic of Hegelianis.
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cealed, so that it would not appear as if we sought any other honor
than a Heavenly Crown. When the struggle, which we soon hope
to see end, when the lies receive their punishment, then we will
personally encounter him and warmly embrace his decision. This
book is an excellent mystery! A man of the most devout fear of
God, whose heart is filled with anger against the despicable pack
of young Hegelians, turns back to their teacher, their origin, Hegel
himself and finds—horrors! That the whole revolutionary wicked-
ness, that is now bubbling forth from his depraved students had
already been in this morose and hypocritical sinner, who had been
long taken as a keeper and a protector of the Faith. The author,
with righteous scorn, just the Clergy from Constance dealt with
Huss, tears the priestly garments from him, and, painting him in
flames as the devil, sets a paper hat upon his shaved head, and
hounds this greatest of heretics through the streets of an aston-
ished world. Such a confidant and versatile philosophical Jacobean
has never been hunted down. It was the undeniably excellent and
radical attack by this determined Servant of God that he has seized
upon and bitten Hegel. This servant has served well, and out of
the right instinct, has never lost sight of and never lost the smell
of this Arch-Heretic, and the Anti-Christ of their Christ. Unlike
those of “good intention” who hold a lightly-held belief, and nei-
ther with faith nor with knowledge would wish anyone harm, he,
on the contrary, holds, with inquisitorial severity, the heretic in
sight until he is caught. He does not allow himself to be deceived
and duped—as dummies so often are—and can rightly claim that
he be considered the best expert regarding the dangerous aspects
of the Hegelian system. “You know what protective steps must be
taken, don’t look for any other!” The wild beast knows quite well
that he has most to fear from Man.

Hegel, who would and has elevated the human spirit into the
all-powerful Spirit, and has impressed this teaching upon his stu-
dents that no one has to seek salvation outside of or beyond them-
selves, but rather are each their own Savior and Deliverer, has
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ourselves to you, and so read our conciliatory writings on “Belief
and Knowledge,” and on the “Piety of Philosophy against Christian
Religion,” and dozens of similar writings, and you won’t have any
further malice against your best friends!—

So then, the good-hearted, peaceful philosopher fell into the
arms of belief. Now, who is so pure from this sin of belief that
he would cast the first stone against the poor philosophical sin-
ner? The period of sleep-walking was so universal, so full of self-
deception and illusions, the press and urge after reconciliation so
general, that only a few held themselves free of it, and these few
perhaps without any support. It was the time of peaceful diplo-
macy. Just as the diplomacy of this time it was understood that
there was nowhere any real enmity, but everywhere irritation and
a seeking of advantage, a purposive incitation, with persuasion bal-
anced by a sugary peacefulness and a friendly mistrust, an artificial
sensibility, a serious and willful earnestness by means of superficial
balancing and juggling acts, a thousand fold phenomena of driving
self-deception and illusion in every area. “Peace at all costs” or bet-
ter “agreement and accommodation at all costs,” that was the paltry
heartfelt need of these diplomats. It might here be the place to sing
a little song, if this would not be forbidden, of this diplomacy which
has made our whole life so feeble, and which has by its skillful hyp-
nosis lulled our reason to sleep in a drowsy trustfulness, and has
left us staggering about—

But beyond this, we are now prepared to announce a book, a
book which has been anticipated by our previous remarks, and
which is the final and definitive overthrow of the diplomacy here
discussed:

The Trumpet of the Last Judgment against Hegel the Atheist and
Antichrist. An Ultimatum.—Under this title appears an small work
of eleven Bogen, published by Wigand, whose author is not diffi-
cult to discover by anyone who knows his literary work and from
it his scientific point of view—that which motivated him to address
“His Brothers in Christ” and to say that “We would remain still con-
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more left to reform. The good will of a Mahmud I1.>* is not needed

for our age, for our present day liberals now honor and hold the
greatest expectations for today’s Turkish liberalism*>—and who, be
they high or low, would not be a liberal! “Our time is sick!” one
friend, with sad eyes, will speak to another, and then both imme-
diately embark upon n botanical expedition seeking out the sweet
herbs which alone can cure the sickness of the age.

Friend, your time is not sick, it is over. So, don’t bother to look
about for a cure, but rather ease your few final hours by allowing
them to hurry by, and then—as the time can never be recovered—
allow your age to die.

“Everywhere there are needs and sufferings!” This thought en-
courages anyone, even those in doubt, to open up the Mysteries
and so observe the full wretchedness of suffering. But just try, just
once, to “reform” Turkey. You hope to reform it, and it will become
yours—to tear apart. Turkey, just as an old man, lacks nothing. Of
course, an old man lacks the strength of a youth, but if he did not,
then he would not be an old man. The good will of such as Mah-
mud II and our Liberals would attempt to cure this “lack” in the
old man, and so rejuvenate him, to make his tottering body once
again strong and straight. But our time is neither sick nor able to be
cured, but rather it is old, and its final hours have already sounded.
But despite this, a thousand Sues spring up to offer their charlatan
cures.

Now, should we not conclude with a word of praise for the
splendid gifts of aristocratic benefactors, and the philanthropic sug-
gestions of the novelist? Indeed they do rush about, and, by tak-
ing as long as it takes, and by offering rewards and punishments,

> (1429-1481) also known as “Mohammad the Conqueror” Mahmd II not
only expanded the Ottoman Empire but was also known as a reformer and patron
of learning.

> In 1839 a series of wide-ranging Turkish governmental decrees were en-
acted, liberalizing and reforming the judicial, military, and educational policies.
Mohammad II was seen as the precursor of these reforms.
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“guide” the people into making Virtue their Master! Countless pro-
posals for the improvement of the Church were made before the
Reformation, and are now made for the improvement of the State:
improvements, where there is nothing more to be improved—

II C. Stirner’s review of Bauer’s “Trumpet of the Last
Judgment”>¢

TRANSLATOR’S INTRODUCTION

One of the earliest responses to Bruno Bauer’s Trumpet
[Posaune des Fiingsten Gerichts] was a review written shortly after
its publication in November of 1841, shortly before Stirner met
Bauer. The forced attempt to mimic Bauer’s ironic tone of Chris-
tian shock and concern, with all of its heavy-handed ironies and
ambiguities have made its translation difficult. In a few instances,
faced with an intractable and convoluted passage, the translator
felt justified in recasting it in the form of a more lucid and less
complex statement—but in no instance was Stirner’s meaning
distorted or lost.

Stirner’s review first appeared in the Telegraph fiir Deutschland,
January, 1842. Republished in Stirner’s Kleinere Schriften hrs.
John Henry Mackay (Berlin: Bernhard Zack, 1914); republished
(Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt: Friedrich Frommann Verlag, 1976). pp.
11-25.

Uber B. Bauers “Posaune des Jiingsten Gerichts

What should not be tolerated, equalized, and reconciled with
everything else? We have endured this accommodation, this easy
acceptance which, as it can be imagined, has brought us to a state

3 The full English translation of Bauer’s Posaune des Jiingsten Gericht uber
Hegel den Atheisten und Antichristen: Ein Ultimatum appeared as The Trumpet of
the Last Judgment Against Hegel The Atheist and Antichrist. The translation, by
the author, was published in 1989 by the Edward Mellen Press, Lewiston, New
York. The Trumpet translation is introduced with a 57 page section dealing with
the life and work of Bruno Bauer. It is fully annotated, with all Bauer’s citations
from Hegel referred to the original sources.
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of exhaustion, which has divided our inner hearts, and which only
needed intelligence to let us know that we have spent our honor-
able time in useless attempts to bring about concord and unity. The
accusers are right: “How can one reconcile Belial with Christ?” The
devoted Zealot has never known any other goal than exterminating
the spirit of the new age which is pregnant with threatening storms.
He is just as the Emperor of the heavenly empire who thinks only
of the “extermination” of his enemies, and as an Englishman he
only wants to have no fight except the crucial one of a fight unto
death. We allowed the Zealot to rant and to rave, and saw nothing
in him but—a humorous fanatic. Did we do right with this? Insofar
as the Zealot in the face of common sense always lost his case, and
even if reasonable folk do not particularly rebuke him, we could
then, in confidence, leave the affair to the sense of those who lay
down the rules, and so be confident in following this sense. But this
toleration has rocked us into a dangerous slumber. Admittedly, the
complaining Zealot didn’t do us any harm; but still, the believer and
the whole flock of the religious were behind the complainer, and—
what is the worse and the oddest—we ourselves were also set be-
hind him. Indeed, we were liberal philosophers and didn’t let any-
thing impose upon thinking: thinking was the all in all. However,
how stands it with belief? Should it somehow give way to think-
ing? Heaven forefend! There can be no enmity assumed between
the freedom of thinking and belief! The content of belief and that of
knowledge is one and the same content, and whoever would injure
belief would not understand himself and would be no philosopher!
Didn’t Hegel himself take the purpose of his lectures on the philos-
ophy of religion to be the reconciliation of reason with religion?
And would we, his disciples [seine Jiinger] want to subtract any-
thing from his belief? That would be far from us! Know, ye faithful
hearts, that we are fully at one with you regarding the content of
belief, and that we have only set ourselves upon the beautiful task,
of which you have so misjudged us, of defending disputed beliefs.
Or do you still more or less doubt this? Observe how we justify
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