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I

Pointing out the need for understanding the relations between the enlightened centre, 
England and France, and peripheral regions such as Prussia’s eastern provinces, Jan 
Golinski remarked sixteen years ago that it is not possible any longer to perceive the 
Enlightenment as a coherent intellectual entity and to articulate the centrality of sci-
ence to its existence. One is rather “left only with a multiplicity of specific contexts, 
each one constituted by numerous (local and temporary) social factors”.1 Golinski 
appealed to scholars to dedicate their energies to reconstructing the individual 
contexts that made the production of science possible. Today, much of Golinski’s 
appeal remains unfulfilled, although attempts at establishing sets of “Enlightenment 
geographies” have been presented recently by Golinski himself together with Wil-
liam Clark and Simon Schaffer, in The sciences in enlightened Europe, a volume 
that contains among others a paper by Clark on physics, astronomy, anthropology 
and metaphysics in eighteenth-century Prussia. In that paper, Clark considers three 
epochs and three cities: he begins by dealing with Christian Wolff at Halle while 
documenting the diffusion of his textbooks; he discusses Leonhard Euler’s years at 
Berlin’s Royal Academy of Sciences; finally, he arrives at Königsberg and offers 
some remarks on Immanuel Kant’s innovative views on cosmology, rational theol-
ogy, and anthropology.2

This paper concerns the third part of Clark’s paper, and focuses on the intellec-
tual life of the medium-size peripheral university of Königsberg, the alma mater 
Albertina,3 as it is mirrored by its course announcements.4 The latter are documents 
in which the place of science is illuminated in the most elementary manner, that is, 
first by indicating the requirements of each discipline and secondly by answering 
questions such as: Who was teaching what at Königsberg? What textbooks were 
prescribed for the courses? What textbooks were the most successful? And finally, 
what authors and what books were seldom or never mentioned?5 

The data regarding course textbook prescriptions (in the sense that professors used 
to mention in the course announcements authors and titles of the textbooks of their 
choice) are especially valuable insofar as they are both qualitative and quantitative 
— they are qualitatively different, because of the traditions to which each textbook 
belonged, and they can be quantified, because each textbook can be rated in terms 
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of the number of mentions it received. On the other hand, evidence that reveals few 
or even no adoptions, should be considered with particular care. For instance, Isaac 
Newton and Gottfried Wilhelm von Leibniz were mentioned at Königsberg only a 
few times. This does not mean, however, that people were not studying Newtonian 
fluxional calculus and celestial mechanics, or Leibnizian differential calculus and 
natural philosophy. Plenty of evidence shows that Newton and Leibniz were studied, 
mostly using Wolff’s or Wolffian textbooks. As Mordechai Feingold has argued 
concerning the example of seventeenth-century Oxford, “Any attempt to resurrect 
the course of studies implemented by the individual colleges is complicated beyond 
measure by the discrepancy between the ‘official’ curriculum as set down in the 
college statutes and the ‘real’ course of studies in so far as it can be reconstructed 
from contemporary evidence”.6 

Besides, the analysis of course announcements provides us with no new knowledge 
about individual positions or approaches (the concise, impersonal prose of a course 
announcement makes this almost impossible). Instead, it helps revive networks of 
ideas and the contexts of reference in which one “Enlightenment region” becomes 
manifest decade after decade in its concrete praxis, rather than in its specific pro-
grams. The proper subject matter of this kind of analysis is therefore the history of 
institutions, and more precisely the history of the development that brought forth the 
aggregation and differentiation of individual disciplines, which, in the case of this 
paper, were taught within Königsberg’s Philosophical and Medical Faculties.

In a word, this paper sheds light on the place of scientific research in Königsberg 
before Kant, during Kant’s tenure, and before the constitution of the renowned 
Königsberg mathematico-physical seminar founded by Carl Gustav Jacob Jacobi in 
1833.7 It aims at integrating the literature on science in Germany before and after 
Kant as exemplified in recent studies, as well as taking up Hans Erich Bödeker’s 
ground-breaking suggestion of studying systematically all extant course announce-
ments as a promising and underestimated means of investigating the place of science 
in German universities.8 

II

In the first half of the eighteenth century, according to Fritz Gause, the Albertina 
was in decay. In 1717 there were only 400 freshmen, in 1729 they were 297, and 
in 1732 the bottom level was reached with 252; besides, the number of those who 
seriously studied was still smaller than that of the enrolled.9 In 1770, Minister Carl 
Joseph Maximilian von Fürst und Cupferberg, the Obercurator sämtlicher preußischer 
Universitäten from 1763 to 1771, instituted a university reform that included issuing 
a new course guide to be distributed to each new student entitled Methodologische 
Anweisungen für die Studirenden in allen 4 Facultaeten.10 According to this guide, 
all courses of the Philosophical Faculty were prerequisites for advancing to any other 
faculty, although one could also get an M.A. and, later, the venia legendi in any dis-
cipline taught in that faculty. In the guide, each of the four faculties of Philosophy, 
Medicine, Law and Theology received an overview followed by details about the 
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courses to be taken according to a “Partition of the Sciences during the Academic 
Years”.11 

The Philosophical Faculty was called the “lower faculty” because of its propae-
deutic function to the “higher faculties” of Medicine, Law, and Theology, and it 
constituted what today is called a Faculty of Arts and Sciences. Besides philosophy 
(physics was then a part of philosophy), it offered the full program of philology, 
mathematics (pure and applied), history, and economics. It is important to remem-
ber that the students of the Medical Faculty were in principle expected to spend 
four semesters in the Philosophical Faculty, those of the Juridical Faculty only two 
semesters, while the students of the Theological Faculty had to go through the whole 
six semesters of the program of the Philosophical Faculty.12

The main conclusion to be drawn about philosophy at Königsberg on the basis 
of the course announcements is the recognition of a permanence of Aristotelianism 
in the first half of the eighteenth century followed by a Platonic renaissance in the 
second half. Rather than Cartesianism, Eclecticism, and Wolffianism, it was post-
Tridentine Aristotelianism, particularly its scientific re-foundation by Jacopo Zab-
arella,13 that provided the background from which Kant’s philosophy originated.14 
The works on dialectica and analytica by Melchior Zeidler, Andreas Hedio, and 
Paul Rabe, provided a stronghold for Aristotelianism, which explains the fact that 
the Aristotelian formula collegium dialectico-analyticum was still used in Winter 
1729/30 (VUK [see ref. 4], 62) for designating courses on logic.15 The local Aris-
totelian tradition explains the eleven references to Aristotelian works (among them 
the Organon, Ethica Nicomachea, Politica, Poetica) in courses from 1720 to 1746; 
while new editions and translations into German, especially the editions by Johann 
Erich Biester (1749–1819) of the Dialogi IV, Meno, Crito, Alcibiades uterque (Berlin, 
1780; VUK, 457), revived Plato, whose works (specifically the four dialogues just 
mentioned and the Phaedo) are mentioned forty-three times from Summer 1770 to 
Winter 1803/04. Controversial authors are named but once, for example Hobbes in 
Summer 1721 (VUK, 9) and Spinoza in Winter 1751/52 (VUK, 193). Even Descartes 
and Leibniz receive no more than four references between 1720 and 1804. The 
course announcements reveal that the works most frequently prescribed were those 
by Wolff, the inventor of aesthetics Alexander Gottlieb Baumgarten, and Christian 
August Crusius, who maintained an original mixture of empiricism and metaphys-
ics. The course announcements indicate also that the Wolffian pietist Martin Knut-
zen initially prescribed Wolff for his logic course, but turned to his own Elementa 
philosophiae rationalis (Königsberg, 1747) when they appeared. Johann Friedrich 
Buck, a disciple of Knutzen and Kant’s antagonist of many years, announced from 
Summer 1767 to Summer 1770 courses “in philosophicis scientiis Knutzenium cum 
Crusio collatum” (VUK, 293). Kant, who (contrary to Buck) never declared himself 
a follower of Knutzen, chose among others Baumgarten’s Metaphysica (Halle, 1739) 
and the Auszug aus der Vernunftlehre (Halle, 1752) by Georg Friedrich Meier, who 
was Baumgarten’s most famous disciple. 

A number of anti-Cartesian works on method were in circulation in Germany 
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during the first half of the eighteenth century. One of them was the Methodologia 
nova atque scientifica (Berlin, 1708) by Rabe, in which the primacy of Zabarella’s 
regressus over Descartes’s analytic approach is extensively advocated. The view that 
Aristotelianism was still unrivalled in early eighteenth-century Königsberg is sug-
gested by the fact that in 1709 the then extraordinary professor of physics, Heinrich 
Lysius, found himself ostracized by his colleagues for favouring Copernican and 
Cartesian thought.16 

Curiously, Newton is mentioned only once in the course announcements, in 
Summer 1745 (VUK, 154). There he is cited for the Opticks, not his mechanics, 
and for a medical, not a physics course. This supports the hypothesis that Newton’s 
Opticks was better known than the Principia in the eighteenth century. Noteworthy 
works prescribed in astronomy are Christiaan Huygens’s astronomical writings in 
Winter 1747/48 (VUK, 170), Lothar Zumbach von Koesfeld’s Planetolabium (Leiden, 
1691), which was both a textbook of astrology and astronomy, in Summer 1748 
(VUK, 173), and Johann Elehrt Bode’s works in Summer 1778, Winter 1794/95, 
and Summer 1798 (VUK, 415, 624, 665).17 In addition, Johann Friedrich Gensichen 
— the editor of Kant’s mathematical and astronomical writings — was a member of 
the Königsberg faculty. The above-mentioned Sanden, a Königsberg physician and 
philosopher familiar with the works of Harvey, Descartes, Gassendi, Locke, and Wolff, 
gave instructions in physics from 1720 to 1740.18 Later, other physics professors of the 
Philosophical Faculty pursued research, among them the Wolffian Johann Gottfried 
Teske and Knutzen, both of whom taught at Königsberg when Kant was a student. 
The physics textbooks Teske and Knutzen read in class were the ones the young Kant 
studied. The course announcements from Summer 1720 to Winter 1803/04 show 
that physics was invariably taught in two sections: physica dogmatica or theoretica 
and physica experimentalis or specialis. Until Winter 1771/72 (VUK, 326) the most 
widely-used textbooks for dogmatic physics were Wolff’s Vernünfftige Gedancken von 
den Würkungen der Natur (Halle, 1723), which was prescribed sixteen times, whereas 
for experimental physics Georg Erhard Hamberger’s Elementa physices (Jena, 1727), 
which contained both Wolff’s a priori argument for the heterogeneity of light and 
Newton’s experiments on light, was prescribed eleven times, and Jean Antoine Nol-
let’s Leçons de physique expérimentale (Paris, 1743–48), which were particularly 
innovative as regards the conduction of electricity, ten. The course announcements 
also offer the following information: both Teske and Knutzen prescribed Wolff’s 
and Hamberger’s physics textbooks, Wolff for dogmatic physics and Hamberger 
for experimental physics. A plurality of approaches is witnessed at the end of the 
century by the references to the physics textbooks of Friedrich Albert Karl Gren, 
whose Grundriß der Naturlehre (Halle, 1788) was prescribed on seven occasions, 
of Johann Christian Polycarp Erxleben’s Anfangsgründe der Naturlehre (Göttingen, 
1775), prescribed six times, as well as of Julian Konrad von Yelin’s Lehrbuch der 
Experimental-Naturlehre (Ansbach, 1796), prescribed eight times in the short span 
between Winter 1799/1800 and Winter 1803/04. At Königsberg, in the years before 
Kant’s death, there is little said about romantic natural philosophy (Naturphilosophie), 
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which originated at Jena in the writings of Johann Gottlieb Fichte, Friedrich Wilhelm 
Joseph von Schelling, and Johann Wilhelm Ritter. Indeed, the course announcements 
show no references to these names. It must be noted, however, that throughout the 
nineteenth century Königsberg philosophers considered their faculty a stronghold 
of Kantianism and opposed both romanticism and idealism.19 

The star work of mathematical instruction at Königsberg is very clear: Wolff’s 
abridged textbook, Auszug aus den Anfangsgründen aller mathematischen Wissen-
schaften für die Anfänger auf Schulen (Halle, 1717). With ninety-five prescriptions 
of its fourteen editions (three of which appeared after Wolff’s death), it held sway 
at Königsberg from Summer 1734 to Winter 1803/04 because of its axiomatico-
deductive approach (from definitions and axioms to problems and theorems and to 
the corresponding corollaries) and the wide range of its applications (trigonometry, 
hydraulics, ballistics, etc.), which made it a mandatory work for a number of sub-
jects. The second most used textbook was the Erste Gründe aller mathematischen 
Wissenschaften (Stuttgart, 1759) of the Tübingen mathematician Heinrich Wilhelm 
Clemm, prescribed fifty-five times. The author of the third most used textbook was 
the prominent eighteenth-century Königsberg mathematician Johann Schultz, a 
close friend of Kant’s. Schultz’s mathematical textbook, Anfangsgründe der reinen 
Mathesis (Königsberg, 1790), was prescribed thirty times, but his shorter version, 
Kurzer Lehrbegriff der Mathematik (Königsberg, 1797) was only once made a course 
text-book before Winter 1803/04. The Mathematische Anfangsgründe (Göttingen, 
1759–69) of the renowned Göttingen mathematician Abraham Gotthelf Kästner, was 
prescribed only four times, as was the textbook written by the interpreter of Euclid, 
Georg Simon Kluegel, Anfangsgründe der Arithmetik, Geometrie, Trigonometrie 
(Berlin, 1782). The book used by Kant himself in his mathematics courses, Wenz-
eslaus Johann Gustav Karsten’s Lehrbegriff der gesamten Mathematik (Greifswald, 
1767–77), was prescribed only twice, as was the Cursus mathematici libri tres (Halle, 
1756–61) of Wolff’s successor at Halle, Johann Andreas von Segner. Johann Peter 
Eberhard’s Beiträge zur Mathesi applicata (Erfurt, 1756), who was also professor 
at Halle, was prescribed only once.20 

III

The Medical Faculty lacked the prestige of the two other ‘higher faculties’ of Law 
and Theology, because its enrolment was traditionally small. According to the 1770 
course guide, the program of the Medical Faculty comprised the whole of medicine, 
botany and chemistry. Obviously, the students were expected to have taken courses 
in philosophy, physics, natural history, zoology, and mathematics during the four 
semesters they were required to spend in the Philosophical Faculty.21

Throughout the century the most used textbook was Herman Boerhaave’s Insti-
tutiones medicae (Leiden, 1708), prescribed sixty-three times between 1720 and 
1788. While adhering to no single tradition and combining the best features of the 
iatrochemical and iatromechanical schools in his own brand of eclecticism, Boer-
haave’s textbook revived the Hippocratic method of bedside instruction; instituted 
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the clinico-pathological conference; and insisted on post-mortem examination of 
patients in the demonstration of the relation of symptoms to lesions. 

Also of significance was the impact of Hyeronimus David Gaub’s Institutiones 
pathologiae medicinalis (Leiden, 1758), prescribed thirteen times; this took a more 
modern approach than Boerhaave. Latin editions and German translations of works 
by William Cullen, the inventor of the notions of “nervous energy” and “neuroses”, 
were prescribed fourteen times, while the theory of excitability (which classified 
diseases according to whether they had an over- or an understimulating effect on 
the body) advanced by John Brown is mentioned in the course announcements only 
at the very end of the period considered by this paper, namely in Winter 1803/04 
(VUK, 725). The attention given to Cullen and Brown testifies to an interest that 
goes beyond the boundaries of the Medical Faculty and involves the general public. 
For instance Kant, who never taught in the Medical Faculty, based himself on these 
authors for his views on the brain–mind problem and on physiognomy.22 Finally, it is 
worth mentioning that the Königsberg physician Johann Daniel Metzger contributed 
to physiology, epidemiology, and public health with works that were relevant for the 
German Enlightenment. 

Among the botanical works mentioned in the course announcements, none of the 
most important European textbooks went unnoticed. For example, the Institutiones 
rei herbariae (Paris, 1700) of Joseph Pitton de Tournefort, the author of a system 
of classifying plants based on the form of the corolla, which was in high repute up 
to about 1750, was prescribed thirteen times; the Philosophia botanica (Stockholm, 
1751) of Linnaeus, eight times; and the Anfangsgründe der Botanik (Munich, 1785) of 
the director of Munich’s botanical garden, the Austrian Franz von Paula von Schrank, 
seven. In addition, Linnaeus’s botanical and zoological masterpiece, the Systema 
naturae (Leiden, 1735), was prescribed seven times. On the other hand, Johann 
Friedrich Blumenbach’s Handbuch der Naturgeschichte (Göttingen, 1779–80), which 
proposed that zoological classifications be based on structures associated with an 
animal’s specific functions, was prescribed only three times, which is a surprise, given 
that Kant mentions Blumenbach several times in reference to the organization of 
nature.23 Besides, Kant ignored completely the incunabulum of embryology, namely 
Caspar Friedrich Wolff’s Theoria generationis (Halle, 1759), which contains the 
first systematic exposition of generative processes. In fact, Wolff’s work was never 
prescribed by any course teacher at Königsberg, notwithstanding its translation into 
German in 1764. 

In 1786, in the preface to the Metaphysische Anfangsgründe der Naturwissenschaft, 
Kant declared bluntly that chemistry was not a “science” but rather a “systematic 
art”. In other words, he did not consider chemistry as a discipline that investigated 
the outside world for its own sake, but rather as an enterprise that analysed nature 
for the sake of production.24 Chemistry was a discipline taught within the Medical 
Faculty because of the role it played in pharmacology, the science of preparing 
materia medica and of assessing the efficacy of ailments on the human body. All 
through the eighteenth century, interactions occurred between Paracelsio-chemical 
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and herbal pharmacology. Among the most prominent Paracelsian chemists referred 
to at Königsberg is Johann Joachim Becher, whose Physica subterranea (Frankfurt, 
1669) was noted in Summer 1726 (VUK, 40).25 This reflects the fact that most work 
on chemical science in the eighteenth century was still carried out by physicians. 
In compliance with the provision that the production of medicine should follow 
government regulations, the course announcements mention the two editions of the 
Prussian Dispensatorium regium et electorale Borusso-Brandenburgicum (Erfurt, 
1744; Berlin, 1781) on twenty-one occasions, and the Pharmacopea Wirtenbergica 
(Stuttgart, 1741) on eight occasions. The name of the inventor of the phlogiston and 
of the theory of combustion, Georg Ernst Stahl, is mentioned only once, in Winter 
1744/45 (VUK, 151), notwithstanding the fact that all members of Königsberg’s medi-
cal faculy were Stahlian. A speculative “chemical philosophy” was in contrast to the 
empirical approach of herbal pharmacy, which was preliminary to Antoine-Laurent 
Lavoisier’s development of chemistry as an empirical science relying on theoreti-
cal principles as well as on new symbols and nomenclature.26 The most-frequently 
mentioned author of pharmacological textbooks was Johann Friedrich Carthäuser, 
whose Elementa chemiae medicae dogmatico-experimentalis (Halle, 1736) were 
prescribed five times, his Pharmacologia theoretico-practica (Berlin, 1745) once, 
and his Fundamenta materia medica tam generalis quam specialis (Frankfurt an 
der Oder, 1749–50), three times. Also worthy of notice is the fact that Erxleben’s 
Anfangsgründe der Chemie (Göttingen, 1775), which had appeared in several edi-
tions (one of them edited by Georg Lichtenberg), was prescribed only once,27 and that 
Christian Ehrenfried von Weigel’s Grundriß der reinen und angewandten Chemie 
(Greifswald, 1777) was prescribed thirteen times. Finally, the prompt German trans-
lation (Berlin, 1784) of Richard Kirwan’s Elements of mineralogy (London, 1784) 
together with its abridgment edited by Friedrich Wilhelm von Leysser under the title 
of Mineralogische Tabellen, nach Kirwans Mineralogie entworfen (Halle, 1787) 
were discussed in Winter 1789/90, Summer 1788, Winter 1788/89, Winter 1789/90, 
and Winter 1790/91 by Karl Gottfried Hage (VUK, 546, 552, 564, 576). Kirwan was 
one of the leading analytical chemists of his time, being engaged in carrying out 
accurate analyses of minerals and mineral waters. During his studies on affinity he 
also determined the equivalent weights of mineral acids and some metals. In 1780, 
Kirwan had drawn up the first table of specific heats, assuming that phlogiston was 
identical with hydrogen. Interestingly, Hagen read Kirwan during the period when 
the latter adhered to the phlogiston theory, which, however, Kirwan abandoned 
in 1791 in favour of the new approach of Lavoisier. It is perhaps no coincidence, 
then, that the course announcements show that Hagen, himself a Stahlian, stopped 
mentioning Kirwan as of 1791 and that Lavoisier’s name never occurs amongst his 
prewcribed textbooks.

IV

Bödeker has showed that during the eighteenth century the constitution of a public 
sphere for scientific discussions underwent a radical change.28 At the beginning of 
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the century, the Philosophical Faculty had a primarily propaedeutic function; but 
when Kant published the Streit der Fakultäten in 1798 (which, it might be argued, 
he wrote as a direct consequence of his engagement in his academic context29), the 
lower faculty was on the verge of taking on the higher faculties. It had proved to 
be the proper place for the constitution of public opinion, and Frederick Gregory 
is right to remark that by the end of the eighteenth century in Germany there had 
been “an internal reshuffling of the roles of the individual faculties, from which 
the Philosophical Faculty emerged with renewed respect”.30 One can say that at the 
time of Kant’s death on 12 February 1804, the place of theology as the crown of the 
sciences had almost been taken over in German universities by the sciences taught 
in the Philosophical Faculty. It was in 1810, when the idea of the Humboldt-Univer-
sität was realized, that these sciences were to assert their institutional primacy over 
Medicine, Law, and Theology.31 

From a mere propaedeutic, the Philosophical Faculty became the place for a public 
discussion of scientific issues. The Faculty, as Kant argued in the Streit, was subject 
only to reason. In contrast, the three higher faculties were subject, first, to government 
legislation insofar as they had been entrusted with teaching approved medical, legal, 
or sacred texts, and, second, to the legislation of reason, that is, to the members of 
the Philosophical Faculty itself insofar as they search for truth. And when a higher 
faculty engages the Philosophical Faculty in a discussion, this discussion can be 
conducted only in the public forum.32 

Michael Clarke has pointed out that it is wrong to interpret the Streit as an anticipa-
tion of Germany’s nineteenth-century theories of the university.33 True, Fichte, Wil-
helm von Humboldt, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, and Schelling all paid homage 
to Kant — principally as an extension of their commitment to the neo-humanist 
ideal of personal cultivation through science. However, one must bear in mind that 
what differentiated Kant and Humboldt, on the one hand, from the Idealists on the 
other, was that Kant never asked for Humboldt’s “freedom of research and teaching” 
for all faculties. Nor did he ever question the government’s general right to control 
teaching, curriculum, and university appointments. Only for the public use of reason 
did he ask exemption from government control. By the public use of reason, Kant 
understood the theoretical use that a person make of reason “as a scholar before the 
reading public”, which, he added, “must always be free, and it alone can bring about 
enlightenment among men”.34 Kant’s distinction between a “public” and a “private” 
use of reason, as Thomas Broman has pointedly remarked, originated 

in part for pragmatic reasons. Free public criticism required a stable social order, 
and maintenance of such an order demanded obedience to the law by the members 
of the civil society. At the same time, a mature and just society was one in which 
the law-giver’s will harmonized itself with public opinion.35 

It is well known that in Was ist Aufklärung? Kant quoted Frederick II’s remark, 
“Argue as much as you will, and about what you will, but obey!”36 In other words, 
the monarch invited each scholar to discuss publicly truths on the stage provided 
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by the sciences of the Philosophical Faculty — assuming, of course, that they were 
abiding by the rule of law for their civic commitments, when fulfilling their obliga-
tions if they were members of the Philosophical Faculty; but if the scholars were 
members of one of the higher faculties, the monarch expected them also to abide by 
the specific instructions issued by the government.

Obviously, Kant saw no incompatibility between university teachers being allowed 
the exercise of the public use of reason and their conformity to the state that supported 
them in their private use of reason. If one reads the Streit with Was ist Aufklärung? in 
mind, the conclusion is inescapable. For Kant, academic freedom is possible only in 
the Philosophical Faculty, where the professors are expected to argue freely in public 
on all issues. He did not extend the claim to the higher faculties, for he assumed that 
their professors were bound by the civil-law contract they signed upon being hired 
to expound that which the government enjoined them to teach.

It can be said that the work done at German universities such as Königsberg during 
the eighteenth century was neither extensive nor sustained, thus marking a sharp 
difference with German nineteenth-century universities. It must be conceded that 
German universities were conservative and did not aim at being centres of innova-
tion, yet they were to be centres of innovation beginning with the nineteenth century. 
How did, then, the transformation from the still decidedly conservative university of 
the eighteenth century to the innovative and unrivalled university of the nineteenth 
century come about? Evidently, some of the work accomplished at Königsberg was 
original (Kant comes to mind first of all), and it was certainly a necessary step 
toward the developments to come, but the fact that in Königsberg Lavoisier, Fichte 
and Schelling were ignored, points to its lagging behind the much more dynamic 
schools at Jena and Göttingen. Perhaps the main reason for this was Königsberg’s 
peripheral location at Germany’s farthest cultural border. This, however, brings us 
back to the original problem, namely Golinski’s argument that science in the Enlight-
enment was dependent on a multiplicity of specific contexts, each one constituted 
by long- as well as short-range social factors. Besides, before Humboldt’s effective 
plea for the unity of research and teaching, the scientific research done at universities 
such as Königsberg obviously did not rival that conducted at royal academies such 
as Berlin and Petersburg, which were located in the respective capitals.37 In fact, for 
many scientists royal courts provided, as Bruce T. Moran remarked in his paper on 
patronage and institutions from 1550 to 1750, a “safe harbor from the intellectual 
constraints of universities”.38 

One may wish to ask, however, what were these intellectual constraints and how 
effective were they? German universities in the eighteenth century were small in 
size and wholly dependent on their princes and ministers, but this does not neces-
sarily imply, as has been suggested, that they were obsolete, scholastic relics, full 
of “mediocre hard working pedants totally without originality”.39 One can agree 
with Moran that in the first decades of the period examined in this paper German 
universities produced a “new style of learning, one oriented toward contemporary 
issues, practical disciplines, and public service”.40 Yet Königsberg professors did 
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not write only disputations and textbooks. One need only to look at the catalogues 
of the Leipzig and Frankfurt Bookfairs during the eighteenth century to see that 
professors published a number of scientific treatises (e.g., Kant’s Kritik der reinen 
Vernunft), essays (e.g., Kant’s Streit der Fakultäten) and popular books (e.g., Kant’s 
Anthropologie in pragmatischer Hinsicht). It is true that Kant wrote four Latin dis-
sertations. But it is also true that four dissertations was the required amount for an 
academic career (the last of them, De mundi sensibilis atque intelligibilis forma et 
principiis, was a major step toward the Kritik der reinen Vernunft).

Finally, one may wish to ask whether there were any differences between univer-
sities and academies as regards the place of science and the constitution of a public 
sphere. A tentative answer might be that there was hardly any difference, insofar as 
a public sphere is, by definition, spatially and temporally limited. In other words, 
in eighteenth-century Germany the constitution of a public sphere depended on 
numerous local and temporary factors, first and foremost the cultural visions of the 
individual governments. It is true that monarchs had founded academies in Berlin, 
Göttingen, Munich, Greifswald, Brunswick and in several other towns, but (with the 
exception of Berlin) these academies were often small centres of learning. In fact, 
German regionalism prevented the concentration of research at great academies 
like those in Paris, London and Petersburg, and it dictated instead that universities 
be spread all over the territory. (In this respect, Göttingen had obviously a different 
profile in comparison to Königsberg because it was the seat of both a university and 
an academy of sciences.41) There are fundamental points of intersection between the 
university and a larger ambient culture and, again, Kant, who was both a university 
teacher and an academy corresponding fellow is a good node from which to view 
both. In sum, the picture of the progressive forces animating Berlin’s eighteenth-cen-
tury Academy of Sciences in antithesis to the reactionary forces dictating scientific 
enterprise in universities such as Königsberg is false, just as the contraposition of 
London’s seventeenth-century Gresham College and Royal Society in antithesis to 
Oxford and Cambridge is inappropriate.42 

The predominance of scientific pursuits and courses in a setting profoundly 
dominated by institutional constraints such as Königsberg during the 148 semesters 
examined by this paper, between Summer 1720 and Winter 1803/04, is impressive. 
Yet the relative and apparent ignorance of certain great names in the course textbook 
prescriptions is surprising. Although this framework might seem obsolete, it none-
theless corresponds to the peculiar approach of the German Enlightenment, whose 
impact would never have materialized without the network of regional universities 
that contained institutions such as Königsberg. At the same time, and in addition to 
teaching, research was also advanced: Teske, Knutzen, Kant and Schultz contributed 
to physics and mathematics, and Kant’s Allgemeine Naturgeschichte und Theorie des 
Himmels did not come out of the blue. The question that is left is, then, what was the 
relation between a university’s institutional constraints, which gave the framework 
for what Kant called the “private” use of reason, and the “public” creativity of its 
professors? Such a question is not rhetorical, and the answers that cite scholasticism, 
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pedantry, or servility are not satisfactory. To this question, the present paper has 
given a first answer that is based on the interpretation of sources that to date have 
received little attention. 
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