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Abstract

This book describes and analyses the PhD candidates in the Humanities at the 
Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin and at Columbia University, New 
York, from 1871 to 1913 as well as the reforms related to the PhD programs at 
said institutions. It uses primary sources such as the theses and curricula vitae 
of the PhD candidates but also the reports of the universities, statistics released, 
census records of government institutions as well as newspapers and biographical 
collections. The goal is to compare the PhD candidates at these two universities 
according to their numbers, age, gender, religion, place of birth and social back-
ground. It further includes a comparison of the reforms and transformation of 
the two universities with a focus on those which most affected PhD candidates. 
Instead of focusing on the careers of PhD candidates after they acquired their 
degree (as in most other studies), this book focuses on the background and the 
life of PhD candidates before they received their degree from their university. 
By doing so, this book will contribute to the understanding of the development 
of the universities and societies in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, con-
sidering the debates regarding the German Sonderweg, the professionalisation 
of education and cross-border exchange among academics wherever possible.



6 Horst Carl und Joachim Eibach

Table of Content

1.  Introduction ........................................................................................ 9

 1.1 Research Context ......................................................................... 14

 1.2 Germany ..................................................................................... 16

 1.3 United States of America ............................................................. 20

 1.4 International Comparisons .......................................................... 25

2.  Sources and Methodology ................................................................. 31

 2.1 Introduction ................................................................................. 31

 2.2 Methodology ............................................................................... 32
 2.2.1 Classification of Data ................................................................ 33
 2.2.2 Gender  ..................................................................................... 34
 2.2.3 Date of Birth/Age ..................................................................... 35
 2.2.4 Geographical Background ........................................................ 36
 2.2.5 Religion/Denomination ............................................................ 40
 2.2.6 Social Background .................................................................... 41

 2.3 Sources ........................................................................................ 46
 2.3.1 Berlin ....................................................................................... 46
 2.3.2 Columbia ................................................................................. 49

 2.4 Conclusion ................................................................................... 53

3.  Berlin & Columbia ............................................................................ 56

 3.1 The Germany Empire and the University of Berlin ....................... 57

 3.2 The USA and Columbia University ............................................. 66

 3.3 Conclusion ................................................................................... 78

4.  The University of Berlin ..................................................................... 85

 4.1 Introduction ................................................................................. 85



7 Horst Carl und Joachim Eibach

 4.2 Numbers ...................................................................................... 87

 4.3 Age .............................................................................................. 95

 4.4 Geographical Background ............................................................ 98
 4.4.1 Candidates from the German Empire ..................................... 100
 4.4.2 Non-German Candidates ........................................................ 103

 4.5 Religion ..................................................................................... 122
 4.5.1 The Christians ........................................................................ 124
 4.5.2 The Jews ................................................................................. 129
 4.5.3 Other Religious Affiliations ..................................................... 132
 
 4.6 Social Background ..................................................................... 134
 4.6.1 The Upper Class ..................................................................... 136
 4.6.2 The Middle Class .................................................................... 140

 4.7 Conclusion ................................................................................ 145

5.  Columbia University ........................................................................ 153

 5.1 Introduction ............................................................................... 153

 5.2 Numbers .................................................................................... 156

 5.3 Age ............................................................................................ 164

 5.4 Geographical Background .......................................................... 167
 5.4.1 Candidates from the US ......................................................... 168
 5.4.2 Non-American Candidates ..................................................... 175

 5.5 Religion ..................................................................................... 182
 5.5.1 The Christians ......................................................................... 184
 5.5.2 The Jews ................................................................................. 186

 5.6 Social Background ...................................................................... 188
 5.6.1 The Upper Class ..................................................................... 191
 5.6.2 The Middle Class .................................................................... 193

 5.7 Conclusion ................................................................................ 204



8 Horst Carl und Joachim Eibach

6.  Female PhD Candidates ................................................................... 212

 6.1 The Admission of  Women in Berlin and at Columbia University ... 212

 6.2 Female PhD Candidates ............................................................. 223

 6.3 Conclusion ................................................................................. 238

7.  The Rise of the Modern PhD ........................................................... 241

 7.1 Numbers .................................................................................... 243

 7.2 Age ............................................................................................ 245

 7.3 Geographical Diversity ............................................................... 248

 7.4 Religious Diversity ..................................................................... 251

 7.5 Social Background ...................................................................... 254

 7.6 Female PhDs ............................................................................. 257

 7.7 The Meritocratic PhD System .................................................... 259

8.  Table of Figures ................................................................................ 263

9.  Bibliography ........................................................................................ 265

 9.1 Primary Sources ......................................................................... 265
 9.1.1 For Columbia University .......................................................... 266
 9.1.2 For the University of Berlin ..................................................... 268
 9.1.3 Official Records and Publications ............................................ 269
 9.1.4 Biographies, Collections and Encyclopedias ............................ 269
 9.1.5 Additional documents, collections and publications ................ 270

 9.2 Secondary Sources .................................................................... 275

Acknowledgment ..................................................................................... 287



9Introduction

1. Introduction

This study researches the social, religious and geographical background of young, 
upcoming academics at two prestigious universities in the late 19th  and early 
20th centuries, the period when ‘modern’ understanding of the PhD degree, as one 
proving a candidate’s potential as an academic, was established. The PhD degree 
was part of the ‘German university model’ from the foundation of the University 
of Berlin in 1810 onwards. It was adopted by Columbia and other American 
universities in the late 19th century. Leading US scholars of this period, such as 
John Burgess, Frederick A.P. Barnard and Nicholas Murray Butler of Columbia, 
professionalised and formalised its process. By doing so, the PhD became the 
first internationally recognised academic degree within two very different higher 
education systems: the state-organised and -financed German system and the, at 
that time, mostly privately funded and more liberal American system. 

PhD candidates at the University of Berlin and at Columbia of this period re-
present therefore not just an exclusive group of people, who were neither studen-
ts nor academics. In fact, they were representatives of a group which promoted 
the importance of the PhD within their own systems and through an exchange 
program of professors beyond their national borders. By focusing on PhD can-
didates and not those who began a prestigious career after their PhD as scholars, 
politicians or entrepreneurs, as other studies have done, this study will establish 
a comprehensive insight into an exclusive group of society, since PhD candidates 
did not see themselves as students but as academics. Nevertheless, they still lacked 
the required qualifications in the eyes of those grading their thesis and who deci-
ded if they would eventually become part of the scholarly world.

The challenge of this book is to describe and analyse a large group of people 
with one distinctive characteristic: they were all PhD candidates in the Huma-
nities at a university during the same period. There are studies that deal with 
the careers of former PhD candidates. However, these investigations usually 
focus on a group of exceptional people who were highly successful as scholars, 
politicians or entrepreneurs after they finished their studies. These publications 
include neither an overview of all PhD candidates nor comprehensive and de-
tailed data on the background of the PhD candidates.1

1 See Rüdiger vom Bruch, “A Slow Farewell to Humboldt? Stages in the History of Ger-
man Universities, 1810-1945,” in German universities, past and future: Crisis or renewal?, 
Mitchell G. Ash, ed. (Providence (RI): Berghahn Books, 1997), 3-32.
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For example, Rosalind Rosenberg’s study analyses the women of Barnard 
College. Its focus is on those who were the most influential. An all-inclusive 
comparison of female students and other PhD candidates at Barnard is not part 
of her study.2 Carl Diehl’s book, shows, on the other hand, that until 1870 there 
was simply not enough data available for a comprehensive comparison.”3

This study therefore fills a gap by analysing the ‘early adopters’ of the mo-
dern PhD at the two most prestigious institutions of higher education and 
research independently of their success after their PhD. The leading question of 
this study is therefore not, as in most other studies, what became of PhD candi-
dates, but who these people who managed to acquire the first modern PhD de-
grees were. As such, this study is closer to Diehl’s approach then to Rosenberg’s. 
However, and this is the significant difference, this time the data is available.

Moreover, numerous studies of students and universities have been publis-
hed. The situation of undergraduates at specific universities, like Oxford4 or 
Berlin,5 or in specific countries, like the United States,6 not to mention that of 
the professors at all of the previously-mentioned universities has been a focus 
of research in the past.7 Some inter- and transnational comparative studies that 
compare the opportunities of students exist as well, for example publications 
that have compared the development of female education in Great Britain, Ger-
many and Spain8 or regarding co-education in Great Britain and the United 

2 See Rosalind Rosenberg, Changing the subject: How the women of Columbia shaped the 
way we think about sex and politics (New York (NY): Columbia University Press, 2004).

3 Charles E. McClelland. “German Universities and American Scholars” History of Edu-
cation Quarterly 20, no. 2 (1980): 229-232.

4 See Lawrence Stone, ed., The University in Society, 2 vols. 1 (Princeton (NJ): Princeton 
University Press, 1974) and Paul R. Deslandes, Oxbridge men: British masculinity and 
the undergraduate experience, 1850-1920 (Bloomington (IN): Indiana University Press, 
2005).

5 See Rüdiger vom Bruch, ed., Die Berliner Universität im Kontext der deutschen Uni-
versitätslandschaft nach 1800, um 1860 und um 1910 [The University of Berlin in the 
context of the German university landscape past 1800, 1860 and 1910] (München: 
Oldenbourg-Verlag, 2010).

6 See Bernhard Berelson, Graduate Education in the United States (New York (NY): Mc-
Graw-Hill, 1960).

7 See Marita Baumgarten, Professoren und Universitäten im 19. Jahrhundert, Kritische 
Studien zur Geschichtswissenschaft 121 [Professors and universities in the 19th centu-
ry, critical studies in history], (Göttingen, Gießen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1997), 
and Arthur J. Engel, “The Emerging Concept of Academic Profession at Oxford 1800-
1954,” in The University in Society, Lawrence Stone, ed., 2 vols. (Princeton (NJ): Princ-
eton University Press, 1974), 305-352.

8 See Katharina Rowold, The educated woman: Minds, bodies, and women’s higher educa-
tion in Britain, Germany, and Spain, 1865-1914 (New York (NY): Routledge, 2010).
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States.9 There are also more specialised studies which focus on the question 
of identity, the role of the state or student life. The role of higher education 
in promoting national identity and nationalism has been an important part 
of research into German universities, for example with regard to the role of 
fraternities10 or the international representation of the German higher educa-
tion system.11 In Great Britain, both Oxford12 and the University of London13 
have been investigated with regard to training the elite for the British Empire. 
Furthermore, the introduction of the D.Sc. [Doctor of Science] and D.Litt. 
[Doctor of Literature] in the 19th century at the University of London and the 
later establishment of the PhD programme after 1900 has also been particularly 
researched, as it was a direct answer to the attractiveness of German universities 
to American and British students.14 There are studies about the specialization 
of scientific studies and the interdisciplinary nature of science,15 the role of fe-
male doctoral candidates,16 the professionalization of education17 as well as the 
differences between the German, American and British university systems.18 
Finally, the role of doctoral thesis advisers and the doctoral rules of procedure 

9 See Christine D. Myers, University coeducation in the Victorian Era: Inclusion in the 
United States and the United Kingdom, 1st ed. (New York (NY): Palgrave Macmillan, 
2010).

10 See Harald Lönnecker, “Studenten und Gesellschaft, Studenten in der Gesellschaft – 
Versuch eines Überblicks seit Beginn des 19. Jahrhunderts” [Students and society, stu-
dents in society – An attempt of an overview since the beginning of rhe 19th century], in 
Universität im öffentlichen Raum [University in the public space], Rainer C. Schwinges, 
ed., 387-438.

11 See Kurt Düwell, ed., Deutschlands Auswärtige Kulturpolitik 1918 – 1932: Grundlinien 
und Dokumente [Germany’s foreign cultural policy 1918-1932: basics and documents] 
(Wien: Böhlau Verlag, 1976).

12 See Richards Symonds, “Oxford and the Empire,” in The history of the University of 
Oxford: Nineteenth Century Oxford, Part 2, M. G. Brock and M. C. Curthoys, eds. 
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2000), 689-716.

13 See N. B. Harte, The University of London 1836-1986: An illustrated history (London: 
Athlone, 1986).

14 See Renate Simpson, How the PhD came to Britain: A century of struggle for postgraduate 
education (Guildford: Society for Research into Higher Education, 1983).

15 See Nicole Hulin, “Les doctorats dans les disciplines scientifiques au XIX siècles” [The 
PhDs in Science in the 19th century], Revue d’Histoire des Sciences; vol. 43, 401-426.43.

16 See Patricia M. Mazón, Gender and the modern research university: The admission of wom-
en to German higher education, 1865-1914 (Stanford (CA): Stanford University Press, 
2003).

17 See Arthur J. Engel, From clergyman to don: The rise of the academic profession in nine-
teenth-century Oxford (New York (NY): Oxford University Press, 1983).

18 See Joseph Ben-David, “The Universities and the Growth of Science in Germany and 
the United States,” Minerva 7, no. 1 (1968/69).
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have also been researched in some cases, for example in Jena.19 However, there is 
no comprehensive study about the nature of PhD candidates in the late 19th or 
early 20th century.
– As PhD candidates and students are often not clearly distinguished, it is 

important to emphasize again that a PhD candidate is neither a student nor 
an academic. While it is certainly possible to merge PhD candidates with 
either the academics or students, they have unique characteristics which set 
them apart from both other groups:

–  A PhD candidate is not a student because he pursues unique research as a 
requirement for his degree. His former degrees usually allow him to teach 
other students while he, except for fully taught PhD programs, has nearly 
no requirements with regard to courses to be attended. He also has a more 
professional and in some cases also a more personal relationship to his su-
pervisor compared to regular students.

On the other hand, a PhD candidate is not an academic. Although he might 
publish papers during his PhD or present his research at seminars and confe-
rences, the original research he pursues during his PhD is what qualifies him as 
a member of the academic community. A PhD candidate might teach under-
graduate students, but, in the eyes of academics, he will be unqualified to teach 
master’s students who are working on their master’s thesis. He is a “teaching 
assistant”, not a “teacher”.

By focusing on two leading universities with a comparable amount of data, 
this study will shed light on who these PhD candidates were. While being part 
of the increasing number of international and transnational historical studies 
on university education, this project will be the first of its kind. It will rate 
the development of social historical research in recent decades including the 
rise of gender and micro-history into account. Moreover, it draws on the new 
opportunities provided by qualitative and quantitative methods that allow us 
to combine vast numbers of data from various archives and sources. Not least, 
this study benefits from the availability of relevant data at both the University 
of Berlin and Columbia University. By making this data available, this study 

19 See Ulrich Rasche, “Studien zur Habilitation und zur Kollektivbiographie Jenaer Privat-
dozenten 1835 – 1914” [Studies about habilitation and collect biographies of private 
lecturers in Jena 1835-1914], in Klassische Universität und akademische Provinz:  Die 
Universität Jena Mitte des 19. bis in die dreißiger Jahre des 20. Jahrhunderts, [Classical 
university and academic province: the University of Jena in the middle of the 19th centu-
ry until the 30s of the 20th century], Stefan Gerber and Steinbach Matthias, eds. (Jena, 
Quedlinburg: Dr. Bussert & Stadeler, 2005), 131-193.
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will build a bridge between studies focusing on the period before 1870 and 
especially those after 1913. The latter investigations have focused on the most 
successful scholars, who acquired their PhD in most cases during the period this 
study covers. The separation of PhD candidates from students and academics 
will extend our understanding of upcoming academics and their background, 
not just about those who were extremely successful, but also those who were to 
have mediocre careers as scholars, state officials or in business and have, there-
fore often been ignored.

Neither the University of Berlin nor Columbia University were chosen at 
random for this study. The same applies to the period of investigation. Co-
lumbia copied and amended the German post-graduate system in the late 
19th  and early 20th  centuries. Unlike the University of London, which tried 
to establish its own doctoral system, Columbia never had the aspiration to 
develop its own unique degree. It rather aimed to implement and improve the 
best system available which, at that time, was considered to be the German 
one. In fact, the amendments to its system made by Columbia, such as the 
separation of the Master and PhD programs or the requirement to be employed 
as a post-graduate teacher and researcher, were instituted by Columbia in the 
late 19th and early 20th century based on the German PhD system.

However, this is not the only reason for the selection of the two univer-
sities. Berlin and Columbia were both already leading higher education insti-
tutions in the 19th and early 20th centuries with respect to their reputation as 
professional research institutions, although Berlin had already lost some of its 
early reform-spirit. Columbia, inspired by the German system and its own re-
forms of the middle of the 19th century, arguably took the lead and brought 
the post-graduate system to the next level by separating Master students and 
PhD candidates. Comparing Berlin and Columbia thus allows, to show how 
Columbia implemented and improved the German system and how these 
changes affected PhD candidates.

Additionally, the ties between Columbia and Berlin were closer than is often 
known. The leading figures of both universities, such as Nicholas Murray But-
ler in the case of Columbia, initiated an exchange of scholars after the World’s 
Columbia Exposition in Chicago in 1893 between Germany and the United 
States. This exchange programme, however, was not similar to today’s exchange 
of scholars and students between universities. For instance, the program did not, 
include the mutual recognition of university courses and degrees. However, it de-
monstrates the intention and determination of scholars of Berlin and Columbia 
universities, to establish a sustainable exchange between scholars and researchers.
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This book will start with a chapter explaining the methodology, which in-
cludes a review of past research conducted in this field as well as an overview of 
the most important sources. The following chapter will provide an overview of 
the development of the University of Berlin and Columbia University.

The following two chapters present the PhD candidates in the Humanities 
at the University of Berlin and Columbia. Each chapter is organised according 
to research categories outlined in the methodological chapter of this study and 
will present the results of the research accordingly. As the available sources and 
data are different, each sub-chapter will also include a summary as well as out-
line the required adjustments of the categorisation system. A section on the 
female PhD candidates at the University of Berlin and Columbia follows these 
two chapters. As the admission of women as students and PhD candidates was 
handled differently at the University of Berlin and at Columbia, it seemed ap-
propriate to present the enrolment of women and the first PhD candidates in 
a separate chapter.

1.1 Research Context

The precise role of universities has been a part of the scientific debate over ed-
ucation in Germany since the Enlightenment, especially at times of economic, 
social or political crisis.20 This section gives an overview of the research on the 
history of universities in Germany and the United States in the late 19th and 
early 20th  centuries to provide a better understanding of the purpose of this 
study. The focus will be on studies of university development in the second half 
of the 19th century and the beginning of the 20th century, while not necessarily 
excluding studies of other time periods. When comparing studies of American 
universities, one must bear in mind that, first, the American university system 
became the leading one in various fields only as late as the 1960s. Yet its rise 
began in the early 20th century. Second, the number of American universities 
was and remains far higher than the number of universities in Germany. Fur-
thermore, some developments affecting universities in the United States did not 
occur in Germany and vice versa. The best example, albeit from a later period, 
is the rise of the African-American Civil Rights Movement in the late 1950s 

20 See Stanley Aronowitz and Henry A. Giroux, Education under siege: The conservative, 
liberal and radical debate over schooling (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1986, 
c1985).
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and early 1960s. Its impact on higher education is part of a different literature 
on race and racism within American society and its education system. Student 
protests in Germany at the same time were not against racism, but against 
established society in general. Although there were social movements in both 
countries during the same time, these movements had a different background. 
Finally, as universities are an integral part of modern society, studies about them 
usually refer to the role of universities while not focusing on them. Due to all 
these reasons, writing a complete historiography about the development of his-
torical research on universities as well as the classification of previous research 
would be a study of its own.

The history of universities is a very broad field of historical research which 
not only includes the functionality of a university, but also university law, the 
economic influence of universities and the development of educational practice 
within universities, just to mention a few. Due to this, the development and 
history of universities is not only a topic for historians, but also for practitioners 
of other disciplines like sociology. Take for example the sociologist Joseph 
Ben-David. He received his education in sociology at the LSE, but remained a 
“lone rider” within his own field of sociological research. On the other hand, 
his studies had a big impact on the social history of science and education in the 
form of “unconnected studies”.21 His piece Universities and Academic Systems in 
Modern Societies22 attempts to explain why the American university system has 
become the most influential one today. Ben-David argues that while the Ger-
man university system lacked the ability to reform itself, the American system 
not only promoted competition within society, but also within academia and 
between different universities. In contrast to Germany, the American university 
system was able to nourish a constant reform process and advance, in the in-
ternational academic world far more quickly than the German one due to the 
increasing international exchange among scientists after the end of the First 
World War. However, these international contacts were, in the case of Colum-
bia and the University of Berlin, already established in the late 19th century, as 
will be shown.

21 See Gad Freudentahl, “General Introduction: Joseph Ben-David: An Outline of His 
Life and Work by Gad Freudenthal,” in Scientific Growth, Scientific Growth: Essays on 
the Social Organization and Ethos of Science, Gad Freudenthal, ed. (Berkeley (WV) et al.: 
University of California Press, 1991) 1-25, 21.

22 See Joseph Ben-David, “Universities and Academic Systems in Modern Societies,” in 
Scientific Growth: Essays on the Social Organization and Ethos of Science, Gad Freuden-
thal, ed. (Berkeley (WV) et al.: University of California Press, 1991), 125-157
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1.2 Germany

The first comprehensive studies made by historians about the development of 
education and universities in Germany were written by Friedrich Paulsen23 and 
Johannes Conrad.24 Additionally, Lexis Wilhelm produced an overview of the 
German university system for the world fair in Chicago in 1893.25 While ha-
ving the same topic, the focus of the two studies was very different. Conrad 
concentrated on developments such as the number of professors and studen-
ts. Paulsen’s topic was the development of the German grammar school, the 
Gymnasium, and its role in the education of future university students. Both 
studies benefited from the fact that all German territorial states before 1871 
and afterwards collected an enormous amount of data on their education sys-
tem. Studies published on the history of the Humboldt University, the for-
mer Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, which were brought out between 
1945 and 1989, suffered from the problem of being influenced by the conflict 
between West and East Germany. A comprehensive study on the history of the 
Humboldt University was published in 2010, on the occasion of the 200th an-
niversary of the university. The six-volume work is the most up-to-date history 
of the university.26

After 1945, there were different developments within historical science that 
affected research on the history of universities in Germany. One was the Sonder-
wegsdebate [separate path debate] on Germany in comparison with other west-
ern states, especially France and the United Kingdom; another, although part 
of the Sonderwegsdebate, was the Bielefelder Schule [School of Bielefeld] which 

23 See Friedrich Paulsen, Geschichte des gelehrten Unterrichts aus den deutschen Schulen und 
Universitäten vom Ausgang des Mittelalters bis zur Gegenwart: Mit besonderer Rücksicht 
auf den klassischen Unterricht [History of the academic education in the German schools 
and universities since the end of the medieval times until present: With a special focus 
oft he classical studies], 2 vols. (Leipzig: Veit & Co., 1885).

24 See Johannes Conrad, Das Universitätsstudium in den letzten fünzig Jahren [University 
education during the last 50 years] (Jena: G. Fischer, 1884).

25 See Lexis Wilhelm, ed., Die deutschen Universitäten: Für die Universitätsausstellung in 
Chicago 1893 [The German universities: for the world fair in Chicago 1893], (Berlin: 
s.n., 1893).

26 See Rüdiger Vom Bruch et al., Geschichte der Universität Unter den Linden 1810-2010: 
Sozialistisches Experiment und Erneuerung in der Demokratie - die Humboldt-Universität 
zu Berlin 1945 – 2010 [History of the university under the limes: socialistic experiments 
and renewal of democracy - The Humboldt University Berlin 1945-2010] (Berlin: De 
Gruyter, 2012).
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introduced sociological theories and statistical methods into history. Finally, 
there was the development of micro- and gender history, which some histori-
ans saw as a counter-movement, while others argued that it was also rooted in 
the Bielefelder Schule.27 While the Sonderwegsdebate was a discussion about the 
development of Germany itself, the Bielefelder Schule, micro history and gender 
history were part of the fragmention and the implementation of innovative 
approaches within historical science in the 20th century.28

The two main supporters of both the Sonderwegs-Theory and the Bielefelder 
Schule were Jürgen Kocka and Hans-Ulrich Wehler. Both argued that not only 
political events or leaders, but also society and its evolution are responsible for 
the development of a nation.  While their studies were mainly about German 
society and its changes, their approach led to further research on the German 
education system and its social and demographic changes. They also relied on 
already existing mainly sociological-statistical studies for their own work.

This approach was also used for studies about the history of the German 
education system. One of these studies was Detlef Müller’s Sozialstruktur und 
Schulsystem [Social structure and school system].29 He has compared the official 
educational statistics published by the local authorities in the late 19th and early 
20th centuries to demonstrates that the number of students at grammar schools 
with a middle class background grew with the increasing influence of the mid-
dle class in German society state and economy in the 19th century. Only two 
years before, Karsten Bahnson had come to the same conclusion.30 A later but 
for this project very important study is the dissertation of Marita Baumgarten 
Professoren und Universitäten im 19. Jahrhundert, published in 1997.31 While 

27 See Bettina Hitzer and Thomas Welskopp, eds., Die Bielefelder Sozialgeschichte, Klassi-
sche Texte zu einem geschichtswissenschaftlichen Programm und seinen Kontroversen [The 
Bielefelder Social History, classic essays about a program of history of science and its 
controversies] (Bielefeld: transcript Verlag, 2010).

28 See Georg G. Iggers, Geschichtswissenschaft im 20. Jahrhundert: Ein kritischer Überblick 
im internationalen Zusammenhang [History in the 20th century: a critical overview with 
regard to ist international perspective] (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1993).

29 See Detlef K. Müller, Sozialstruktur und Schulsystem: Aspekte zum Strukturwandel des 
Schulwesens im 19. Jahrhundert, Studien zum Wandel von Gesellschaft und Bildung 
im neunzehnten Jahrhundert [Social structure and school system: aspect of structual 
changes of the school system in the 19th century, Studies about the change of society 
and education in the 19th century] (Göttingen, Frankfurt am Main: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1977).

30 See Karsten Bahnson, Student und Hochschule im 19. Jahrhundert: Studien und Materia-
lien [Students and universities in the 19th century: studies and materials] (Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1975).

31 See Martia Baumgarten, Professoren und Universitäten im 19. Jahrhundert.
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she also used the official statistics, Baumgarten developed her own system of 
social categories and focused on professors and not the students, as had other 
studies. Her study confirmed the thesis of Joseph Ben-David that the change 
from university families to a competitive system for jobs at the universities oc-
curred in Germany in the 19th century. While family links among professors 
lessened, the understanding of professors that they were part of the leading 
social class due to their high academic reputation was strengthened. However, 
the question remains if these changes are also reflected in the nature of the PhD 
candidates.

If the Bielefelder Schule and the debate about it remained a mainly Ger-
man one, the Sonderwegs-thesis, which was in fact initially developed in the 
19th century by German conservatives (with positive connotations), has been, 
and still is, debated outside Germany especially since 1945. The German 
university system was part of this debate about the differences between the 
different national university systems and its role within society with regard to 
the education of the elites. To start with, historians such as A. J. P. Taylor32 and 
William L. Shirer33 argued that the development of Germany and the rise of the 
Nazis was not only different from the rest of Europe, but also inevitable. Since 
1980, historians such as Geoff Eley and David Blackbourn34 and more recently 
Christopher Clarke35 have criticized the Sonderweg-thesis by emphasizing that 
the development of Germany was not at all special within Europe. Additional-
ly, Clarke argues that the Sonderwegs-thesis was in fact started by Prussia itself 
to promote its own historical legitimation. It will be required to address the 
question on wether the development of the PhD candidates at the University of 
Berlin fits into the Sonderwegs-thesis or not.

The development of micro-history in the 1980s and of gender history to-
wards the millennium led to a new focus within the history of the universities 
in Germany and the Berlin universities. Micro-history led away from the big 
conceptions made by the Bielefelderschule and focused on the impact of the uni-

32 See A. J. P. Taylor, The course of German history: A survey of the development of German 
history since 1815 (London, New York (NY): Routledge, 2001).

33 See William L. Shirer, The rise and fall of the Third Reich: A history of Nazi Germany 
(New York (NY): Simon & Schuster, 1990).

34 See David Blackbourn and Geoff Eley, The peculiarities of German history: Bourgeois 
society and politics in the 19th-century Germany (Oxford et. al.: Oxford University Press, 
1985).

35 See Christopher M. Clark, Iron kingdom: The rise and downfall of Prussia, 1600-1947 
(Cambridge (MA): Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2006).
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versity, its city and the people involved within the university. This included dif-
ferent areas of study such as the development and role of students within local 
society for example in Berlin,36 the influence of professors on the development 
of the city37 or the self-image of a university within the academic landscape.38 
A broader approach on micro-history included the relationships between ac-
ademics and society,39 the role of Wilhelm von Humboldt’s university model 
and the development of the German university40 as well as the role of historians 
in German politics.41 An even broader definition of micro-history has resulted 
in comparisons of the development of different universities within the same 
country.42 Gender history on the other hand has examined the role of women 
within higher education. The broadest study of women and their admission 
to German universities was conducted in 2003 by Patricia Mazón in her dis-
sertation Gender and the modern research university.43 Follow-up investigations 
have focused on specific women and their role within the university,44 the role 

36 See Harald Lönnecker, Universität im öffentlichen Raum.
37 See Frank Wagner, “Professoren in Stadt und Staat: Das Beispiel der Berliner Universi-

tätsordinarien” [Professors in city and state: The example of the professors at the Uni-
versity of Berlin], in Universität im öffentlichen Raum, Rainer C. Schwinges, ed. (Basel: 
Schwabe Verlag, 2008), 365-385.

38 See Johannes Becker, “Diversifizierung eines Modells? Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universitä-
ten 1810, 1811, 1818,” [Diversification of a model: Friedrich-Wilhelms universities 
1810, 1811, 1818], in Die Berliner Universität im Kontext der deutschen Universitäts-
landschaft nach 1800, um 1860 und um 1910, Rüdiger vom Bruch, ed. (München: 
Oldenbourg-Verlag, 2010), 73-92.

39 See Rüdiger vom Bruch, Björn Hofmeister and Hans-Christoph Liess, eds., Gelehr-
tenpolitik, Sozialwissenschaften und akademische Diskurse in Deutschland im 19. und 
20. Jahrhundert [Academic policy, social science and academic debates in Germany in the 
19th and 20th centuries] (Stuttgart: Steiner, 2006).

40 See Rüdiger vom Bruch, German universities, past and future.
41 See Charles E. McClelland, “Berlin historians and German politics,” Journal of contem-

porary history 8 (1973) (1973), 3-33.
42 See Charles E. McClelland, “Inszenierte Weltgeltung einer prima inter pares? Die Ber-

liner Universität und ihr Jubiläum 1910,” [Stage-managing of international recognition 
of a prima inter pares? The University of Berlin in its jubilee of 1910], in Die Berliner 
Universität im Kontext der deutschen Universitätslandschaft nach 1800, um 1860 und um 
1910, Rüdiger vom Bruch, ed. (München: Oldenbourg-Verlag, 2010), 243-254.

43 See Patricia M. Mazón, Gender and the modern research university.
44 See Silke Hellin. “Schlaglichter auf eine frühe Journalistin und politische Lobbyistin: 

Else Frobenius (1875 – 1952)” [Highlights about an early Journalist and political Lob-
byist: Else Frobenius (1875-1952)], in Das Geschlecht der Wissenschaften: Zur Ge-
schichte von Akademikerinnen im 19. und 20. Jahrhundert (The gender of science: 
about the history of female academics in the 19th and 20th century], Ulrike Auga, ed. 
(Frankfurt am Main et. al.: Campus Verlag GmbH, 2010), 141-156.
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of female Jewish students and professors,45 the relationship between male and 
female students46 or comparisons of admission policy at German universities.47 
Both, micro- and gender history, are currently part of the research on German 
universities, their development and role within society. This study connects es-
pecially to gender history by including the question of female students and 
PhD candidates at the University of Berlin.

1.3 United States of America

Although “American academics are sometimes defensive and hesitate to investi-
gate their own institutions”,48 studies about the development and status of the 
American education system were already conducted in the early 20th century. 
It seems that these investigations were highly influenced by Friedrich Paulsen 
whose studies on the German education system were translated into English 
and published in the United States before the end of the 19th century. In 1900 
and 1901, Nicholas Murray Butler followed Paulsen’s example and published 
his Monographs on Education in the United States,49 consisting of two volumes. 

45 See Andreas Hoffmann-Ocon, “Pionierinnen – Mitstreiterinnen – Ausgegrenzte: Jüdi-
sche Lehrerinnen und Studentinnen in Deutschland” [Pioneers - Companions – Exclu-
ded: Jewish female teachers and students in Germany], in Der Weg an die Universität: 
Höhere Frauenstudien bis zum 20. Jahrhundert Göttingen [The way to university: higher 
education and women until the 20th century], Trude Maurer, ed. (Wallstein Verlag, 
2010), 211-235.

46 See Petra Hoffmann, “Der Übergang vom universitären Ausbildungs- ins Wissen-
schaftssystem. Das Beispiel der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin” 
[The Transition of the academic Educationsystem to the academic Researchsystem 
shown by the example of the Prussian Academy of Science in Berlin], Das Geschlecht der 
Wissenschaften: Zur Geschichte von Akademikerinnen im 19. und 20. Jahrhundert, Ulrike 
Auga, ed. (Frankfurt am Main et. al.: Campus Verlag GmbH, 2010), 157-182.

47 See Ilse Costas, “Von der Gasthörerin zur voll immatrikulierten Studentin: Die Zu-
lassung von Frauen in den deutschen Bundesstaaten 1900 – 1909“ [From the female 
guest student to the fully immatriculated female student: The admission of women in 
the German federal states 1900-1909], in Der Weg an die Universität: Höhere Frauen-
studien bis zum 20. Jahrhundert Göttingen, Trude Maurer, ed. (Wallstein Verlag, 2010), 
191-210.

48 Konrad H. Jarausch, “Higher Education and Social Change Some Comparative Per-
spectives”. Konrad H. Jarausch, ed., The transformation of higher learning 1860-1930: 
expansion, diversification, social opening and professionalization in England, Germany, 
Russia and the United States (Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta, 1982), 11

49 See Nicholas M. Butler, ed., Monographs on Education in the United States (New York 
(NY): J. B. Lyon & Company, 1900).
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Together with other academics, Butler analysed all different aspects of Ameri-
ca‘s education system including the universities50 and colleges.51 While focusing 
on higher education in the United States, both volumes compared it with Euro-
pean university systems, particularly the German and English ones. As it turned 
out, American colleges were based partly on the English college system, while 
universities were inspired by the German research university. The American 
higher education system at the time was unique, since usually the colleges were 
for bachelor students, while universities were for master’s and Ph.D. students 
only. Besides other differences, this division existed neither in England nor Ger-
many, where no college system was established as there was no bachelor’s degree 
(exclusively only masters’ and doctoral degrees).

After 1945 and with the rise of the American university as the leading 
model in the late 1960s and early 1970s, various studies about its history and 
development were pursued. In 1961 the History of Education Quarterly journal 
was founded as a platform for publications on educational history. One of the 
first modern studies of American universities and their social, economic and 
political development was The American College and University by the social 
historian Rudolph Frederick, published in 1962.52 While the feedback from 
other historians was mainly positive, critics argued that he did not rely on sta-
tistical data and that he mainly ignored the years after 1945 while focusing 
on supposedly marginal topics like American university football. A recently 
published, although unofficial, update focuses on the period from 1945 until 
2000.53 In 1970, the social historian Laurence Veysey described developments 
from a historical perspective in detail in his monograph The Emergence of the 
American University.54 He stated that the academic elite in America was not 
only impressed by the German education system but by German culture in 
general. This fascination started in the 1840s and reached its peak in the 1890s 

50 See Edward D. Perry, “The American University,” in Monographs on Education in the Unit-
ed States, vol. 6, Nicholas M. Butler, ed. (New York (NY): J. B. Lyon & Company, 1900), 
253-318.

51 See Andrew F. West, “The American College,” in Monographs on Education in the United 
States, vol. 6, Nicholas M. Butler, ed. (New York (NY): J. B. Lyon & Company, 1900), 
209-249.

52 See Frederick Rudolph and John R. Thelin, The American college and university: A history 
(Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1990).

53 See John R. Thelin, A history of American higher education (Baltimore (MD): Johns 
Hopkins University Press, 2004).

54 See Laurence Veysey, The Emergence of the American University (Chicago (IL): University 
of Chicago press, 1970).
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when more than 500 Americans matriculated as students at German universi-
ties. Beginning in the 1910s however, opposition to the German system grew 
in the American universities. It was seen as too philosophical and its results 
were allegedly without any practical use for the population. The outbreak of 
the First World War accelerated the decline of the German model, as the dif-
ferences between American and German societies were highlighted. Some more 
studies published in the 1970s discussed the debate about free public schools 
and the philanthropic ideas behind the foundation of American universities,55 
the problem of colleges and denominationalism in the late 19th century56 as well 
as the establishment of female colleges in the last quarter of the 19th century.57 
A sociological study of the development of the American University was pub-
lished in 1973 by Talcott Parsons and Gerald M. Platt. While using historical 
information, their book is not an analysis of the social-historical development 
of the university in the spirit of the Bielefelder Schule, but a theoretical analysis 
of the process of education at universities.58

One of the largest series on higher education in America has been the eight-
plus volumes of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education Sponsored Re-
search Studies. While the focus of this series is mainly the development of higher 
education between 1950 and 1970, historical studies were also part of it. It 
published studies about the role of the American university and its role in soci-
ety,59 the statistical development of the higher education system including some 
international comparisons60 and the social-historical development of graduate 
education in arts and science.61 The latter is most likely the broadest statistical 
analysis of higher education in America between 1950 and 1970. Although in-

55 See James Champion Stone and Don DeNevi, Portraits of the American university, 1890-
1910, 1st ed. (San Francisco (CA): Jossey-Bass, 1971) and Jay M. Pawa, “Workingmen 
and Free Schools in the Nineteenth Century: A Comment on the Labor-Education 
Thesis,” History of Education Quarterly 11, no. 3 (1971).

56 See David Potts, “American Colleges in the Ninteenth Century: From Localism to De-
nominationalism,” History of Education Quarterly 11, no. 4 (1971).

57 See Robert Wein, “Women’s Colleges and Domesticity, 1875-1918,” History of Educa-
tion Quarterly 14, no. 1 (1974).

58 See Talcott Parsons, Gerald M. Platt and Neil Joseph Smelser, The american university 
(Cambridge (MA): Harvard University Press, 1973).

59 See Alain Touraine, The Academic System in American Society (New York (NY): Mc-
Graw-Hill, 1974).

60 See Seymour E. Harris, A statistical portrait of higher education: A report for The Carnegie 
Commission on Higher Education (New York (NY): McGraw-Hill, 1972).

61 See Richard J. Storr, The beginning of the future: A historical approach to graduate educa-
tion in the arts and sciences (New York (NY): McGraw-Hill, 1973).
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ternational comparisons were made, most of the Carnegie publications concen-
trated on the various fields of education and their development within America. 
The results of the studies and suggestions by the Carnegie Commission based on 
these results were summarized in a report which was published in 1973.62 The 
study on the distribution of academic titles in the United States among males 
and females is important as it highlights the problem of data collections before 
1912, in that sources do not contain the sex of a graduate or postgraduate stu-
dent for example.63

Columbia University, founded in 1754 as King’s College and renamed, 
after the War of Independence, is the older of the two universities studied in 
this book. Due to this, historical publications about the university were already 
brought out in the early 19th century, works like Nataniel Fish Moore’s An 
Historical Sketch of Columbia College in the City of New York of 1846. On its 
150th  anniversary in 1904,64 moreover, the university published the five vol-
umes A History of Columbia University 1754-1904. It reconstructs the devel-
opment of the university with a focus on its presidents, the development of 
the affiliated colleges and the different faculties. However, statistical informa-
tion is rare, as the focus of the series lies on the structural development of the 
university. Studies about the history of the different faculties, like law65 or the 
School of International Affairs66, were published on the 200th anniversary of the 
university. Finally, the most recent publication, on the 250th anniversary of the 
university, came from the intellectual historian Robert McCaughey. His Stand, 
Columbia: A History of Columbia University in the City of New York, 1754-2004 
of 2004 is however a chronicle rather than a critical analysis of the history of 
the University.

As in Germany, the fragmentation of historical science has led to a variety 
of studies of the American university system in recent decades. Kaoru Yamamo-

62 See Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, Priorities for action: Final report 
of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education; with technical notes and appendixes 
New York (NY): McGraw-Hill, 1973).

63 See Douglas L. Adkins, The Great American Degree Machine (Berkeley (WV): The Com-
mission, 1975).

64 See Nataniel Fish Moore, An Historical Sketch of Columbia College and the City of 
New York (New York (NY): Columbia College, 1846).

65 See Columbia University, A history of the School of Law (New York (NY): Colum-
bia University Press, 1955).

66 See L. Gray Cowan, A history of the School of International Affairs and associated area 
institutes, Columbia University (New York (NY): Columbia University Press, 1954).
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to published a collection of studies in 1968 about the college student and his 
culture. It included analysis of the social background of the students,67 ques-
tionnaires of graduate students about their future plans,68 but also the problem 
of increasing pressure on college students and its negative effect on education.69 
Another study about student life from 1900 to 1970 has been published by 
Calvin B. T. Lee who has argued that alumni are the most critical analysts of 
changes in student life. According to Lee, it was the alumni who opposed danc-
ing at colleges in 1910. In the 1950s, the alumni of the 1930s were frustrated 
with non-political students at that time.70 Although it focuses on schools and 
not universities, one must not forget Lawrence Cremin’s The Transformation of 
the School: Progressivism in American Education, 1876-1957 from 1964, whose 
first part focuses on the rise of the progressive movement and the general im-
pact it had on the American school system until 1917. This is, after all, not 
only the same period in which Columbia established its PhD system, created 
the Graduate School and incorporated Teachers College but also the period this 
study focuses on.

A socio-historical study on the relationship between capitalism, state and 
the universities from the late 19th century until the 1930s has been published 
by the Marxist historian Clyde W. Barrow.71 He argues that the loss of control 
of religious groups and institutions over the universities led to more control and 
ownership of the university by businessmen. According to Barrow, this process 
accelerated in the decades after 1930. Another topic has been the admission 
of women to colleges, universities and the establishment of women-only col-
leges as in the case of Columbia, Barnard College.72 At Columbia, the admis-
sion of women was different from Berlin. Instead of admitting them as regular 
students, Columbia University tried to keep them in separated institutes and 

67 See Paul Heist, “Professions and the Student,” in The College Student and His Culture: 
An Analysis, Kaoru Yamamoto, ed. (Boston (MA): Houghton Mifflin Company, 1968), 
161-177.

68 See David Gottlieb, “American Graduate Students,” in Kaoru Yamamoto, ed., The College 
Student and His Culture: An Analysis (Boston (MA): Houghton Mifflin Company, 1968), 
445-458.

69 See Stanley H. King, “Emotional Problems of College Students,” in The College Student 
and His Culture: An Analysis, Kaoru Yamamoto, ed. (Boston (MA): Houghton Mifflin 
Company, 1968), 353-361.

70 See Calvin B. T. Lee, The Campus Scene, 1900-1970: Changing Styles in Undergraduate 
Life (New York (NY): David McKay Company Inc., 1970).

71 See Clyde W. Barrow, Universities and the capitalist state (Madison (WI): University of 
Wisconsin Press, 1989).

72 See Robert Wein, History of Education Quarterly.
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faculties as long as possible. It founded the women-only Barnard College in 
1889 as an affiliated and degree-awarding college of the university. Due to this, 
however, Columbia University as well as Barnard College became an import-
ant institution for intellectual feminists, as it allowed women to gather and 
discuss issues like the role of marriage or coeducation. Nevertheless, Columbia 
University did not admit women as full students until 1982, nearly 100 years 
after the establishment of Barnard College.73 This different approach regarding 
coeducation and the admission of the women to the PhD degree of Columbia 
compared to Berlin will be address in this study.

1.4 International Comparisons

Comparisons of different higher education systems and universities74 on an in-
ternational level had been conducted well before the emergence of recurring 
comparative studies on higher education like the Programme for Internation-
al Student Assessment (PISA) by the OECD. However, while PISA focuses on 
the results of the students, the effect of higher education policy in different 
countries came into focus in the early 1990s75 and was later expanded into 
an international comparative studies of higher education policies and public 
spending.76 Arguably, the first attempt to compare universities in Germany, 
England and the United States in the period investigated in this dissertation 
project was made by Abraham Flexner in 1930. While his first chapter de-
scribes the historical development of the idea of the modern university, the 
other three chapters, one for each country, analyses the situation at that time 
based on the ideas mentioned in the first chapter.77 This comparative approach 
to the history of education of the international level was picked up by Stewart 
E. Fraser in 1969 through a collection of essays from non-Americans, includ-

73 See Rosalind Rosenberg, Changing the subject: How the women of Columbia shaped the 
way we think about sex and politics.

74 See Andrew F. West, Monographs on Education in the United States, 5.
75 See L. C. J. Goedegebuure, ed., Higher education policy: An international comparative 

perspective, English language ed. (Oxford, New York (NY): Published for the IAU Press 
by Pergamon Press, 1993).

76 See Vincent Carpentier, “Public Expenditure on Education and Economic Growth 
in the USA in the Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries in Comparative Perspective”, 
Paedagogica Historica 42, no. 1 (2006), 683-706.

77 See Abraham Flexner, Universities: American, English, German (New Brunswick (NJ): 
Transaction Publishers, 1930).
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ing English and German scholars who were educated towards the end of the 
19th and beginning of the 20th centuries.78 Ten years later Edgar Litt and Mi-
chael Parkinson published their comparison of higher education policy in the 
United States and the United Kingdom regarding the reforms of the 1960s 
and 1970s.79 Newer studies that apply an international comparative approach 
on the institutionalisation and professionalisation of higher education were for 
example made by Gabriele Lingelbach in her comparisons of the institutionali-
sation and professionalisation of history in Europe and the United States in the 
late 19th and early 20th centuries.80

The term ‘professionalisation’ of education and universities during 
the emergence of ‘modern’ higher education in the late 19th  and early 
20th centuries has been and still is an important focus of research in the field 
of history of education and social history. However, the term is also quite 
ambiguous as it encompasses the debate regarding the university as a place 
for professional training, for example of lawyers of physicians, as well the 
process of “recognizing certain professions as eligible for study within the 
university”.81 This study, however, follows Konrad Jarausch’s understanding 
of the ‘professionalisation’ of education and universities, as employed in his 
own study about the professionalisation of universities in the United States, 
Germany, Russia and England in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. His 
definition of ‘professionalisation’ is a process that includes “institutional di-
versification approaches to the internal differentiation of universities”, “the 
absolute and relative expansion of enrolments” and “the opening of recruit-
ment [which] raises the question of educational elitism or mobility”.82

78 See Stewart E. Fraser, American education in foreign perspectives: Twentieth century essays 
(New York (NY): J. Wiley, 1969).

79 See Edgar Litt and Michael Parkinson, US and UK educational policy: A decade of reform 
(New York (NY): Praeger, 1979).

80 See Gabriele Lingelbach, “The Institutionalization and Professionalization of History 
in Europe and the United States”, Stuart Macintyre, Juan Maiguashca, Attila Pók, eds., 
Oxford History of Historical Writing, volume 4 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), 
78-96.

81 Ignacio Serrano del Pozo, Carolin Kreber, “Professionalization of the University and the 
Profession as Macintyrean Practice”, Studies in Philosophy and Education 34 (2015), 
551-564.

82 Konrad H. Jarausch, “Higher Education and Social Change Some Comparative Per-
spectives”, in The transformation of higher learning 1860-1930: expansion, diversification, 
social opening and professionalization in England, Germany, Russia and the United States, 
Konrad H. Jarausch, ed., (Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta, 1982), 12.
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Europe and especially Germany played a special role in the de-
velopment of the modern research university at the end of the 19th  and 
early 20th  centuries. The most comprehensive series about the historical 
development of universities in Europe is A History of the University in Eu-
rope. The first volume was published in 1996, the last in 2012. It traces 
the transformation of the university from the early Middle Ages until the 
beginning of the 21th century and aims to demonstrate how universities in 
Europe became part of the continent’s intellectual tradition.83 Unfortunate-
ly, it lacks a comparison of the development of the highest academic degrees 
available to students, such as the PhD.

Due to the dominant role of the German universities, their interna-
tional relations are of interest. The influence of Germany on the English 
education system was analysed by W. H. G. Armytage in a rather short and 
hence not very broad study in 1969. According to him, this process first 
started in the early 16th century with the foundation of the University of 
Wittenberg, the first university founded with the approval of the Emperor 
and not the Pope. The influence achieved its height in the late 19th  and 
early 20th  centuries when German companies financially supported the 
establishment of English colleges such as Imperial College.84 These efforts 
did not start from nowhere as the German state and German society in-
creased their efforts to promote their education system at the international 
level. Kurt Düwell85 and especially Rüdiger vom Bruch86 have dealt with 
the efforts made to attract more international scholars to come to Germa-
ny. Another important study about formal academic relationships between 
universities was published by vom Brocke in 1981.87 He has investigated 
the academic exchange program between American and German univer-
sities in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. While these studies included 

83 See Walter Rüegg, ed., History of the university in Europe: Universities in the nineteenth 
and early twentieth centuries (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004).

84 See W. H. G. Armytage, The German Influence on English Education (London: Rout-
ledge & Kegan Paul, 1969).

85 See Kurt Düwell, ed., Deutschlands Auswärtige Kulturpolitik 1918 – 1932.
86 See Rüdiger vom Bruch, “Gesellschaftliche Initiativen in den auswärtigen Kulturbe-

ziehungen Deutschlands vor 1914” [Initiatives of Soceity regarding the foreign cultural 
relationships of Germany before 1914], Zeitschrift für Kulturaustausch [Journal for cul-
tural exchange] 31, no. 1 (1981), 43-67.

87 See Bernhard vom Brocke, “Der deutsch-amerikanische Professorenaustausch,” Zeit-
schrift für Kulturaustausch [The German-American exchange of professors], Zeitschrift 
für Kulturaustausch 31, no. 1 (1981), 137-142.
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universities like Berlin, Harvard and Columbia, they focus primarily on 
professors and not PhD candidates.

In the essay collection The European and American University since 1800, 
Clark R. Burton discusses the problem of comparative studies of more and 
more complex higher education systems. He argues that a common pattern 
in cross-national comparisons of higher education can always be found as 
long as the study does not go too much into detail. Furthermore, theoretical 
reflections allow scholars to analyse complex societies and education insti-
tutions while a focus on details might unnecessarily complicate the aim of 
the analysis.88 Another important essay in this collection is a comparison of 
higher education in Britain and the United States, focusing on the fact that 
the first American universities were founded and inspired by Oxbridge, but 
developed completely differently thereafter.89 Building on this, this study 
will show, using the PhD program of Columbia as an example, that the 
different development of the American universities compared to the British 
one was heavily inspired by the German university model.

A new approach to international comparative studies of higher edu-
cation has been inspired by the concept of histoire croisée after 2000. It is 
of importance for the methods used for the comparative approach of this 
dissertation. Histoire croisée aims to use different perspectives when com-
paring political, social or economic developments.90 Furthermore, it takes 
subjectivity into account by calling for the integration of multi-perspectiv-
ity. While not directly connected to this new approach, two international 
studies about higher education were published in 2010. The study Univer-
sity coeducation in the Victorian Era was undertaken by Christine D. Myers. 
Comparing developments at twelve higher education institutions in En-
gland and the United States, she has taken up the histoire croisée methodol-
ogy by using the perspectives of members of the staff as well as students and 

88 See Burton R. Clark, “The problem of complexity and modern higher education,” in 
Rothblatt, Sheldon and Björn Wittrock, eds. The European and American university since 
1800: Historical and sociological essays (Cambridge, New York (NY): Cambridge Univer-
sity Press), 1993, 263-279.

89 See Martin Tow, “Comparative perspective on British and American higher education,” 
in The European and American university since 1800: Historical and sociological essays, 
Sheldon Rothblatt and Björn Wittrock, eds. (New York (NY): Cambridge University 
Press, 1993), 280-298.

90 See Michael Werner and Bénédicte Zimermann, “De la comparaison à la histoire croi-
sée” [About a comparison of the histoire croisée], Le Genre humain 42 (2004).
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was therefore able to level up a multi-perspectival approach.91 Katharina 
Rowold published her study The educated woman: Minds, bodies, and wom-
en’s higher education in Britain, Germany, and Spain, 1865-1914 in the same 
year.92 The general topic, the history of women, is the identical to Myers’. It 
compares, however, the debate about the role and nature of women in high-
er education, while avoiding a one-sided perspective by relating her findings 
to the historical context in each of the three countries analysed. This study 
will contribute to the debate regarding the admission of women to higher 
education by comparing the development at the two most prestigious uni-
versities in the late 19th and early 20th centuries.

91 See Christine D. Myers, University coeducation in the Victorian Era.
92 See Katharina Rowold, The educated woman.
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2. Sources and Methodology

2.1 Introduction

This book compares 2178 PhD candidates at the two universities. The sources 
that it draws upon include CVs published by candidates, newspapers, research 
papers released by institutions, matriculation records, official statistics and re-
ports published by both universities or other state institutions, census records, 
passport applications, immigration records, biographies published by PhD can-
didates or researchers about PhD candidates as well as newspaper articles, letters 
and other personal documents of candidates that were archived in subsequent 
years.1

The purpose of this chapter is to present the main sources used and the 
challenges faced as well as the initial classification system employed for the 
statistical data, especially as this study uses statistical data acquired through 
new research in the late 19th  and early 20th  century. Not all sources that are 
available were accessible or usable for this research. Some have been withheld; 
some were lost even though marked available within catalogues. These therefore 
had to be fully or partially excluded.2 However, in many cases it was possible 
to find the information through other sources and it did not affect the results 
of the study drastically. In fact, by applying “probability sampling”, it is not 
required to have all the data. As Vincent Carpentier has observed: “As have data 
analysts in the other social sciences, historians have made use of the theory of 
probability sampling to reduce the volume of information for a particular study 
to a manageable level. Just as one does not need to survey the entire electorate 
to develop quite precise estimates of the ultimate election results, so historians 
[…] have not had to record all such behaviour for study“.3 Besides the CVs of 

1 The main reason to include these diverse sources is to get an overall picture of the deve-
lopment of the PhD candidates, fill missing information about them while also avoid a 
debate about ‘reducing’ historical research to mere statistical data. See Margo Anderson, 
“Quantitative History” in The SAGE handbook of social science methodology, William 
Outhwaite and Stephen P. Turner, eds. (Los Angeles (CA), London: SAGE, 2007), 246-
263, 257. for more information about this debate.

2 An example for this is the thesis of Drake Allison Emery. Records show that he acquired 
his PhD in 1894 for his thesis The Authorship of the West Saxon Gospels from Columbia 
University. Although the thesis is recorded within the archive of Columbia University, 
including a call number, it appears that the thesis is missing. 

3 See Margo Anderson, The SAGE handbook of social science methodology, 254.
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the candidates, other sources were used to fill gaps in the information colle-
cted from the documents of the University of Berlin and Columbia University. 
While ‘numbers don’t lie’, their interpretation can lead to a heated debate and 
confusion if the sources, the classification system, the methodology etc. are not 
outlined in detail beforehand. Each chapter will therefore present the main 
sources used about the two universities researched not only regarding the PhD 
candidates but also regarding the development of the University as whole. The 
basic categories are: age, gender, religion/denomination, geographical back-
ground and social background. The last chapter will summarize the methodo-
logy presented and further explain the challenges of as well as the reasons for 
combining the statistical data with biographical information.

Except for the US Census Records, all data was publicly available since its 
creation through the relevant archives and collections. They do not encompass 
any sensitive or potential harmful data either by themselves or through the 
combination of the various resources.4 The CVs of the PhD candidates were 
even created by the PhD candidates themselves not only with the intention of 
being available to the public but to promote a PhD candidate’s pre-PhD career 
to the examiners as well as the readers of a PhD candidate’s thesis. Meanwhile, 
the US Census Records are “publicly available 72 years after each decennial cen-
sus’ “Census Day, which means that at the time the research was conducted the 
records until and including 1940 were publicly available.5

2.2 Methodology

The following will outline the main methodological and analytical approaches 
of this book. At first, the data collected, and their categorisation will be out-
lined. This includes the challenges that were faced during the categorisation and 
analysing processes. To a certain degree, references to other studies that were 
made in this field of study and how they are related and have influenced this 
book will be included when outlining the methodological approach.

4 The definition of sensitive or potential harmful data or research procedures are outlined 
in the LSE’s Research and Ethics Policy. See The London School of Economics and 
Political Science, Research and Ethics Policy, accessed, 25th September 2017 https://info.
lse.ac.uk/staff/services/Policies-and-procedures/Assets/Documents/resEthPol Pro.pdf

5 United States Census Bureau, Census records, accessed1st October 2017 https://www.
census.gov/history/www/genealogy/decennial_census_records/census_records_2.html
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2.2.1 Classification of Data

This study uses five main categories. These were defined at the beginning of the 
research to provide guideline while collecting the data from the sources. These 
categories are as follows:

– gender
– date of birth/age
– geographical background
– religion/denomination
– social background.

These categories allow us to view the average PhD candidate at both universi-
ties as well as to demonstrate ‘how average the average candidate’ was compa-
red to the overall diversity of the candidates. It is all about their diversity and 
homogeneity as a group. As criteria of analysis, these categories were not only 
the most consistent, but also revealed the most about a PhD candidate’s back-
ground and reflected the changes over time at the two institutions regarding 
their admission criteria and study programs. Classification of gender allows for 
analysis of the nature of female PhD candidates once both institutions opened 
their courses to women. Age reveals the increasing requirements to get a PhD 
in terms of admission criteria, research, time and financial resources. Religion 
and/or denomination of the candidates is another indicator that reveals the 
importance of education for specific religious communities on the one hand 
and on the other hand the degree to which the academic world as well as both 
institutions were open to students who were not part of the dominant religion 
or denomination. Finally, the social background indicates the penetrability of 
the academic world while the geographical background indicates the extent 
to which PhD candidates were willing to travel to continue their studies and 
develop their careers. 

The sources for this study can be separated into three groups with regard to 
their acquisition and contextualisation. The primary group consists of the PhD 
theses and the CVs of the PhD candidates. The second group is the reports 
and statistics of the universities or the ministry of education and the last group 
the non-quantitative sources like newspaper articles or biographies. While all 
sources have to be interpreted with regard to the period in which they were 
created, the most important difference is the context of their creation. The first 
and the third groups do not contain any statistical data but only qualitative data 
out of which quantitative data was created due to the amount of information 
available. This means that the methodology used must respect the context, for 
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example as regards the mandatory military service in the German Empire or 
the ‘meaning’ of the specific job title in the late 19th  and early 20th  century. 
Meanwhile, the second group consist of statistics produced during the period 
under review. One must therefore be aware of the reason why these statistics 
were made, for example, to promote an agenda or to change school policy.6

Figure 1 Research process and sources being used at which stage of the process

2.2.2 Gender

The first categorisation, male or female, was also the one that was comparably 
most easy to collect data upon. The main indicator was the first names of the 
PhD candidates. The biggest challenge here were those first names which could 
be attributed to both genders alike while no other indication, such as personal 
pronouns, could be found within the CV or other documents provided by the 
University of Berlin or Columbia University. In the end, it proved always possi-
ble to clearly define the gender of candidate. This was achieved because the ad-
mission of women was not possible by the time the candidates got their PhDs, 
or by including onomastic research or by using other sources of information 
about the candidate. Another useful option was to consult other sources about 
the candidates such as newspaper articles, biographies or other documents re-
leased by the candidate.7 

6 See Vincent Carpentier, “Quantitative source for the history of education”, in Journal of 
the History of Education 37, no. 5 (2008), 701-720, 709.

7 A good example of this procedure was Lotus Delta Coffmann. While his first name is a 
primarily a ‘female name’, he was a male candidate in 1911 See Lotus Delta Coffman, 
The social composition of the teaching population, 1911, CXO C653.
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2.2.3 Date of Birth/Age

The date of birth and age of a candidate at the time he/she was awarded 
his/her PhD is another category that was researched. The primary source of 
information was the date stated in the CV. If no information was provided by 
the candidate, other resources were consulted such as the US Census Records in 
the case of Columbia or matriculation records in the case of the University of 
Berlin. An example for this procedure is Lewis Chase. His thesis contains a CV 
that does not provide a date of birth. According to an entry in the US Census 
Records of 1880 he was born in 1873.8 He must therefore have been 30 years of 
age when he got his PhD in 1903 at Columbia University.9

It must be noted that the exact date of birth, which included the day and 
month, was used simply to clarify the year in which a candidate was born. The 
reason is that it is difficult to define the exact point in time when a candidate 
received his PhD. Should this be the moment he defended his thesis successful-
ly or the moment he fulfilled the official requirements including handing in a 
copy of his thesis to the library of the university? Such information is difficult 
to compile as both universities had a different procedure of awarding the PhD, 
the publication process of the thesis and other requirements (as will be shown 
later). The second problem is that the date of defence or the date when the copy 
of the thesis was handed in is in most cases not available anymore. The main 
reason is that these were two very different processes. The first is directly related 
to the thesis and its content, the other was a simple bureaucratic process by the 
university administration but nevertheless might have been required to get the 
PhD officially recognised. Using the year, the candidate was born as well as the 
year he received his PhD as the indicator of his age is therefore the best and 
only option.

8 See United States Federal Census, State of New York, County of Rochester, Inhabitants of 
Monroe, 1880, 7.

9 See Lewis Chase, The English Heroic Play, 1903, CXO C38.
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2.2.4 Geographical Background

The geographical background of a candidate is more difficult to define than 
the two categories already mentioned. The primary definition of ‘geographi-
cal background’ used in this study is the place of birth of a candidate. If this 
information has not been available, the earliest possible record will be used. 
Alternatively, the citizenship or other reliable information about the candidate’s 
parents is used instead of his place of birth.

The first challenge with regards to the classification of geographical back-
ground is that the universities researched were located in different types of state, 
both in size and their political structure. Additionally, both countries had ‘over-
seas territories’ which makes investigations even more complicated. The main 
question when establishing a categorisation system was therefore: how detailed 
should the classification system be? Should it consider every single state and 
country? Or should simply regions be defined, and if so, how does one define 
them? A too detailed classification system could lead to a situation in which 
groups of candidates simply vanish as each group by itself does not contain 
enough members to be of significance. A less rigorous system on the other hand 
could lead to a situation in which the interpretation of the results could foster 
false assumptions due to lack of details.

The solution to the problem is to use a multi-step approach when analysing 
the data. The first step is to divide students between those born abroad, so-called 
foreign or foreign-born students, and those born in the home country of the 
university. Foreign students are then classified according to their country of citi-
zenship or their country of birth. One challenge was to classify those candidates 
whose citizenship and place of birth are known but where the use of this infor-
mation was difficult because the records of primary education, the citizenship 
and place of birth contradicted each other. An example of the second case is 
Mary Williams Montgomery who received her PhD in 1901 at the Friedrich-
Wilhelms-Universität Berlin. She was born in Marash, Turkey, in 1874, but her 
family left the country four months after she was born and moved to the United 
States where she went to a school in New Haven. Both her parents were American 
citizens, which meant she had received American citizenship, as well. Classifying 
her as from ‘Turkey’ would not make any sense, as she grew up and went to school 
in the United States. In this particular case, she was classed as ‘American’.10 Cases 

10 See Mary Williams Montgomery, Briefe aus der Zeit des babylonischen Königs Hammu-
rabi (ca. 2250. v. Chr.) [Letters from the time of the Babylonian King Hammurabi 
(approx. 2250 B.C.)], 1901, 367.
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like this will be outlined in the relevant chapters about the PhD candidates at the 
University of Berlin and Columbia University.

This case is also a good example of another classification problem. While 
Montgomery was born in ‘Turkey’, as she writes in her CV, the state of ‘Turkey’ 
did not exist at the time. However, describing her as being from the Ottoman 
Empire would be, while still correct, as imprecise as describing a student from 
India or Australia as being from the British Empire, a student from the Philip-
pines as being from the United States or a student from German South-West 
Africa as being from the German Empire. In order to get a clearer view of where 
the international students came from and thereby facilitate the outline of in-
ternational connections and developments, the more modern state description 
was used even if the state did not officially exist as an independent entity at that 
time. This is especially useful for investigations of the dominions of the British, 
but also independent present-day states that were colonies, such as the afore-
mentioned German South-West Africa or the Philippines.

The next step was to define what constituted the home country of the uni-
versities being researched. Germany was defined as the whole German Empire 
without its overseas colonies. The home country of Columbia University was 
defined as the 50 states of the United States of America, including Hawaii and 
Alaska, even though these were then ‘insular and non-contiguous territories’. 
They had the same legal status as the colonies of the British and the German 
Empire. Puerto Rico and the Philippines were counted as foreign countries.

A detailed classification of students born in the home country is more com-
plex, as it must consider, as mentioned, the structure of each state. The primary 
approach was to use the classification system used by the official statistics while 
making some adjustments whenever required.11 In the case of the German Em-
pire, a first categorisation was made by separating those students who were born 
in Prussia from those who were not. As a next step the students were assigned to 
their relevant principality, duchy, kingdom or, in case of Prussia, province. As in 
Marita Baumgarten’s case study, students who were born in a city with a well-
known university such as the Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin were addi-
tionally separated. Those universities were the ones at Munich (Kingdom of Bava-
ria), Dresden and Leipzig (both Kingdom of Saxony), Heidelberg (Grand Duchy 
of Baden) and Giessen (Grand Duchy of Hessen). The provinces of Brandenburg 

11 See for example Kaiserliches Statistisches Amt, Statistische Jahrbuch des Deutschen Re-
iches 1910 [Yearbook of statistics of the German Empire 1910] (Berlin: Puttkammer & 
Mühlbrecht), 68.
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and of Berlin were separated according to the Berlin Act of 1920, which incorpo-
rated various suburban villages. They had already been closely connected to Berlin 
for decades due to the growing industrialisation and the development of public 
transport between these villages and the city centre. Berlin and its neighbouring 
regions had simply no other option but to work together to solve challenges like 
public transport or education.12 The categories for Berlin were defined as follows:
– Prussia: (Greater) Berlin, Brandenburg, East Prussia, Pommern, Posen, 

Province of Hanover, Province of Hessen-Nassau, Province of Saxony, Pro-
vince of Schleswig-Holstein, Province of Westfalen, Rhine Province, Sile-
sia, West Prussia.

– Other States of the German Empire: Bremen, Principality of Lippe, Prin-
cipality of Schaumburg-Lippe, Principality of Waldeck, Grand Duchy 
of Baden (subcategory: Heidelberg), Grand Duchy of Hesse (subcatego-
ry Giessen), Grand Duchy of Mecklenburg-Schwerin, Grand Duchy of 
Mecklenburg-Strelitz, Grand Duchy of Oldenburg, Hamburg, Duchy of 
Anhalt, Duchy of Braunschweig, Kingdom of Bavaria Bayern (subcate-
gory Munich), Kingdom of Saxony (subcategory Dresden), Kingdom of 
Württemberg, Lübeck. Imperial Territory of Alsace-Lorraine, Thuringian 
States.13

In the case of Columbia University, students were initially assigned according 
to their home state. These states were further categorised according to five divi-
sions by following the example of the yearly report of Columbia University:14: 
North Atlantic Division, South Atlantic Division, North Central Division, 
South Central Division and Western Division. Alaska and Hawaii were counted 
separately as they were Insular/Non-contiguous Territories until they achieved 
statehood in 1958 and 1959 respectively. The detailed categorisation system for 
home country PhD candidates of Columbia University was therefore as follows:

12 Vgl. Michael Erbe, “Berlin im Kaiserreich (1871 – 1918)” [Berlin during the German 
Empire (1871-1918)] in Geschichte Berlins: Von der Märzrevolution bis zur Gegenwart 
[History of Berlin: From the March Revolution until present], Wolfang Ribbe, ed. (Ber-
lin: Berlin Wissenschafts-Verlag, 2002), 691-793.

13 Students born in the Grand Duchy of Saxonia-Weimar-Eisenach (official title since 
1903: Grand Duchy of Saxonia), the Duchy of Saxonia-Altenburg, the Duchy of 
Sachsen-Coburg, the Duchy of Gotha, the Duchy of Sachsen-Meiningen, the Provinci-
ality of Reuss (older Line), the Provinciality of Reuss (younger Line), the Provinciality 
of Schwarzburg-Rudolstadt or the Provinciality of Schwarzburg-Sondershausen were all 
counted as being from the Thuringian States due the regional fragmentation of this part 
of the German Empire.

14 Columbia University, President’s Annual Report: Twelfth Annual Report of President Low 
to the Trustees (New York (NY): Columbia University Bulletins of Information, 1901).
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– North Atlantic Division: Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachu-
setts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York (subcategory New York City 
and its five boroughs), Pennsylvania.

– South Atlantic Division: Delaware, Maryland, District of Columbia, Virgi-
nia, West Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Florida.

– North Central Division: Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin, 
Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri, North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kan-
sas, Indian Territory.15

– South Central Division: Kentucky, Tennessee, Mississippi, Missouri, Loui-
siana, Texas, Arkansas, Oklahoma.

– Western Division: Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, 
Utah, Nevada, Idaho, Washington, Oregon, California.

– Insular/Non-Continuous Territories:16 Hawaiian Island,17 Alaska.
This two-level distribution system can provide detailed information on the ge-
ographical background of the students not only regarding their home states but 
also within each division. One change has been made, however. New York City 
was defined according to the reform of 1898 when the five boroughs were for-
med. If a candidate mentioned that he was born in one of these five boroughs he 
was counted as being from New York City. As in the case of Berlin, it was addi-
tionally noted if a PhD candidate specifically mentioned that he was from Man-
hattan, Brooklyn or any other of the five boroughs to get a better overview of the 
situation within New York regarding the home students of Columbia University.

All this allows for detailed and substantial comparisons among PhD candi-
dates with regard to their geographical background. The reason is that not only 
the legally established provinces are included, but also the regions and divisions. 
Awareness of the development of Berlin and New York as growing cities as well 
as regional and national centres also allows one to highlight the drastic social, 
economic and legal changes that these cities were undergoing during or right 
after the research period of this book if required.

15 Indian Territory incorporates students from today’s Oklahoma who were born in those 
parts of this state that counted as Indian Territory until Oklahoma joined the Union 
in 1907. Consequently, the term was not used in reports that were published later. See 
Columbia University, Annual Reports of the Presidents and Treasurer to the Trustees with 
Accompanying Documents: For the Year Ending June 30, 1910 (New York (NY): Colum-
bia University Press, 1910), 205.

16 Columbia University counted Puerto Rico and The Philippines as Insular/Non-contig-
uous Territories. See ibid., 205.

17 The islands in Oceania that were not part of the Hawaiian Islands were also counted as 
Hawaiian Islands but within the foreign countries section of the report. See ibid., 206.
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2.2.5 Religion/Denomination

The religion/denomination of a candidate was another categorisation that was 
used to analyse the PhD candidates at both universities. The Christian PhD 
candidates were divided into Catholic, Orthodox and Protestant ones. The re-
ason for including all Catholic students in one group is that most of them 
only provided the information that they were Catholics and not whether they 
were part of the Roman Catholic or another Catholic church. The same applies 
to the Christian Orthodox PhD candidates. Protestants include all students 
who provided the information that they were Lutheran, Protestant, Anglican 
or Presbyterian. All Jewish PhD candidates were summarised in one group. 
All other PhD candidates, who were neither Jewish nor affiliated to one of the 
afore-mentioned Christian denominations, such as non-conformist Christians, 
were included in the last category. One must note, however, that religion played 
a different role within the society and state both universities being researched, 
as will be outlined in the relevant chapter.

The way in which this information was provided by the students or colle-
cted varied. Neither of the two institutions researched was a ‘religious univer-
sity’ and both dealt with this topic very differently. PhD candidates at Berlin 
provided information about their religion/denomination within the CV atta-
ched to the thesis as part of the general information about the candidate. The 
matriculation documents, however, do not contain any religious information 
even though the university had a Faculty of Theology which was not bound to 
any specific Christian denomination. Columbia University was founded with 
an ethos of religious liberty and therefore operated without an affiliation to any 
specific (Christian) denomination, although it had and still has its own chapel 
on campus. There was no official faculty of theology, besides the connection to 
the Union Theological seminary and, as in case of Berlin, the students had no 
obligation to provide information about their religious affiliation. It was never-
theless possible to extract the denomination through the CVs as some students 
provided indirect information. For example, Arner Floyd Appleton, who recei-
ved his PhD in 1906, was ordained a Deacon by the Bishop of New York. He 
outlined his career within the church in his CV.18 Another way to retrieve this 
information was through the Union Theological Seminary and the Jewish Se-
minary New York where some PhD candidates studied either before or during 

18 See Floyd Appleton: Church philanthropy in New York; a study of the philanthropic insti-
tutions of the Protestant Episcopal church in the city of New York, 1906, CWO Ap5.
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their time as PhD candidates at Columbia University. While the information 
is therefore not as statistically accurate as in the case of Berlin, it is still possible 
to compare the results especially with regard to Jewish students by including 
biographical information about individual candidates (as already shown).

2.2.6 Social Background

As stated, unlike other studies that focus on the history of students, especially 
those with successful careers after their graduation, the goal of this book is to 
analyse the social background of the PhD candidates instead. This is only possi-
ble because they, unlike undergraduate and graduate students, published a CV 
attached to their thesis. Nevertheless, it is important to note that the systematic 
collection of data about the background and career of graduates was not pur-
sued until the 1930s when this kind of data was collated due to the increasing 
interest in the development of the labour market.19 Moreover, universities had 
no interest in collecting information on their former students except if they 
were highly successful. This was of special interest to universities that had to 
rely on donors like Columbia University. They used the prestige of their former 
university students to convince potential benefactors to support them as insti-
tutions but also to attract new students. The problem of such alumni directories 
is that they are very superficial. They include only those former students and 
researchers who were highly successful and visible enough to attract new donors 
and students. Their ‘factual consistency’ is also doubtful.

“Occupational status [has emerged as the most common status” to define 
the social status of a person in social historical research.20 Yet the challenge of 
this study is that the structure of two very different societies must be taken 
into account: In the open, competitive labour market of the United States, for 
example, it was not the state but the qualifying professional associations which 

19 There were attempts to analyse the labour market even before 1930. The German Em-
pire, for example, engaged the economist Wilhelm Lexis during the 1880s to create 
exact labour statistics to find a solution for the overproduction of academics. This task 
was however impossible as there was simply insufficient data from all the economic sec-
tors available to measure demand for graduates and academics. Such attempts to steer 
the academic work force were abandoned in the 1900s on this account. See Konrad H. 
Jarausch, “Graduation and Careers,” in History of the university in Europe: Universities in 
the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, ed. Walter Rüegg (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2004), 363-394, 378.

20 See Fritz K. Ringer, Education and society in modern Europe (Bloomington (IN): Indiana 
University Press, 1979), 17-18.
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controlled the certification procedure through professional examinations. By 
contrast, the state took over the role of the professional associations in the Ger-
man Empire.21 Any system that is used for the analysis of the data needs to take 
into account these differences while also creating usable information. Additio-
nally, certain classes simply did not exist in both societies or else their economic 
and social status was different. Railway employees in the German Empire, for 
example, were employed by the state. In the United States, however, they were 
employed by private companies. On the other hand, the United States had no 
nobility while the German Empire had one.

In order to solve this challenge, a two-step approach was used for cate-
gorising the data. A general categorisation system was developed that reflects 
both societies at both universities by including as many common factors as 
possible. This system was inspired by former studies made on the social back-
ground of university students and academics22 and uses a system that con-
sists of four main classes: the upper class, the upper middle class, the lower 
middle class and the lower class. Each of these classes was further split into 
sub- classes depending on whether they were state-employees, self-employed 
or businessmen.

However, in order to reflect the different period and context of this study, 
some adjustments were required especially regarding the terms. This study 
uses the term ‘businessmen’ instead of Bourgeois, as the polysemy of the term 
Bourgeois can lead to a misinterpretation of the result especially when compa-
ring PhD candidates from the United States and the German Empire. Addi-
tionally, while as separation of state-employees from the other two sub classes 
is self-explanatory, to separate between self-employed and businessmen might 
need some explanation, as one might assume that the only significant separa-
tion is between state-employed and non-state-employed. However, there are 
significant differences. According to Étienne Balibar and Immanuel Maurice 
Wallerstein, the key characteristics of businessmen compared to the other 
two groups, besides their acquisition of wealth, is that the membership in 
this group is highly competitive. State-employees, on the one hand, expect 
to be protected by the state from too much competition. The self-employed, 

21 See Konrad H. Jarausch, History of the university in Europe: Universities in the nineteenth 
and early twentieth centuries, 367.

22 See Marita Baumgarten, Professoren und Universitäten im 19. Jahrhundert, Kritische Stu-
dien zur Geschichtswissenschaft 121 (Göttingen, Gießen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1997).
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on the other hand, protect their economic interests through rigorous tests 
and degrees, for instance the bar exam in case of lawyers, most often but not 
necessarily sanctioned by the state. Meanwhile, businessmen rely on (socio-) 
economic success to grade one’s worth. Although they recognise degrees to 
improve one’s standing, academic qualifications are not required for accessi-
on. Another significant difference is that all members of the group of busi-
nessmen compete with each other, for example to acquire promotion or better 
wages, and one can drop out of this group by not being successful enough. Es-
pecially the latter is another important difference from the other two groups: 
One will always be a state-employed teacher or a lawyer, no matter how good 
or bad, but a businessman will lose his job if he is not successful enough as an 
executive employee or banker.23

Upper Class

State-Employed Self-Employed

Higher Military Personnel (Officers), Gen-
try

Company Owners, Private Scholar

Upper Middle Class

State-Employed Self-Employed

State Employees (Higher, National), State 
Employees (Higher, Local), State Emplo-
yees (Court), State Employees (Law) State 
Employees (Church), State Employees 
(Other), Preachers, Academic Teachers 
(University), Officers, Physicians (Milita-
ry), High School Teachers

Lawyers, Physicians (Private), Pharmacists, 
Architects/Scientists, Artists, Journalists

Businessmen

Land Owner, Entrepreneur, Wholesale 
Merchant, Executive Employee, Banker

23 Étienne Balibar and Immanuel Maurice Wallerstein also use the term Bourgeoise. See 
Étienne Balibar and Immanuel Maurice Wallerstein, Race, nation, class: Ambiguous iden-
tities (London, New York: Verso, 2005, 1991), 69-85.
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Lower Middle Class24

State-Employed Self-Employed

State Employees (Lower, National), State 
Employees (Lower, Local), State Employees 
(Court), State Employees (Church), Post 
and Train Employees, Non-Academic Tea-
chers, Officers (Lower)

Service Provider, Farmer, Administrators, 
Craftsmen, Tradesmen

Lower Class

Day Labourers, Workers, Small Traders

The required adaptions for the investigation of Columbia University do not 
affect the main categories outlined above, but rather refine the classes and their 
definition within each category. The goal is to allow for a comparison of the 
results while still reflecting the situation at the time. The definition of which 
classes fall into which sub-group is the main adjustment that was required. It 
allowed analysis how the educational background of a PhD candidate’s father 
influenced the decision to pursue a PhD. Another significant difference bet-
ween the German Empire and the United States was the gentry as part of the 
upper class. As this class did not exist in the United States it drops out of the 
system automatically. The upper class in the United States therefore only con-
sists of those who were part of this social group due to their wealth and property 
as well as social standing, and not by law as in the case of the German Empire.25

The goal of this categorisation system is to support the overall analysis of 
the social background of PhD candidates. The intention is not to develop a clas-
sification system that can be used for other cases without alteration or to show 
in detail if the PhD system of either of these universities was highly permeable 
in every situation or not.26 The reason is very clear: No classification system can 

24 Maria Baumgarten splits the lower middle class into the new middle class and the old 
middle class instead of the state-employed and self-employed. The officers (lower) there-
fore had to be moved from the group of self-employed to state-employees to fit into the 
new system.

25 That a PhD candidate was classified as part of the gentry by his title but whose wealth 
might have otherwise not qualified him as being of the Upper Class might have been 
especially the case for PhD candidates from East Prussia due to rise of impoverished 
gentry in this region towards the late 19th and early 20th centuries.

26 To show that the PhD system is permeable regarding the social background of the PhD 
candidates much more factors would need to be included like the availability of (high-
er) education and the development of it or siblings for example. See Peter Lundgreen, 
Margret Kraul and Karl Ditt, Bildungschancen und soziale Mobilität in der städtischen 
Gesellschaft des 19. Jahrhunderts, 17.
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represent the complexity of social reality. The relevant factors that would need 
to be included were simply not available during the period of this research or 
they would require too great an amount of research to be feasible. Additionally, 
it is important to note that this study uses primarily the information provided 
by the candidates themselves at the time they had to defend their theses. It is 
not without reason that a candidate might have improved the social standard of 
his family to gain social credibility during his examination. It is therefore im-
portant to note that, without additional requirements, this classification system 
is a simplification of society and economy because it uses specific factors, which 
are applicable to this study, while others are being left out. 

This data is reinforced with information about individual PhD candidates. 
This combination allows one not only to balance missing data within the da-
tabase but also to extend the presentation to discuss individuals rather than by 
focusing simply on the mass. This form of presentation includes those PhD 
candidates who are exemplary for the majority as well those for the minority. 
Still, while this categorisation system was developed for this specific case, it 
would allow the inclusion of other universities within the German Empire as 
well as the United States if one keeps in mind the individual circumstances of 
each university added. If universities from other countries were included how-
ever, for example the Sorbonne in Paris, the system would have to be adjusted 
again to reflect contemporary French society. 

Finally, it must be noted that the required biographical research primarily 
focused on basic social background information and does not provide an all-in-
clusive portrait of the economic and social situation of each candidate. This 
study does not claim therefore to present or include all data on each individual 
PhD student. Further research might amend details, but the main results would 
still stand due to the amount and quality of data. After all, “the concept of [cat-
egorisation] takes on meaning, not [primarily] as a statistical indicator, but as a 
complex interpretive device for the structure, development and importance of 
educational systems”.27

27 See Heinz-Elmar Tenorth, “Segmentation: a critique,” in The rise of the modern educational 
system: Structural change and social reproduction 1870-1920, Detlef K. Müller, Fritz K. Ring-
er and Brian Simon, eds., Reprint (Cambridge et al.: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 
217-226, 218.
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2.3 Sources

2.3.1 Berlin

In the case of the Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin,28 or the Humboldt 
University, as it is known today, the archive stores all documents from the uni-
versity. The archive is part of the university library and contains not only all the 
theses written at the university but also all other official university documents 
such as minutes of departments and letters of university personnel for example. 
Additionally, the archive is also responsible for preserving documentation on 
other schools of higher education within Berlin that do not exist anymore today 
or were merged with other institutions like the school of veterinarians, which is 
now part of the Charité, the teaching hospital in Berlin.

It must nevertheless be noted that some documents were lost or severely 
damaged during the Second World War. These were primarily administrative 
records such as minutes of meetings and letters of exchange between depart-
ments, but also the list of matriculated students. Some of these damaged do-
cuments are unavailable, as they are undergoing restoration or are accessible 
only partially on microfiche. The archive however contains most of the required 
theses that were researched for this study, despite the destruction of the uni-
versity and the loss of documents. Luckily, most missing theses, including the 
CVs of the authors, were discovered in the archive of the University of Bern.29 

As regards PhD candidates, the archive of Humboldt University does not only 
store the theses admitted by the university but also the application forms for the 
examination, the reports of the examiners and other relevant documents.30 In 
some cases, other information (for example that the PhD title was withdrawn 
during the Nazi era because the candidate was Jewish31 or not supportive of the 

28 While Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin is the full name, the terms ‘University 
of Berlin’ as well as ’Berlin‘ refer to the same institution if not stated otherwise.

29 Universities in the German Empire were required to send copies of theses they admitted 
to other universities within the German Empire, Switzerland and Austria. The Universi-
ty of Bern has stored all these theses, not only from Berlin but from other German and 
European universities.

30 The Humboldt University Archive collects the dissertations in boxes. Some dissertations 
therefore have the same call number.

31 One of the most prominent PhD’s who lost her title was Alice Salomon when both her 
title and nationality were withdrawn in 1939. At that time, she was already living in 
New York where she had emigrated two years before. See Alice Salomon, Die Ursachen 
der ungleichen Entlohnung von Männer- und Frauenarbeit, 1906, 389/415.
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NS regime)32 is also available in the archive. Such additional information was 
used in the cases of PhD candidates who did not provide all the information 
required for their CV or if the CV was not added at all. If no thesis was available 
but the archive had an entry about a candidate in its records, another source was 
the Jahresverzeichnis der an den Deutschen Universitäten erschienenen Schriften 
[Annual list of the at German universities released publications]. These records 
collected all the theses written within the German Empire during an academic 
year. Additionally, they were used when the year the thesis was accepted was 
unclear.

A key source of information on the candidates provided by the university 
was the Amtliches Verzeichnis des Personals und der Studierenden der Königlichen 
Friedrich-Wilhelms Universität zu Berlin [Official record of personal and stu-
dents at the Royal Friedrich-Wilhelms Universität in Berlin]. It contains not 
only a list of all students, their place of birth and nationality, but also their 
addresses in Berlin during their studies. While it does not contain matriculation 
numbers until 1910, the detailed information on staff and departments of the 
university makes this source an important asset when analysing the CVs of the 
candidates. Another source of information on the development of the univer-
sity is the Statistik der Preussischen Landesuniversitäten mit Einschluss des Lyceum 
Hosianum zu Braunsberg, der bischöflichen Klerikerseminare und der Kaiser-Wil-
helms-Akademie für das militärische Bildungswesen zu Berlin für das Studienjahr 
zu Ostern [Statistic of the Prussian National Universities including the Lyceum 
of Braunsberg, the Episcopalian clerical Seminaries and the Kaiser Wilhelms 
Academy for the Military Education in Berlin for the Easter Year 1911/1912].
This report was published annually by the Department of Statistics of Prussia 
and contained detailed information on the development of all the universities.33 

Unlike the reports from Columbia University, this source does not however 
contain any comment or analysis by the President of the University of Berlin, as 
its goal is to compare developments at all universities and institutions of higher 
education in Prussia. However, it must however be noted that some documents 
were only available in digital form or not all. According to the archive of the 

32 Hermann Rauschnig lost his title because he criticised the NS regime while sitting in 
his physician’s waiting room and was reported by another patient. He got his title back 
in 1955. See Hermann Rauschnig, Musikgeschichte Danzigs [Music History of Danzig], 
1911, 494.

33 Excluding those universities that were within the German Empire but not within Prus-
sia. Each state within the German Empire had authority over its universities.
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University of Berlin they are too damaged to be made available to the public 
for research. They aim to digitalise these documents and make them available 
through the online publishing resources of the university. This process has been 
completed for some documents, for example the above-mentioned directory 
of students and staff of the university, but not all of them, such as the matri-
culation records. Due to this, some missing data might be available within the 
archive but cannot be added due to the restrictions. However, it is important to 
note that the PhD theses at the archive were completely available and included.

The sample for this study of Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin con-
sists of 1663 PhD candidates in the Humanities, 699 between 1871 and 1899, 
and 964 between 1900 and 1913. The Faculty of Philosophy accepted all theses 
that are part of this study. It is important to note however, that the Faculty of 
Philosophy consisted not only of the Humanities but also the natural sciences. 
The primary indicator if a thesis was in the Humanities or natural sciences was 
the title and the supervisor. If it was still unclear, the thesis was analysed. Theses 
dealing with topics of the natural sciences were not included in this study.

It was a requirement of the university that each thesis should have a CV of 
the candidate. In most cases, it was added at the end, in full text form. Until 
1899, the vast majority of the CVs were in Latin, before they were written in 
German if the thesis was not written in Latin.34 The CVs contain detailed in-
formation on the student’s life before applying for a PhD such as place of birth, 
birthday, denomination or religion, schools and universities visited before at-
tending Humboldt University, summer schools, employment before or during 
the studies, information on whether the student had been in the German army 
and any other details the student thought might be important for the experts 
when evaluating the thesis.

As students had attended other universities before getting their PhD de-
gree from the University of Berlin, some of the missing information could be 
obtained in these university archives if required. It was one of the particular 
characteristics of German students in the late 19th  and early20th  centuries 
that they studied at various universities in the German Empire and even some 
abroad before receiving their degrees. However, as in the case of Berlin, some 
universities have lost data, it was either destroyed or not archived.

34 No documentation could be found that explains why this change happened in 1900, 
although presumably it was due to the increasing importance of German as a scientific 
language in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. After 1899, only those theses written 
in Latin had a CV in Latin attached.
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One challenge was the analysis of matriculation information as the difficul-
ty in making this information usable proved to be enormous. The first reason is 
that there is no separation between the students regarding faculty, name, age or 
other criteria except the moment they registered. This makes it difficult to find 
a single PhD candidate as each term can contain several thousand entries while 
most PhD candidates are very unclear about when they matriculated in Berlin. 
Moreover, the students made their entries by themselves by hand. While some 
had a comparably easy readable handwriting, most seemed to have seen the act 
of adding themselves into the registration book as one they wanted to get over 
with. Another other problem for this project was that the matriculation books 
are only available in individual microfiche version within the archive, due to the 
poor status of the books. The quality of microfiche is, however, unreliable and 
makes it difficult to analyse the individual handwriting.35

2.3.2 Columbia

In the case of Columbia University, 503 theses in the Humanities were ac-
cepted by the university in the period of investigation. 389 of them were ac-
cepted after 1899, 111 before. As in Berlin, the main way to separate theses in 
the Humanities from those in natural sciences was the title and the supervisor 
of a thesis. The majority of doctoral candidates at Columbia University added 
a CV to their thesis (as in Berlin). In most cases, the CVs contain information 
about the place and date of birth, the various primary schools, high schools, 
colleges and universities visited as well as any professional experience acquired 
before receiving the PhD. But additional information such as religion and 
denomination as well as the social background of a candidate is missing. The 
CVs were written in English from the beginning.36 In many cases, the data 
provided are sufficient to look for further information in other source such as 
US Census Records to find more details about the parents of a candidate. The 
US Census Records are digitalised and searchable online. One must bear in 

35 Anja Werner faced with the same challenge during her research on American students 
in Leipzig. It forced her to focus her research on newly registered students rather than 
those staying for a longer period. See Anja Werner, The transatlantic world of higher 
education: Americans at German universities, 1776-1914, European studies in American 
history 4 (New York (NY): Berghahn Books, 2013), 51.

36 The only thesis found at Columbia whose CV and content was written in Latin was that 
of Lucile Kohn who got her degree in 1909. See Lucile Kohn, De vestigiis Aeschyli apud 
Sophoclem Euripidem Aristophanem, 1909, CXO K82.
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mind that, in contrast to Berlin, the information found was not created at the 
same time the thesis was handed in.37 While this ‘record linkage’ did not reveal 
information about all candidates, it was a key source for this study regarding 
the social background of PhD candidates.38 One particular challenge was to 
find the information on the religion and denomination of the PhD candidates. 
An important source on these aspects were documents of other institutions, 
especially the Union Theological Seminary. Closely connected to Columbia, 
this institution collected information regarding those PhD candidates who 
were studying there either before, during or after their time at Columbia Uni-
versity. It did not only record the usual student information such as age or 
place of birth but also his/her denomination. Another important source was 
the student records, letters and reports of the Jewish Theological Seminary in 
New York. However, unlike the Union Theological Seminary, there was no of-
ficial affiliation between the Jewish Theological Seminary and Columbia Uni-
versity. Finally, it was helpful when candidates mentioned if they had studied 
at a seminary before joining Columbia as it not only provided information 
about a candidate’s religion but also its importance for the candidate. Robert 
McCaughey from Barnard College, Columbia University, gave me access to 
his research on PhDs written before 1900. His list contains about 300 PhD 
students and includes the careers of students after they finished their degree. 
His research however included Science PhD candidates as well, who are not 
part of this research project.39

Unlike the Department of Statistics of Prussia, the Department of Edu-
cation of the United States did not publish all-inclusive statistics during the 

37 The father of Samuel Windsor Brown, for example, was, according to the census records 
of 1880, a farmer. Brown however finished his thesis in 1912, which means that the 
social standing of his father could have improved within these 32 years although there 
areno records to confirm this.

38 For more information about ‚record linkage‘ see Peter Lundgreen, Margret Kraul 
and Karl Ditt, Bildungschancen und soziale Mobilität in der städtischen Gesellschaft des 
19.  Jahrhunderts [Chances for education and social mobility in the urban society of 
the19th century] (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1988), 18-19.

39 It must be noted that some minor discrepancies were found when comparing the data pro-
vided by Robert McCaughey and the data that was found within the archives. His notes 
contain for example 10 PhD candidates that are not mentioned within the List of Theses 
Submitted by Candidates for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Columbia University, 
1972-1910. While it is mentioned that the list is not complete and that omissions will 
be published in a subsequent list (which never seems to have happened), the archive 
of Columbia University does not contain any thesis of these 10 candidates. They were 
therefore not included in this study.
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period of this study besides a few exceptions on special occasions.40 Columbia 
University, on the other hand, published yearly reports that were presented to 
the trustees of the university. Each president had his own focus regarding the 
content and style of the report as it was a way for him to present his own ideas 
and expectations regarding the future of the university to the board. Neverthe-
less, each report contains detailed information, including statistical data, about 
the development of the university, its students and staff and financial situation. 
While the data included varies depending on the year, it normally contains the 
number of students at each faculty; information on where the students came 
from regarding their geographical background; the high schools and colleges 
visited before joining Columbia University; the age of the students just to men-
tion a few. Additionally, it also contains information on whether a former or 
current PhD student of Columbia University was now working at the instituti-
on. Other statistics including the matriculation records are only partially availa-
ble for the College of Columbia University. The matriculation records of the 
university after 1900 were stored by the registrar’s office and were never part of 
Columbia University’s archive. The main reason is most likely the fact that until 
1922 Columbia University did not employ a curator who was responsible for 
maintaining the collection and documentation of its archive.41 Additionally, the 
development of Columbia’s archive regarding what was stored within it, not to 
mention the procedure for how documents were moved into the archive from 
the faculties and offices of the university is unclear. Unlike Berlin, the archive of 
Columbia University seems not to have had the role of an essential information 
storage institution for the university as whole.

Again, unlike Berlin, which was focusing on its students’ past, Colum-
bia University tried to maintain active connections with its former students 
through its Alumni Association. A student’s past was important regarding the 
admission criteria of Columbia University. However, after he finished his stu-
dies, the focus of Columbia University was on his career. While this made the 
research more difficult, it also shows that the former students of Columbia 
University were an important asset, at a time when, unlike Berlin, it was a 

40 An exception was for example the Monographs on Education in the United States which 
were published in 1900 by the Department of Education for the United States Com-
mission to the Paris Exposition in the same year.

41 A detailed history of Columbia University Library was written by Winifred B. Linder-
man in 1959. See: Winifred B. Linderman, History of the Columbia University Library: 
1876-1926 (New York (NY): Columbia University Press, 1959).
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privately funded institution. Their connections and resources were therefore of 
importance for Columbia University. It used these to promote the success of the 
university in general as well as to acquire financial support from possible benef-
actors. Berlin, fully funded by the state, also benefited from the success of its 
former students, especially when they went into politics. However, there was no 
need for Berlin to try to maintain an active network of former students like Co-
lumbia University’s Alumni Association in order to provide financial support.

Unlike Berlin, the archive of Columbia University does not maintain a 
complete list of all the theses written and accepted. It further does not maintain 
the records of the oral examination of PhD candidates. However, there are two 
final sources that must be mentioned. One is the List of Theses Submitted by 
Candidates for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Columbia University, 1872-
1910 that was made at the time by the reference librarian of Columbia Univer-
sity Alice L. Miller. It contains information on the title of each thesis written 
between 1872 and 1910, the name of the writer and if it was published at Co-
lumbia University or another institution.42 The name of the list indicates that 
it includes not only those theses that were accepted but also all those submitted 
but not accepted. Another list that was found within the archive contains the 
name, the subject and the year the degree was awarded for all PhD candidates 
between 1900 and 1940. It does not contain the title of the thesis in contrast 
to the list mentioned before. The list is undated, untitled and it is unclear if it 
is totally accurate. An author is not mentioned. Nevertheless, both lists were 
helpful to get an overview of the degrees awarded by Columbia University. They 
pointed to the location of the thesis of each candidate within the digital records 
of the archive, making it possible to compare this with the information provi-
ded by the archive. Comparing the data on both lists allowed for an evaluation 
of whether a thesis, which had been written between 1900 and 1910, had not 
only been submitted but also accepted, as the second list only contains those 
PhD candidates who received the degree. There were no discrepancies found 
between the two lists.

42 These other publications did not contain a CV and were therefore of no use for this 
study.
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2.4 Conclusion

The availability of data depends on each university and its structure. It seems 
that the more centralised the institution was, the more likely it was that the do-
cumentation of the PhD candidates was being done properly. The University of 
Berlin is an example of an institution that documented everything. Columbia 
University, with its various schools and most likely also due to its reforms in the 
1890s, documented less. While the student records were not archived, the PhD 
theses, including the CV, were. There were even efforts, in the early 20th century, 
by the librarians of Columbia University to establish a list of PhD candidates and 
their theses.

Another challenge for this study is the variety of the sources and their availa-
bility. The basic research was done by focusing on the data available at Columbia 
University and at the University of Berlin, especially the CVs of the PhD candi-
dates. The information gained during this research was later combined with other 
sources such as newspapers, biographies, teachers’ as well as census records or re-
ports of the university. However, all these sources served a different purpose when 
they were created. While a newspaper article, for example, was for a larger audience 
and contains a lot of details not necessarily required for this study, the teachers’ re-
cords were more focused on the educational background and teaching experience. 
They have therefore been used to document the careers of the teachers in Prussia.

The purpose of each of the source at the time it was created used must not 
be underestimated. CVs of PhD candidates, although accurate, aimed to present 
their achievement in the best possible light, which means that a PhD candidate 
chose his/her words carefully. Meanwhile, census and teachers’ records as well 
as statistical reports aimed to generate comparable data that could be used by 
policy makers.43 This means that any changes in the statistical data provided and 
the categorisation of said data must be interpreted in the relevant historical con-
text. A good example is the ever-changing content of the reports of Columbia’s 
presidents. It might be worth comparing Columbia’s reports with those of its 
American competitors, especially Harvard, to see if there are similarities or diffe-
rences with regard to the content of the yearly reports. This would indicate shifts 
in public debates about higher education at the time the reports were published.

Interestingly, the University of Berlin had no opportunity to present its 
development in a yearly ‘all-inclusive’ report as Columbia did. All its statistical 

43 See Vincent Carpentier, “Quantitative source for the history of education”, in Journal of 
the History of Education 37, no. 5 (2008), 701-720, 706-710.
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data was released, together with the data of the other Prussian and German 
universities, in the yearly reports of the Office of Statistics. For better or wor-
se, Berlin had to directly compete with all other German universities on the 
number of students, PhD candidates and representation within the official sta-
tistics. Hiding or emphasizing specific data to promote a critical issue was not 
possible. On the other hand, the fact that all data is available and that it does 
not have to be collected from various reports facilitates the research and might 
be a reason for the relatively (in comparison to Columbia) detailed research 
about the history of the University of Berlin.

We know a lot about (college) students and society as well as about success-
ful academics and their impact on society. Regarding Columbia, for example, 
Harold S. Wechsler tells the story of admission procedure and criteria from 
1870 and 1970 at Columbia,44 focusing on college students and the policy 
changes of higher education institutions in the United States while Rosalind 
Rosenberg45 shows the impact of female academics from Columbia on society. 
The same applies for the University of Berlin, with studies like Detlef Müller’s 
study about students on the one side and investigations such as the one Marita 
Baumgarten about academics on the other side. However, PhD candidates, if 
they are even mentioned, in these studies only appear as a qualitative resource, 
for example if they pursued a career as academics. They were never used as a 
quantitative resource out of which leaders were recruited.

44 Unfortunately, he excluded women in his study. SeeHarold S. Wechsel, The Qualified 
Student, A History of Selective College Admission in America (New Brunswick: Transac-
tion Publishers, 2014).

45 See Rosalind Rosenberg, Changing the subject: How the women of Columbia shaped the 
way we think about sex and politics (New York (NY): Columbia University Press, 2004).

Figure 2 Previous studies and their connection to this research
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Through the combination of records and by including the admission and 
degree criteria, which were neglected so far as well, this study allows to make the 
PhD candidates available as a source for the history of (higher) education and 
society in the late 19th and early 20th century. By building upon existing studies 
and methodologies, especially regarding the social categorisation, it allows to 
be included into the current historiography about the development of higher 
education in the late 19th and early 20th century regarding the admission of 
students but also regarding the social mobility and leadership.
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3. Berlin & Columbia

It is important to be aware of the evolution of the University of Berlin and 
Columbia in order to understand and contextualise the development of the 
PhD candidates at these two institutions. The focus is to highlight those deve-
lopments that affected PhD students the most. Also highlighted is the German 
university model developed and established by the University of Berlin and how 
it influenced Columbia University.1

The quantity and type of information for this analysis varies according to 
the university. The main reason is that not all the relevant files and documents 
were retained. Either they thought it was unnecessary to document the infor-
mation or the files were lost or destroyed. Columbia University destroyed or lost 
part of its student records as there was no central archive or similar structures 
until the end of the 19th century. Another reason is that the histories of the two 
universities has not been equally researched. Only the history of the University 
of Berlin has been researched in detail regarding its role and relationship with 
society and politics.

One reason for this was possibly the revolutionary approach to teaching 
and research proposed by one of its founders, Wilhelm von Humboldt, un-
der the terms Lernfreiheit [Freedom of Learning]2 and Lehrfreiheit [Freedom of 
Teaching].3 Another reason for the detailed documentation of the history of the 
University of Berlin is that Berlin was the leading institution of higher education 
until the late 19th century. In 2010 the University of Berlin published a multi-
ple-volume critical analysis of its history coinciding with its 200th anniversary.4 

1 Information about the admission of women to three universities can be found within 
the chapter about female PhD candidates at all both universities.

2 “Lernfreiheit meant that a student was free to specialize in his particular field of interest, 
choose his courses and even move from one university to another. Once he could prove 
attendance at several courses and satisfy examiners by producing the requisite thesis 
and defending it satisfactorily in the faculty, he would be awarded his degree.” Renate 
Simpson, How the PhD came to Britain: A century of struggle for postgraduate education 
(Guildford: Society for Research into Higher Education, 1983), 14.

3 “The principle of Lehrfreiheit assured him [the university professor] freedom of expres-
sion, at least within the precincts of the university, thereby protecting him from any 
interference with the subject matter of his lectures.” ibid., 14.

4 The series consists of four books. The first three focus on the history of the university; 
the last one on the history of its faculties. See Rüdiger vom Bruch and Heinz-Elmar Te-
north, eds., Geschichte der Universität zu Berlin 1810-2010: Biographie einer Institution, 
Praxis ihrer Disziplinen [History of the University of Berlin 1810-2010: Biography of 
an Institution, Practice of its Disciplines] (Berlin: Akademie Verlag Berlin, 2010).
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One might assume that such a detailed analysis of an institution’s history would 
have occurred at Columbia University as well. This is, however, not the case. 
The most detailed analysis of the history of Columbia University was published 
in 2003 by Robert McCaughey, but it is nowhere near as comprehensive as the 
one published by the University of Berlin.5 Nevertheless, it is important to note 
that the situation of Columbia University is not unique. 

3.1 The Germany Empire and the University of Berlin

The Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin was established in 1810 and grew 
to become the most important university of the 19th and early 20th century.6 
There was a need for a university in the capital city of the Prussian Kingdom. 
The state gave financial backing to the establishment and development of the 
university from its beginning, and this support became a model for German 
universities established later, especially within Prussia.7 The university was in 
the middle of Berlin, right between the old palace and the Reichstag, which also 
meant it was located in the political centre of the German Empire. While most 
professors lived outside the city centre, in Dahlem or Grunewald, they were 
still involved in its political life and were influenced by as well as influencing it. 
Due to this, the university became part of politics within the German Empire.8

The revolutionary approach of Wilhelm von Humboldt to teaching and 
research, who was also the catalyst behind the vision of establishing a university 
in Berlin, was the reason for its success. Later this approach was exported to 
the wider world as the ‘German University Model’. Wilhelm von Humboldt’s 
approach not only found its expression in the PhD program. Following the 
principles of Lernfreiheit, students could change from one university to another, 
as the basic curriculum as well as of the structure of all German universities 
were the same. This freedom became increasingly important, especially after the 

5 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia: A history of Columbia University in the City of 
New York, 1754-2004 (New York (NY): Columbia University Press, 2003).

6 There were two other universities with that title besides Berlin, one in Breslau and the 
other one in Bonn. The one in Breslau was closed in 1945 and reopened in 1946 as 
the University of Wrocław. The other is the Rheinische Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität 
Bonn. It is, however, operating under the name University of Bonn.

7 See Alain Touraine, The academic system in American society (New  York  (NY): 
McGraw-Hill, 1974), 34.

8 See Charles E. McClelland, “Berlin historians and German politics,” Journal of contem-
porary history 8 (1973): 5.
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foundation of the German Empire in 1871, when students could change bet-
ween any university within the German Empire. Lecturers, following the prin-
ciples of Lehrfreiheit, were free to teach what they deemed to be of importance 
to their students, which also lead to a competition of ideas. Their freedom was, 
however, not absolute. Non-tenured lecturers or those who needed to be appro-
ved by the government, were required to adjust their lectures according to the 
wishes of the state or the senior lecturers at the university. Additionally, these 
non-tenured lecturers were mostly paid according to the number of students 
present, which was a challenge as the students could freely change university 
if they were not satisfied. As state examinations were established for groups of 
professionals, sich as high school teachers or lawyers, students began to look 
for those lecturers who would prepare them for these exams in the best way 
possible.9 The combination of these factors, and the fact that all universities 
were financially well endowed due to state financial support, led to competition 
among the universities to attract the best teachers and students.10 However, the 
students’ mobility makes it difficult to establish how many semesters a student 
had been studying until he got his degree. Even contemporary witnesses were 
not able to say how long their students had been studying.11

Regarding the PhD program of the University of Berlin the most impor-
tant development was the establishment of the seminar in the Humanities. De-
veloped and established right after the restoration of 1815, it allowed advan-
ced students to engage in a constant exchange with professors, learning their 
research techniques, methods, and applying them directly to their research.12 
This so-called ‘unity of research and teaching’ was first developed in Berlin and 
was introduced into every German university during the 19th  century.13 The 
expression of the unity of research and teaching within the seminars was the 
most impressive aspect for foreign students and researchers. The requirement 
for “the student to try his hand at research” further offered the professor an 
opportunity “to share with the students not only the results but also the me-
thods and techniques of his enquiry”.14 This combination was, nevertheless, 

9 See Joseph Ben-David, “Science and the university system,” in Scientific Growth, In Sci-
entific Growth: Essays on the Social Organization and Ethos of Science, Gad Freudenthal, 
ed. (Berkeley (WV) et al.: University of California Press, 1991) 159-173, 162.

10 See Stuart Wallace, War and the image of Germany, 1.
11 See Johannes Conrad, The German Universities for the Last Fifty Years (Glasgow: Bryce 

& Son, 1885), 33.
12 See Robert D. Anderson, British universities past and present, 32.
13 See Joseph Ben-David, “Science and the university system,” in Scientific Growth, 160.
14 Joseph Ben-David, “Science and the university system,” in Scientific Growth, 164.



59Berlin & Columbia

undermined by the establishment of specialised research institutes towards the 
end of the 19th century as certain levels of research could no longer be included 
in the current structure. The professors of the university, who were actually the 
university due to their role as its corporate body, however blocked any reform 
of the university structure that would have included the institutions into the 
university structure and therefore including their research methods into the 
university’s research program.15 For reasons of status and power, German pro-
fessors preferred to maintain the fiction that “all ‘real’ teaching took place at 
the university, that all ‘real’ research took place within the minds of individuals, 
and that the bureaucratically organized institutes were merely organizational 
aids to the private research of the professor.”16 The university was only engaged 
as a guild of professionals, in safeguarding the standards of the university and in 
the protection of the rights and privileges of its members. Meanwhile, the pro-
jects conducted within the research institutes, first called Grossforschung [Lar-
ge Scale Research] by Theodor Mommsen in 1890, were strictly hierarchically 
organised and usually not connected to the university and its idea of the unity 
of research and teaching. This undermined not only the idea of a corporate 
collegiate among the professors and researchers, but also Humboldt’s idea of a 
‘learned republic’.17

German universities focused on what today would be called ‘postgraduate’ 
students.18 In fact, this focus led to the situation “that by the second half of 
the nineteenth century its [the university system] overall research productivity 
exceeded that of all other countries. Students from all over the world were con-
verging on their universities to enjoy the higher studies which they could not 
find in their own.”19 This focus does not mean that the number of students in 
the German Empire was low. The number of students in Berlin never fell below 
1000, not during the development of 1848, and not during the war of unifica-
tion.20 More impressive is the fact that the number of students doubled within 

15 See Joseph Ben-David, The scientist’s role in society: A comparative study with a new intro-
duction (Chicago (IL): University of Chicago press, 1984), 130.

16 Joseph Ben-David “Science and the university system”, in Scientific Growth, 166.
17 See Rüdiger vom Bruch, “A Slow Farewell to Humboldt? Stages in the History of Ger-

man Universitites, 1810-1945,” in German universities, past and future: Crisis or renew-
al?, ed. Mitchell G. Ash (Providence (RI): Berghahn Books, 1997), 3-32, 13-14.

18 It is difficult to divide German students into graduate and postgraduate students as the 
university system at that time did not have today’s bachelor-master system.

19 Renate Simpson, How the PhD came to Britain, 27.
20 See Johannes Conrad, The German Universities for the Last Fifty Years, 28.
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twenty years of the unification of the German Empire, while the staff numbers 
also doubled within forty years.21

A reason for this growth is connected to the war; students who postponed 
their studies, because they wanted to or had served in the war of unification, 
came back to the university afterwards. This, however, only explains the imme-
diate growth after 1871. Other reasons were related to the increasingly higher 
social standing that men with a university degree enjoyed within German so-
ciety. Additionally, more and more positions within the state, as well as in the 
economy, required applicants to have a university degree, while at the same 
time the cost of pursuing study at the university was reduced due to the financi-
al support of the state for the universities and their students.22 The low fees, the 
financial support, and the generally low living costs were another reason for the 
high mobility of the German students. Financial support was even available to 
those who were studying beyond the German Empire.23 The University of Ber-
lin, or the Ministry of Education, could even admit students for free. Additio-
nally, the university offered a discounted fee, mentioned within its constitution, 
to students if they had been studying at another university within the German 
Empire, the Austro-Hungarian Empire, or Switzerland:

“If he has already been studying at another university, he pays half. (As 
other universities, according to §.8, count the universities of the German Empi-
re and the universities of Vienna, Prague, Graz, Innsbruck, Dorpat, Bern, Basel 
and Zurich (Ministerial Order from 5th March 1861/12, October 1981 and 
Art Order from 8th December 1869)”.24

Berlin did not only ideologically support the mobility of students but it 
financially supported (indirectly) the idea of a mobile student who might start 
his study at another university and finish it later in Berlin. The support, ho-

21 “In Germany the number of university students doubled between 1871-76 and 1892-
93 from 16,124 to 32,834; in 1908–09 it was 46,632. In the institutes of technology, 
which were given university status in 1899, the numbers rose from about 4,000 in 1891 
to 10,500 in 1899. The growth in numbers of academic staff was somewhat slower, but 
it started earlier (1,313 in 1860, 1,521 in 1870, 1,839 in 1880, 2,275 in 1892, 2,667 
in 1900 and 3,090 in 1909).” Joseph Ben-David, “The Universities and the Growth of 
Science in Germany and the United States,” Minerva 7, no. 1 (1968/69): 1.

22 See Johannes Conrad, The German Universities for the Last Fifty Years, 25-26.
23 See Stuart Wallace, War and the image of Germany, 5.
24 Als andere Universitäten im Sinne von §.8. gelten die Universitäten des Deutschen 

Reich und die Universitäten zu Wien, Prag, Graz, Innsbruck, Dorpat, Bern, Basel und 
Zürich. (Ministerialerlass vom 5. März 1861/12, Oktober 1871 und Kunstbeschluss 
vom 8. Dezember 1869). Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, Statuten der Uni-
versität zu Berlin (Berlin: Norddeutsche Buchdruckerei und Verlagsanstalt), 1912, 31.
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wever, was only granted to students of German-speaking universities. Another 
limitation affected only the students from the German Empire; students who 
failed at another German university were not allowed to study the same course 
they had studied before arriving at the University of Berlin.25

A German student was required to get an Abitur at a Gymnasium to be ad-
mitted to any German university. However, the required content of the Abitur 
was not outlined within the constitution of the University of Berlin as it was 
up to each state. Berlin had therefore no direct influence upon the educational 
background of its incoming students. The wording of the constitution of the 
University of Berlin stated that those who did not have the necessary ethical 
and intellectual capabilities were not allowed to participate in the study pro-
gram of the university. This allowed the university to exclude a German student 
even if he had an Abitur. Foreigners had the additional requirement of being at 
the same age upon matriculation as a regular student in Berlin.26 It seems that 
the last rule was implemented to avoid the problem that a foreigner might be 
able to start studying at a younger age than that of a regular German student, 
who usually started his studies at the age of 18. Apart from this, it was further 
required for a student, independent of whether he was a German national or a 
foreigner, to prove his moral integrity. Students who had broken the law before 
joining the university were not admitted:

“§2. That who wants to be matriculated at the University of Berlin, has to; 
if he is a native, legitimate according to the edict regarding examination of the 
towards the universities graduating pupils from 12th October 1912; but if he 
is a foreigner he needs to prove his respectability trough testimonial from his 
home country.”27

German students were not allowed to be part of the military while they 
were studying. The main reason for this was that students and members of the 
military were under two different legal systems. It would have raised the questi-
on of which legal system should take precedence, the civil law of the university 
or the legal system of the military.28

25 See ibid., 30-31.
26 See ibid., 39.
27 “§2. Wer auf der Universität Berlin immatrikuliert werden will, muss, wenn er Inländer 

ist, sich nach dem Edikt wegen Prüfung der zu den Universitäten abgehenden Schüler 
vom 12ten October 1812 legitimieren; ist er aber Ausländer, sich durch Zeugnisse 
aus seiner Heimath  über die Unbescholtenheit seiner Person ausweisen.» Friedrich-
Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, Statuten der Universität zu Berlin, 29.

28 See ibid., 30-31.
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While the constitution of the university does not say what would have hap-
pened to students who joined the military while studying, the law of 1832 sta-
ted that they would lose their academic civil rights while serving in the military. 
However, students of the University of Berlin who joined the military, and who 
were part of the military garrison in Berlin, still had the right to attend lectures 
at the university while serving, even though they were, from a legal perspective, 
not students. They did not have to pay any fees and, as their matriculation was 
only suspended not revoked, they did not have to pay any additional fees to 
get their academic civil rights reinstated after their military service had ended. 
Apart from the social prestige, this last regulation seems to have been the reason 
why many German PhD candidates mentioned within their CV that they had 
fulfilled their military service, including, in some cases, information regarding 
their rank and division. The German law not only regulated the relationship 
between the university and the military, but also outlined rules regarding how 
students had to behave. Duels were banned, and so was the foundation of secret 
societies. It was forbidden to insult other students or university staff members, 
and the interruption of a church service, lectures or the institutions of the Cha-
rité, the medical faculty of the university, was not allowed either. Additionally, 
the law outlined the fees for matriculation, for leaving the university and for 
official documents.29 It is important to note, however, that these laws were eit-
her partially included in the constitution of the university or were added later. 
In fact, there are various duplications in the law and the constitution of the 
university. The matriculation procedure, for example, which included the re-
quirement that the dean welcomes each student and shakes his hand to confirm 
the matriculation, as well as the students’ duty to follow the laws and the con-
stitution of the university, was included in both documents: the constitutions 
of the university as well as the students’ by-laws.

Berlin had four faculties at the time of its foundation in 1810: law, me-
dicine, theology and philosophy. A new development was that the Faculty of 
Philosophy included all the Sciences and the Humanities, and that all faculties 

29 Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, Gesetze für die Studierenden auf der König-
lichen Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin: Zufolge Abschnitt VI. der Königlichen 
Universitäts-Statuten unter Beifügung der gesetzlichen Bestimmungen welche die Verhält-
nisse der Studierenden betreffen [Law for the Students of the Royal Friedrich-Wilhelms 
University in Berlin: Section IV of the Royal University Statute including the Legal 
Definition which relate to the Students], (Berlin: Nauckschen Buchdruckerei, 1832), 
4-8.
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had the right to confer degrees including the doctoral degree.30 The Faculty 
of Philosophy was the only faculty that did not prepare students for a specific 
employment after university. The fact that the Faculty of Philosophy was at 
the same level as the other faculties, and that the privileges of the older facul-
ties were eliminated, fundamentally changed how these fields were perceived; 
whereas the Humanities and Sciences had previously been a preparation for 
further study, they were now viewed as separate fields of study and research, 
that were on the same level as the others.

The Faculty of Philosophy grew in the decades after the foundation of the 
University of Berlin to become the most important one.31 Within 30 years of 
its establishment, it had become by far the largest faculty in Berlin, not only 
in terms of student numbers, but also regarding the number of teachers, 270 
out of a total of 633 regular professors, 124 out of 253 estraordinarii [extra-
ordinary professor] and 142 out 325 Privatdozenten [private professor] were 
members of the Faculty of Philosophy. This also meant new job opportunities 
for young scholars, not only in Berlin, but at other universities as well. Addi-
tionally, the other faculties employed philosophically trained staff too, which 
increased the job opportunities even more.32 The professionalization of the 
role of the professor, and the combination of research and teaching, started in 
the Faculty of Philosophy and was then implemented by the newly educated 
scholars who moved to other faculties.33 In fact, the influence of the Faculty 

30 “§. 4; Der höhere wissenschaftliche Unterricht, dessen Ertheilung[sic!] der Zweck 
der Universität ist, zerfällt, wie auf anderen Deutschen Universitäten, in folgende 
vier Abtheilungen[sic!]: die theologische; die juristische; die medizinische und die 
philosophische, zu welcher letzteren, ausser der eigentlichen Philosophie, auch 
die mathematischen, naturwissenschaftlichen, historischen, philologischen und 
staatswissenschaftlichen oder sogenannten kameralistischen Wissenschaften und 
Disciplinen [sic!] gehören.» [The higher academic education, which is the task of the 
university, as it is the task of the other German universities, is separated into the fol-
lowing areas: theology, medicine and philosophy, part of the last is, besides philosophy, 
also mathematics, science, history, philology and economics as well as political science] 
Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, Statuten der Universität zu Berlin, 5.

31 See Joseph Ben-David, Centers of learning: Britain, France, Germany, United States, Repr. 
(London, New Brunswick (NJ): Transaction Publishers, 1977), 20.

32 See Joseph Ben-David, “Universities and Academic Systems in Modern Societies,” in 
Scientific Growth, 132.

33 See Marita Baumgarten, Professoren und Universitäten im 19. Jahrhundert, Kritische 
Studien zur Geschichtswissenschaft [Professors and Universities in the 19th Century: 
Critical Studies in the History of Science] 121 (Göttingen, Gießen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1997), 10.
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of Philosophy grew even beyond the academic world as enlightened indus-
trialists began increasingly to support research at the university, especially in 
science.34

The unity of research and teaching also had an influence on the PhD de-
gree. The University of Berlin conferred two degrees for students of the Facul-
ty of Philosophy and the Faculty of Theology, a Magistri atrium liberlium, or 
master’s degree, and a Doctoris philosophiae, or PhD, but no bachelor’s degree. 
Like today, the difference was that the master’s degree required graduates to 
understand and share the knowledge acquired during their studies, while the 
PhD required them to apply their knowledge and extend their field of research. 
For neither of the two degrees were the requirements outlined in detail within 
the constitution of the university.35 A PhD candidate needed to have studied 
for at least three years, which was called Triennium. It was possible, at least from 
1843 onwards, for PhD candidates to have studied at another university and be 
admitted to the PhD examination at the University of Berlin without having to 
fulfil the Triennium in Berlin.36

A PhD candidate had to hand in a thesis and defend the thesis afterwards 
in public. The examiners decided whether a candidate had passed immediately 
after the public defence of the thesis. This was followed by a subsequent award 
ceremony, which was outlined in detail within the constitution of the universi-
ty.37 If a candidate did not pass the oral examination, it was possible, as at some 
universities today, to offer him a master’s degree instead. What was possible, 
was that a master’s candidate, whose work was considered of sufficient quality 
to qualify for a PhD degree, could be offered a PhD instead.38 The thesis was 
part of the PhD requirements right from the foundation of the university, and 
it had to be written by the candidate himself. The faculty could request, either 
when a candidate was handing in his thesis, or after he passed the oral exami-
nation at the latest, that the candidate added an official statement that he had 

34 See F.G. Brook, University of London 1820-1860: with special reference to its influence on 
the Development of Higher Education (PhD, University of London, 1958), 420.

35 See Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, Statuten der Universität zu Berlin (Berlin: 
Norddeutsche Buchdruckerei und Verlagsanstalt, 1912), 37-38.

36 The exception to this rule were students who were studying for the Gymnasium’s teacher 
admission exam. If they wanted to be admitted as PhD candidates, they were required 
to have studied for five years. See ibid., 38.

37 See Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, Statuten der Universität zu Berlin, 41-42, 
45-47.

38 See ibid., 43.
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written everything by himself.39 In 1912, this requirement was included in the 
application procedure.40

Berlin outlined the language and content requirement for the thesis wi-
thin its constitution. A thesis was either one or several essays from the PhD 
candidate’s main area of study. Knowledge of Latin was required for all fields of 
study. At first, only a thesis in history or philology had to be in Latin, but it also 
expected in all other subjects, although not a necessity from a legal persective. 
The thesis of Bruno Erdmann, for example, admitted in 1873, is the first thesis 
analysed that was written in German, although the CV was still in Latin.

The first official changes of the regulations were implemented in 1867. Ini-
tially, the Faculty of Medicine could waive the requirement to write the thesis in 
Latin. Afterwards the requirement was officially lifted for the other faculties and 
subjects as well, except for Latin, Greek, Archaeology and History, although it 
could be lifted upon application by the candidate.41 The application for the oral 
examination, however, still had to be in Latin and even if the thesis was written 
in German. Additionally, the candidate was still required to prove his know-
ledge of Latin at the public defence by interpreting an extract from the Roman 
classics.42 It was also up to the examiners if they wanted to ask their questions 
in German or Latin during the oral examination. It was therefore possible that a 
candidate had not only to prove his knowledge of Latin through an interpretati-
on of a Latin text, but also by answering the examiners’ questions in Latin even 
though his thesis was in German.43 In 1912, the language requirements chan-

39 The length of the thesis was, however, not defined. See ibid., 41.
40 See Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, Statuten der Philosophischen Fakultät 

der Königlichen Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin: Erlassen am 29. Januar 1838. 
Neudruck unter Berücksichtigung der bis zum 30. September 1908 eingetretenen Ände-
rungen [Statutes of the Faculty of Philosophy of the Royal Friedrich-Wilhelms Uni-
versity in Berlin. Decreed on 29th January 1838. Reprinted including the changes until 
30th September 1908] (Berlin: Norddeutsche Buckdruckerei und Verlagsanstalt, 1912), 
39-44.

41 See Renate Simpson, How the PhD came to Britain, 14.
42 The changes to the constitution after 1867 are a bit confusing as the years for the fol-

lowing changes are missing. The language requirement was changed for the dissertation 
and the oral examination. While there is no official statement, the changes do not seem 
to be applicable to the application and the CV. Both still seem to have to be written in 
Latin. This seems to be the reason why the CV and the thesis are not necessarily written 
in the same language in the period from 1867 until 1912, when the Latin requirement 
was abandoned completely. See Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, Statuten der 
Philosophischen Fakultät der Königlichen Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, 40.

43 See ibid., 42.
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ged again. The faculty decided that Latin was no longer a general requirement 
to be admitted to the oral examination. Nevertheless, the experts at the exami-
nation could decide, based on the topic of the thesis and the language, if the 
exam would be partially in Latin.44Another change was that the request to be 
admitted as a PhD candidate had to be written in the language of the thesis.45 
At the same time, the requirement for foreigners to know Latin was lifted.46

After the thesis was defended and accepted, the candidate had to hand 
in 150 copies of his dissertation. The dissertation had to have a CV attached, 
which included the information about the religion of the candidate, the univer-
sities he had visited, as well as studies he had undertaken before the exam. In 
addition, candidates had to add their leaving certificate and, in the case of citi-
zens of the German Empire, also their Abitur certificate.47 Other requirements 
regarding the CV are not mentioned, but the candidates were allowed to add 
any other information that proved their capabilities as scholars.48 As the 150 
copies of the dissertation were sent to other universities,49 the candidates used 
the opportunity to present themselves within their CV in the best way possible 
by including all the information that they deemed to be beneficial, such as field 
trips, additional language training or work experience.

3.2 The USA and Columbia University50

Columbia was established in 1754 as King’s College but had to close during the 
American Revolutionary War. It was briefly run by the state after the war had 
ended and was finally re-established under a new charter and under the control 

44 See ibid., 37-44.
45 There was an official doctoral degree regulation, but the document seems to have been 

lost as neither the archive nor the faculty had it. See ibid.
46 Nevertheless, it is important to note that, already by 1900 and with regard to students 

from the United States of America and from England, it was decided to admit foreigners 
on case-by-case basis. See ibid., 32.

47 The term ‘undenominational’ had to be included into the CV by those students to 
whom it applied by 1887. See ibid., 38.

48 Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, Statuten der Universität zu Berlin, 39.
49 A copy of those theses, which had the history of Germany or Prussia as their topic, 

were sent to the royal state archive too. See Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, 
Statuten der Philosophischen Fakultät der Königlichen Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu 
Berlin, 39.

50 The term Columbia University is used within this thesis to refer to both the college and 
the university.
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of a board of trustees in 1784 as Columbia College. It changed its name to 
Columbia University in 1898, the same year it moved to its current location in 
Morningside Heights, where today Barnard College, Teachers College and the 
Union Theological Seminary are also located. Nevertheless, Columbia Univer-
sity kept the title college as its corporate title in reference to the college that was 
now an integral part of the university’s structure.51

The situation of higher education in the United States was very different to 
that in the German Empire. As a country that was westwards orientated while 
its east still attracted migrants from Europe, there were fresh opportunities to 
establish new institutions of higher education everywhere. There was neither an 
educational nor a professional monopoly of any kind in the United States at 
that time, and no efforts were made to change the system from one based on 
status to one based on merit.52 The uncontrolled growth of educational institu-
tions in the United States until the end of the 19th century did not directly lead 
to a higher level of education and research. By European standards, according to 
which a university needed to have a certain well-defined series of departments 
or faculties as a minimum to be called a university, some of the biggest higher 
education and research institutions in the United States at that time were not 
able to call themselves by this title.53 By 1900 only six of them were “properly” 
established universities regarding their level of education, research and profes-
sionalization by European standards, one of which was Columbia University.54 
The pressure of newly-established institutions all over the United States upon 
those already-established, which were all located in the East, forced the latter to 
adapt and be innovative with regard to their research, structure and content if 
they wanted to stay ahead. As in Germany, there was an on-going competition 
among the universities to get the brightest and most innovative students and 
researchers for their institutions.55

At first, the newly established as well as already established institutions had 
followed the French as well as the British university model, but this changed 

51 See Edward D. Perry, “The American University,” in Monographs on Education in the Unit-
ed States, vol. 6, Nicholas M. Butler, ed. (New York (NY): J. B. Lyon & Company, 1900), 
253-318.

52 See Joseph Ben-David, Centers of learning, 24-25.
53 See Joseph Ben-David, “Universities and Academic Systems in Modern Societies,” in 

Scientific Growth, 149.
54 See Renate Simpson, How the PhD came to Britain, 19-20.
55 See Joseph Ben-David, “Universities and Academic Systems in Modern Societies,” in 

Scientific Growth, 148.
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when neither models were capable to adapt to changes within science in the 
first half of the 19th century, while the German one proved to be more flexible.56 
As soon as it was clearthat German teaching and training methods and new 
types of research practices had had a perceptible impact on the success of the 
German education, the American colleges began to try to copy this success by 
implementing parts of the German system into their own.57 In the beginning, 
only the newly-established institutions followed the German university model, 
but soon after it had proved its efficiency and success the German university 
model was introduced by the older universities too.58 The American academics 
who embraced the ideal of scientific research could hardly fail to acknowledge 
an intellectual debt to the German university model, especially when they were 
studying or researching in Germany for a longer period of time.59 During the 
19th century about 100,000 Americans went to Germany for graduate study, 
far more than to any other European country.60 The wide range of possible 
experience in Germany, in addition to the success of the research and the uni-
versity model, makes it difficult to define a specific German influence beyond 
the German university model.61. What can be said is that the Americans who 
studied in Germany focused primarily on their studies and research and not on 
the social activities.62 Germany stood not only for a positive approach to science 
and research, but also for the literary romanticism and idealistic philosophy 
that is still connected to the older ‘enlightened’ Germany. While academic men 
of letters were still more attracted to the United Kingdom, philosophers and 
scientists were focused more on the German Empire.63

What American students and researchers did not bring back was the idea of 
universities being closely connected to the state or of university students as an 
opportunity for the middle class to distinguish itself from the ruling elite while 
giving everyone a chance to climb the social ladder. 64 The universities in the 

56 See Joseph Ben-David, The Scientist’s Role in Society, 118.
57 See Joseph Ben-David, “Science and the University System”, in Scientific Growth, 162.
58 See Edward D. Perry, Monographs on Education in the United States, 254.
59 See Laurence Veysey, The Emergence of the American University (Chicago (IL): University 

of Chicago press, 1970), 125.
60 It is argued that this is the reason why the American university consists of single facul-

ties. See Bernhard Berelson, Graduate Education in the United States (New York (NY): 
McGraw-Hill, 1960), 11.

61 See ibid., 131-132.
62 See Laurence Veysey, The Emergence of the American University, 141.
63 See ibid., 197.
64 See, Alan Touraine, The Academic System in American Society, 34.
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German Empire had developed their own social class consisting of academics 
who had, and still have, their own academic rhetoric. Additionally, they were 
more focused on research, science and teaching while being open to everyone 
who qualified for entry as the fees were low because the universities were funded 
by the state.

American universities were much more influenced by the ideologies of the 
university officials, especially the presidents,65 and were much more closely con-
nected to local society.66 Education, and especially higher education, was not 
only a way to give people the chance to climb the social ladder, but also a tool to 
control who could use this opportunity by limiting access to the higher ‘ranks’ 
of society. This meant that American universities, which were largely funded 
by the (economic) elites, excercised control over access to higher education and 
(career) opportunities it offered.67

In the case of Columbia, the most important figure in the 19th century was 
Columbia’s president Frederick A. P. Barnard. He supported the foundation 
of the School of Mines and the School of Political Science and established the 
tradition of annual reports to the Board of Trustees. These reports allowed 
him to support his ideas with statistical data and put pressure on the Board of 
Trustees to either support his ideas or explain why they did not. It was Barnard 
who pushed Columbia College to professionalise itself and thus become 
one of the leading universities of the United States, through expansion of its 
infrastructure, personal, students, teaching and research.68

The lack of state influence can be seen during the various reform processes 
in the second half of the 19th century that reshaped the American university 
landscape. These reforms started more than 70 years later than in Europe. 
Higher education was not a public concern, but rather the focus of the small 
academic community in the East. The more American academics visited 
European universities, especially those in Germany,69 the more they became 
aware of the need to reform. German institutions were declared the ‘literal’ 
models for American higher education.70 There was however, no tabula rasa, 

65 See ibid, 35.
66 See Michael S. Kimmel and Thomas E. Mosmiller, Against the tide: Pro-feminist men in 
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67 See Alan Touraine, The Academic System in American Society, 15.
68 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 146-160.
69 See Joseph Ben-David, Centers of Learning, 59.
70 See Laurence Veysey, The Emergence of the American University, 10.
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as in Germany after the Napoleonic Wars, in the United States and there were 
no central controlling institutions that imposed the German university model 
or influenced the process through financial or political influence.71 There was 
instead an ‘Americanisation’ of the German higher education system based on 
the liberal and federal spirit of the United States of America. One of the first 
things to happen was the professionalization of university teaching staff and 
through this the improvement of teaching. Being a university teacher or resear-
cher became no longer a part-time but a full-time job.72 The second step was the 
incorporation of the German ‘graduate school’ into the existing undergraduate 
British-orientated college structure, and the incorporation of the PhD into the 
university’s curriculum.

This means that the higher education system that was developed in the 
United States towards the end of the 19th century was a combination of the 
British and German university models. The American universities could 
introduce training and research, not only into their own curriculum, but were 
able to convince businesses that a higher education degree was for their own 
benefit as well.73 The undergraduate colleges organised according to the English 
university model focused primarily on the practical use of knowledge and not 
on theory and research. Even Columbia University followed this approach by 
co-operating with the College of Surgeons and Physicians in 1861 and arran-
ging for the latter’s incorporation into the university in 1891. Another example 
is the foundation of the of the School of Mines in 1865, whose first president, 
Charles Frederick Chandler, got his PhD in 1856 as a chemist from the Univer-
sity of Gottingen,74 and the incorporation of Teacher’s College in 1900, which 
at that time called itself a “professional school for the training of teachers.”75

These changes are also reflected in the admission criteria of Columbia. 
According to the statues of 1851,76 the minimal age to join Columbia College 
as a student was 15. However, this minimal age limit began to vary with the 

71 See Joseph Ben-David, Centers of Learning, 81.
72 See Alan Touraine, The Academic System in American Society, 31-33.
73 See “Universities and Academic Systems in Modern Societies,” in Scientific Growth, 
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foundation or incorporation of the various schools. By 1891, the School of Arts 
had kept the minimum age of 15 years, 77 but the School of Mines78 and the 
School of Law79 defined the admission age as 18. The School of Political Sci-
ence80 and the School of Philosophy81 had no official admission age. However, 
their students were at least 17 years of age as it was required to have pursued a 
course of undergraduate study either at Columbia College or at another insti-
tution with a similar curriculum. All schools included the requirement that a 
student should not be eligible “to a more advanced study without a correspon-
ding increase of age”.82 Columbia University had, unlike Berlin, no restriction 
regarding military personnel even during the Civil War. Furthermore, a student 
studying at another institution at the same time was not excluded if he was 
pursuing “professional studies” while a student at Columbia College.83

Columbia implemented a series of rules regarding how students had to 
behave. At the same time, undergraduate students of the School of Arts were 
required to hand in a certificate of good moral character, either from their last 
teacher or another citizen in good standing, before any examination. Students 
from other colleges had the additional requirement to prove their honourable 
discharge from their former institution.84

Before 1891, the rules were much more ‘detailed’. Columbia expected its 
students “to be gentlemen, and they will be treated as such.”85 Depending on 
the seriousness of a violation, a student might be admonished, suspended, dis-
missed or expelled, and in all cases, his parents or guardians would be infor-
med.86 Students were required to be on time and it was recorded when they did 

77 Columbia University, Statutes of Columbia University (New York (NY): Columbia Uni-
versity, 1908), 9.

78 See ibid., 43.
79 See ibid., 35.
80 See ibid., 46.
81 Ibid., 49.
82 Ibid.
83 Columbia University, Statutes of Columbia University (New York (NY): Columbia Uni-
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not attend a class, were late, did not attend at all or left the classroom before 
the end of the lesson. Students were further required to sit in alphabetical order 
and, at least until the statutes of 1866, according to their respective merits.87 
Students were obliged to observe the strictest decorum when in class “not coun-
tenancing anything which may tend to incommode” the lecturer or “divert the 
attention of” other students.88 The formation of a group of students to resist 
either the university’s authorities and/or the law was forbidden, and a student 
who was active in any such organisation could be expelled from the college. The 
use of tobacco in any form was forbidden on the college premises.89 The rules 
went even further and did not only cover behaviour within the college, but also 
outside. Students were not allowed to be:

“intoxicated, bring or to be brought intoxicating liquors to the college; 
being concerned in any riot; making disturbances about the college at any time; 
striking a fellow-student; injuring or disfiguring any building or any other 
property belonging to the college; […] and doing any act, either singly or in 
concert with others, having a design or tendency to annoy the officers of the 
college, or any of them, or to obstruct them in the discharge of their duty.”90

While Columbia had no dress code, it was expected of all members of 
the College to wear the academic costume “in all places and on all occasi-
ons in which it is proper or desirable that the academic character should be 
indicated.”91 The “academic costume”, which distinguished the various degrees 
and schools by colour, was either to be made of worsted stuff or silk for ordinary 
wear and out of cassimere for dress or ceremonial occasions.

The religious affiliation of Columbia University is ambiguous. While the 
University of Berlin had its own theological faculty and British universities like 
Cambridge or Oxford only admitted Anglicans, Columbia had its own chapel. 
However, an official religious affiliation was not part of Columbia’s constituti-
on although attending service at the university’s chapel on campus was always 
part of its daily life. The charter and rules of order of Columbia University did 
not state that participation in the chapel’s morning prayers were an obligati-
on, although it seemed to have been part of the curriculum and therefore an 

87 See ibid., 14.
88 Ibid., 12.
89 Columbia College, Rules of Order: Adopted by the Faculty, Feb 17, 1869, 2.
90 Columbia College, Statutes of Columbia College, as passed by the Trustees, 11-12.
91 Columbia College, Revised Statutes: October 1891 (New York (NY): Columbia Col-
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indirect requirement.92 This changed in 1890 when it was declared that the 
“attendance upon the chapel services shall be voluntary, but persons connected 
to the College whether as instructors or students, shall be invited to take part 
in such services.”93

While the minimum admission age remained at fifteen years until the end 
of the century, the requirements regarding the knowledge of the students be-
came more flexible over time. Overall, there was a tendency to make the ad-
mission criteria and curriculums less strict. The charter of 1851 outlined in 
detail, the Latin and Greek books that a student had to know, as well as the 
required knowledge of Arithmetic and Algebra. This was changed by the in-
troduction of the statute of 1865, when admission exams were introduced. It 
stated that “every applicant for admission to the Freshman class (of the College) 
shall be examined in the English, Latin, and Greek Grammars, Latin Prosody 
and Composition, Ancient and Modern Geography, Arithmetic, and so much 
Algebra and Geometry, and such authors of Greek and Latin, as the Board of 
the college may prescribe”.94

The detailed admission requirements were published annually in the college 
catalogue, and it was up to the board of the college to modify the requirements 
if necessary. By 1891, the School of Arts included the admission examination 
into its statutes too. Its content was, however, not outlined as it was up to the 
faculty to change it whenever required.95 The School of Law included the addi-
tional requirement to have either passed the “Regents’ exam as required by the 
rules of the Court of Appeals of the State of New York”, or to have been a gra-
duate of another college of good standing.96 The same applied to the content of 
the bachelor degrees. The charter of 1851 outlined in detail every single course 
for every year offered at Columbia College.97 The charter of 1861 mentions 
only general aims for every year. The final plan of the course was made by the 
board of the college and approved by the trustees.98 Again, this procedure was 
abandoned with the introduction of the schools at Columbia College. From 

92 Columbia College, Rules of Order: Adopted by the Faculty, Feb 17, 1869, 1-3.
93 Columbia College, Revised Statutes: October 1891, 19.
94 Columbia College, Statutes of Columbia College, as passed by the Trustees, 12.
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this moment on, it was up to the individual schools to prepare a plan of each 
year’s courses while the approval of the Trustees was no longer a requirement.99 
This was reinforced by the fact that all students, except for undergraduates of 
the School of Arts and the School of Mines, were able to attend any combinati-
on of courses, if permitted by the President, and were not bound to their school 
anymore, which was another move towards the German university model.100

The graduate schools, on the other hand, focused primarily on research. 
While they first had difficulty attracting enough students, their rise became pos-
sible through the professionalization of teaching at the colleges.101 The more col-
leges required professional teachers, the more important the graduate schools be-
came training institutions for college teachers. PhD programs in the Humanities 
and social science either began to include professional training programs for tea-
chers or created specialized institutions as in the case of Columbia University.102 
Ultimately, this changed the requirements to be employed in any higher position 
at the prominent universities too. Until about 1893 a on could be employed as a 
teacher at a college or university without a PhD. However, this changed towards 
the turn of century when a PhD degree became to be a requirement.103

Due to the lack of a coordinating institution that could have intervened, 
the fourteen most prestigious universities established the American Associati-
on of Universities in 1900.104 The founding members provided up to 90% of 
PhD programs. Harvard, Columbia, John Hopkins and California alone were 
responsible for up to 55% of all PhDs awarded in the Unites States by the 
turn of the century. They accepted each other’s degrees by outlining specific 
requirements for these degrees and therefore created at the same time a “‘class 
organisation of American institutions interested in graduate study.”105

The lack of central coordination was, on the one hand, beneficial to Ame-
rican universities, as they could try out new methods more easily compared to 

99 Columbia University, Statutes of Columbia University, 32.
100 See Columbia College, Revised Statutes: October 1891, 23.
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103 See Laurence Veysey, The Emergence of the American University, 176.
104 The association was established in 1900. The founding universities were Harvard, Co-

lumbia, John Hopkins, Catholic University, Chicago, Clark, Connell, Michigan, Penn-
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German ones. On the other hand, it prevented students from changing their 
universities as easily as in the case of the German Empire, where the universities 
had to recognise not only one another’s degrees but also one another’s curricu-
lums. The move by the universities organised within the American Association 
of Universities towards standardising the PhD was a crucial step towards faci-
litating exchanges but also recruitment. However, it only affected postgraduate 
and research students. Universities also restructured their undergraduate courses 
within their own institutions, especially towards the end of the 19th century, 
with the implementation of a credit system. The pressure to standardise this 
system came not from the universities themselves, but from former students.106 
Their efforts led to the foundation of the “College Accreditation Movement’”, a 
pressure group for the standardisation of degrees and curriculums. The reform 
process had started by 1890 and was implemented nationwide by 1913, when 
the accredited universities implemented a minimum standard.107 While the 
PhD requirements were already standardised by 1900, it took another thirteen 
years to achieve the same for the bachelor and master degrees.108

While colleges followed the English university model, graduate schools fol-
lowed the German model and so did PhD programs. The first university to 
introduce a PhD program was Yale in 1861.109 It was, however, John Hopkins, 
which established the first successful PhD program in 1876, while the programs 
of other universities, including the ones at Harvard and Columbia University, 
failed to achieve a sustainable impact at first.110 In the case of Columbia Uni-
versity, the School of Mines introduced the PhD as a degree for its students. 
The first was awarded in 1872 to Charles Wells Marsh.111 As Charles Frederick 
Chandler was president of the school, a position he kept until 1897, it is not 
unlikely that his experience as a PhD scholar in Germany led to the develop-
ment of the PhD program. These were, however, solely science-related PhDs. 
It took more than ten years until the first two PhDs in the humanities were 
awarded by the School of Political Science to Nathan Bijur and Felix Herzog 
in 1883.

106 See Bernhard Berelson, Graduate Education in the United States, 16.
107 See Laurence Veysey, The Emergence of the American University, 311-314.
108 See Bernhard Berelson, Graduate Education in the United States, 18.
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The School of Political Science at Columbia University was established in 
1880 and John W. Burgess became its first president. He had studied in France 
and Germany for two years and tried to implement the German university mo-
del in the American system. He failed at Amherst College, where the trustees 
did not follow his plan to reform the institutions according to the German 
university model, and moved to Columbia, where he established the School of 
Political Science.112

Burgess established a three-year PhD program at this school. Soon after the 
program was established, it became much more successful than the one at the 
School of Mines as the number of PhDs awarded was far higher. The reason for 
this success was that Burgess and his colleagues aimed to create a professional, 
serious and research-orientated atmosphere within the school and, by so doing, 
the School of Political Science would change the whole university.113 At the 
same time, the school’s curriculum overlapped with the School of Arts, which 
still had a department of history and political science. The overlap was not only 
regarding the name but also the content of lectures and seminars.114 Ultimately, 
and after the foundation of the School of Philosophy in 1890 and the School 
of Pure Science in 1892, all institutions that were awarding master and PhD 
degrees were amalgamated into the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences, with 
the exception of Teachers College. While the schools still were partially inde-
pendent, the reform created an overall governing body for the post-graduate 
institutions of the university.115

Columbia followed the PhD rules of Berlin in many cases, for example by 
including the rule that candidates had to add a CV to the end of the thesis.116 
As in Berlin, it was always required to write a thesis to get a PhD degree. A 
comparison of examination procedure is, however, not possible. Unlike Berlin, 
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Columbia University did not outline its procedure except that it was up to the 
University Council:117

“To fix and determine, by concurrent action with the Faculties of Political 
Science, Philosophy, Pure Science and Fine Arts, severally, the conditions upon 
which the degrees of Master of Arts and Doctor of Philosophy shall be confer-
red, and to recommend for such degrees.”118

Once a candidate had passed, he was required to send a specified number 
of copies of his thesis to the library, where they were stored or sent to other 
institutions. This caused a debate within the university as it could create quite 
a financial burden for the candidates. It was, therefore, decided that the Dean’s 
office had the right to have “the number reduced in certain cases where the cost 
of depositing one hundred copies is excessive”.119 Still, candidates had to pay an 
examination fee as well as a matriculation and annual tuition fee.120 PhD can-
didates were further required to prove their reading knowledge of French, Ger-
man and Latin at least one year before they finished their dissertations.121 Co-
lumbia further adopted some general procedures by implementing a Registrar’s 
Office in 1900. Before that, it was each school’s own responsibility to register 
the students and send the statistics to the university administration.122 Never-
theless, there were differences to Berlin. A candidate only had to study for two 
years to get admitted as a PhD candidate for examination. A request to increase 
the number of years to three, while it was still up to each faculty whether they 
could admit someone after two years, was not approved in 1904.123 On the 

117 The University Council consisted of the president and the deans of the faculties as well 
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other hand, it was not possible to get a master’s degree and a PhD at the same 
time as in Berlin. The clear majority of PhD candidates at Columbia had a 
bachelor’s and a master’s degree, many of them from colleges other than Co-
lumbia College.124

At first, it seems as if a PhD candidate at Columbia University was re-
quired to study for a much longer period than a candidate at the Univer-
sity of Berlin. It was, however, from a legal perspective, not a requirement 
to get both a bachelors and a master’s degree. PhD candidates only had to 
have acquired a first degree in Law, Letters, Arts, Science or Philosophy from 
Columbia College “or in some other institution maintaining an equivalent 
curriculum”.125 It should also be pointed out that a bachelor’s degree from an 
American college counted as much as one year of study at the University of 
Berlin while Columbia University, on the other hand, recognized the German 
Abitur as a bachelor’s degree.126

3.3 Conclusion

After the Bologna reforms, the structure and curricula of most American and 
European universities are similar and in most cases easily comparable. They 
award the same degrees, and the time required to obtain a degree is mostly the 
same, as is the age of admission. Arguably, the chief remaining difference is that 
Berlin is still a state-funded university with no student fees127, while Columbia 
University is at least partially funded through student fees.

124 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 161.
125 Columbia University, Statutes of Columbia University, 52-53
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Figure 3 Degree System of Columbia University by 1892

However, this development is the result of an intense exchange between 
American and European universities and the various reforms started in the late 
19th  century by the University of Berlin and later the American universities. 
The differences between the two universities reflect the specific understandings 
and roles of higher education in the United States of America and the German 
Empire, and their relationship to society, state, politics, science, religion and 
economy. Hence, this is only a partial analysis of the differences, and one that 
focused primarily on those that affect, directly or indirectly, the primary subject 
of this study, the PhD candidates in the Humanities at Columbia University 
and at the University of Berlin.

The admission requirements were the first crucial difference. The Universi-
ty of Berlin, according to its constitution, was required to accept every student 
who passed the German Abitur, of which the content was, however, up to each 
state of the German Empire to define and not the university itself. This require-
ment applied to non-German students, as well. While students in countries like 
Switzerland or Austria had no problem as they had passed the Abitur128 in their 
own countries, students from other countries had more difficulties and were 

128 The Abitur is called Matura in Austria and Switzerland.
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solely admitted on a case-by-case basis. As regards students from the Unites 
States, Berlin decided that it required a bachelor’s degree for students to be 
admitted to any of its courses. The reason for this decision was not only the 
content, but also the age difference. A student at a German university usually 
started his studies at the age of 18, while an American one could start studying 
for a Columbia College degree at the age of 15.

On the other hand, Columbia changed its age requirements during the late 
19th century. It is not surprising that these changes were initiated at Columbia 
University during this period, when it started implementing the German 
university system by establishing the Graduate School in 1895. Additionally, 
Columbia started to promote its degrees as requirements for its own graduate 
and postgraduate lecturers, who, after all, prepared the future Columbia PhD 
candidates.129 It is not by coincidence that Teacher’s College, founded in 1887, 
was affiliated to Columbia University in 1898 and later incorporated. While 
the University of Berlin could, or had to, rely on the state to sufficiently prepare 
its upcoming students, Columbia had to promote its standards on its own. 
Remembering this, it is also not surprising that Columbia University outlined 
its admission requirements within its constitution, at least at the beginning. It 
provided some clarity while there was no consensus in the United States at that 
time on the necessary education that would qualify students to be admitted to 
any university within the country.

These differences still exist today. Humboldt University Berlin is required 
to admit every student who has an Abitur or equivalent degree to most of its 
bachelor and master degrees and still has no direct influence on the content, 
although today’s German high school teachers usually have studied at a uni-
versity, as well. On the other hand, it has implemented a numerus clausus 
rule for popular degrees, which requires students to have reached a certain 
standard in their Abitur in order to have some control over the admission of 
its students. Columbia, on the other hand, has added various standardised 
tests such as the SAT to its admissions requirements. Yet it is legally not 
obliged to admit any student, however good his SAT degree is. Additionally, 
and unlike Berlin, Columbia has added a review of a candidate’s CV, employ-
ment and other activities to identify and recruit those students who meet 
its standards. In a nutshell; the University of Berlin relies on state-approved 
certificates to admit its students, while Columbia University uses the certif-

129 See Robert McCaughey: Stand, Columbia, 192.



81Berlin & Columbia

icate of a not-for-profit institution due to the lack of a central nationwide  
authority.

The requirements for the PhD degree were also different at both univer-
sities. Berlin was the forerunner regarding establishing a PhD program, new 
research and teaching methods. However, it lost its reform momentum towards 
the end of the 19th century. The university was unwilling to adapt to changes 
within society, the economy and the rising number of students. Berlin did not 
establish new faculties or spilt up the enormous Faculty of Philosophy, unlike 
Columbia. On the other hand, Berlin could maintain and even extend its flex-
ible approach regarding its PhD requirements. There were no rules regarding 
the length, structure or content of a thesis. The only exception was the use of 
Latin, which was taught in every German high school. Most CVs attached to 
the dissertations in Berlin that were analysed for this study were in Latin until 
the end of the century. Moreover, each candidate had to prove his knowledge of 
Latin at the oral examination of his thesis.130 Berlin dropped the Latin language 
requirement towards the turn of the century for the written thesis except for 
those in classical, oriental and ancient studies. However, knowledge of Latin 
remained a requirement to be admitted as a PhD candidate in the Faculty of 
Philosophy until 1912.131

While Columbia University, like Berlin, does not ever seem to have had 
regulations on the length of the thesis, it had, unlike Berlin, also no require-
ments regarding the language of the thesis. The only exception were theses on 
Latin, Ancient Greek or any other modern language. They were mostly written 
in the language they were analysing, although no regulation has been found 
that they had to be written in this language.132 The limit of this investigation, 
however, is that these comparisons are primarily made based on the basis of 
the constitutions of the universities and the theses collected because other  

130 See Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, Statuten der Universität zu Berlin, 8-9.
131 It was possible for a candidate to apply for an exemption from the Latin requirement 

for the oral examination. This application had to be handed in with the thesis and if 
not granted, the application was rejected completely. It is unclear if this procedure was 
introduced in 1867 or later as only the date (12th December) is mentioned. See Fried-
rich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, Statuten der Philosophischen Fakultät der König-
lichen Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, 40.

132 An example of an exception to this ‘rule’ was the thesis of James Dennison Roger who 
wrote his dissertation, The language of Aeschylus compared with the language of the Attic 
inscriptions prior to 456 B. C. in English in 1894. See James Dennison Roger, The lan-
guage of Aeschylus compared with the language of the Attic inscriptions prior to 456 B. C., 
1894, CXO R63.
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documents, such as minutes from faculty meetings, and in some cases even 
faculty regulations, were not stored.

Columbia University had a curriculum included within its constitution for 
its degrees, including the PhD, until the end of the 19th century when it adopted 
the German university model. Berlin, on the other hand, was much more liberal, 
not only as to the curriculum, but also with regard to the time required to acquire 
a degree. While at first there was no limit, it decided later that a student had to 
have studied for at least three years before being admitted as a PhD candidate for 
his examination. It was up to the student to decide what lectures and seminars he 
would attend during his course of study. Still, the University of Berlin expected 
its students to participate. The university could exclude a student if he did not 
participate in lectures or seminars for half a year. It was further possible for the 
university not to award a degree to a student if he was studying for too long and/
or had not taken enough courses in the faculty.133 Therefore, while there was no 
official limitation, the University of Berlin still had the option to intervene if it 
thought that a student had not been focusing on his studies appropriately.

Another notable difference was the social control that the two universities 
enforced upon their students. Columbia controlled the lives of its students in 
detail. The clearest example of this is the requirement to attend the morning 
service at the chapel. This not only allowed the university to check if every 
student was present, but also to question and take note of those students who 
came late or did not attend at all. This requirement might be surprising for 
some, especially when looking at today’s Columbia University. Yet it was a her-
itage of Columbia University’s predecessor, King’s College, whose first trustees 
were primarily clergymen.134 The debate about the religious identity of Co-
lumbia University intensified during the late 19th century. It is not surprising 
that with the overall professionalization of Columbia University as expressed by 
the separation of the college and the graduate school, and the founding of the 
schools during the presidencies of Barnard and Low towards the late 19th and 
early 20th century, the requirement to attend the chapel service was abolished.135

133 See Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, Statuten der Philosophischen Fakultät der 
Königlichen Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, 8-9.

134 See Columbia College, Statutes of Columbia University and its Associations Schools (New 
York: Columbia College, 1878), 1.

135 One could argue that Columbia University followed the example of Princeton Univer-
sity. Like the latter, which separated Princeton Theological Seminary, but still has close 
ties like cross-registration and the mutual use of the library, Columbia University is 
closely connected to the Union Theological Seminary.
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The ban on tobacco and alcohol at Columbia University, including the 
indictment to be intoxicated, as well as the general ban on behaviour criti-
cal of the institution, further gives us essential information about Columbia 
University’s and its trustees view of its students and its role as an institution of 
higher education. They did not see the students as adults. The main reason for 
this might be the fact that students at Columbia College started their studies 
at the age of 15 while a German was usually at least 18 years old when he 
started his studies. In Berlin, the university focused on a combination of its 
own rules and laws only applicable to students. The latter, to which the univer-
sity even referred within its constitution, were enforced by the state.136 Neither 
the rules within the constitution nor the laws were as detailed as the rules of 
Columbia University. There was no dress code, the consumption of alcohol or 
tobacco was not forbidden and there was no mandatory church service.137 This 
does not mean that Berlin was more liberal than Columbia. It was expected 
instead that a student would be aware of social rules so that outlining these was 
deemed unnecessary. On the other hand, Berlin focused more on the procedure 
of the PhD examination and ceremony. The constitution included a detailed 
procedure for the degree examination, the degree-awarding ceremony, which 
followed, and the pledge a PhD candidate had to make during the ceremony.

Due to the oversight capacity of the Ministry of Education upon the Uni-
versity of Berlin, the constitution and its changes had to be approved. Colum-
bia University, on the other hand, was not and is not a state university.138 Its 
board of trustees, therefore, had the right to decide upon its constitution as 
well as any other major decision, such as the election of a new president. While 
Columbia University maintained a strong connection to the City of New York 
through its official name139 as well as the scholarships outlined within its con-
stitution, neither the City nor the State of New York had any official say on the 
development of the university. Unlike Berlin, Columbia University never had 
the official task of training the upcoming state employees of the city or the state.

136 For detailed analyses of the student laws and the conflicts between the German uni-
versities, the state and the students, see, for example Lisa Fetheringill Zwicker, Dueling 
Students: Conflict, Masculinity, and Politics in German Universities, 1890-1914 (Ann Ar-
bor (MI): University of Michigan Press, 2011).

137 See Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin Statuten der Philosophischen Fakultät der 
Königlichen Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, 32-33.

138 The state university for New York City is the 1847 established City University of New 
York. 

139 The official name of Columbia University has been “Columbia University in the City of 
New York” since 1896. See Columbia University, Statutes of Columbia University, 0.
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By adopting the German university model towards the end of the 
19th  century, as promoted by the University of Berlin, Columbia University 
became a more liberal institution of higher education. It dropped its strict 
admission criteria and opened its curriculum and even allowed students 
to attend courses in schools different from the one within which they were 
officially registered. However, Columbia University did not just copy the 
German university model. It adapted and improved upon those parts it deemed 
worthy of attention in order to support its goals of becoming the leading in-
stitution for research and teaching in the United States.140 While Berlin was 
unable to reform due to the veto of its professors and its close connection to the 
state, Columbia University, especially due to its powerful presidents, was much 
more independent in its decisions. It established new schools and reformed 
those already established but also implemented the PhD program into its cur-
riculum. In the end, it extended the German university model by developing 
and merging its own system with the idea of ‘unity of teaching and research’. At 
the same time, it tried to maintain the system flexibility in order to be able to 
amend and change the system as required.

140 See Gabriele Lingelbach, “Intercultural Transfer and Comparative History: The Bene-
fits and Limits of Two Approaches”, in Traversea 1 (2011), 46-59, 54.
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4. The University of Berlin

4.1 Introduction

The University of Berlin was by far the largest and most influential university 
in the world from the early 19th century until the beginning of the First World 
War. Its innovative approach to teaching, research and learning was copied 
by universities both in Germany and abroad. It had the highest number of 
students including PhD candidates. The size of the PhD program has facilitated 
the use of statistical data to gain information about the PhD candidates and 
to reconstruct the careers and lives of individual PhD candidates before they 
received their degree.

The primary sources for the following sections are the CVs added by the 
PhD candidates to their theses. Additionally, reports from the statistics depart-
ments, the Ministry of Education, and reports from the University of Berlin 
itself are included whenever they were available, as well as suitable, for the pur-
poses of this chapter. While the basic methodological requirements have been 
outlined previously, this chapter will also outline any adjustments that have 
been made.

Unlike Columbia University, at Berlin science and Humanities were part 
of the same faculty. Students in both fields of research received the same degree 
at the end of their studies. This means that the theses, as well as all other in-
formation about the PhD candidates, were stored together. The archive of the 
University of Berlin does not separate these two fields within its own records. 
For this reason, the main task at the outset was to separate the theses dealing 
with topics in the Humanities from those dealing with the topic of science. The 
separation was comparably easy to achieve in most cases.

There were two main factors that decided if a thesis qualified as being part 
of the Humanities or part of Science. The first factor was the title as well as the 
content of the thesis. At the beginning of their theses, candidates often added a 
list of assumptions which they were trying to prove or disprove. This, however, 
had changed by the end of century when the length of the theses increased. A 
table of contents replaced the list. If the title and the content of the thesis were 
clearly dealing with a topic from the Humanities, the thesis was added to this 
study. The challenge regarding this factor were studies dealing with upcoming 
new fields of research, such Sociology, Economics or Political Science. They are 
not part of the traditional definition of the Humanities. They use empirical data 
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and methods, such as statistics, from the field of sciences. At the same time, they 
are still dealing with matters of human nature and society, while also drawing on 
the methodologies of the Humanities. There are two reasons why these theses 
were included in this study. The first reason is that, until the assimilation of the 
commercial college of Berlin in 1936, as well as the foundation of the faculty of 
Economics in 1946, they remained part of the faculty of Philosophy. The second 
reason is that these new fields of research were still in development during the 
period this thesis focuses upon. The use of empirical data was not necessarily a 
requirement for a thesis in Economics or Political Science at that time. The thesis 
by Hans Gutenberg for example, accepted in 1912, about the public companies 
of the electricity industry, was primarily descriptive without any empirical data.1

The second factor was the curriculum of each student. This includes the 
lectures and seminars he attended during his studies as well as the supervisor(s) 
of his thesis. Every PhD candidate listed the lecturers he met during his studies. 
Most students only mentioned the surname of a lecturer but not the topics. 
This made identifying the course of study challenging as some surnames ap-
peared several times on the list of staff members of the University of Berlin. The 
fact that students were able to attend courses not only in the faculty of Philoso-
phy, but also in other faculties, such as Law or Theology, made the research even 
more complex. However, it must be noted that there seems to have been no re-
gulation regarding the courses within the CV as students mention only some of 
their teachers. An extreme example is Hans Landsberg. He was awarded a PhD 
in 1900 for his thesis about the Georg Büchners drama Dantons Tod [Danton’s 
Death]. He mentions only one of his professors in his CV and only mentions 
the surname, even though he studied in Berlin for seven years.2 A source used 
to overcome this obstacle was the catalogue of Johannes Asen. His catalogue, 
published in 1955, contains information about all faculty and staff member 
at the University of Berlin from the foundation of the university until 1945.3 

1 See Hans Gutenberg, Die Aktiengesellschaften der Elektrizitätsindustrie [Public limited 
companies of the electric industry], 1912, 516.

2 See Hans Landsberg, Georg Büchners Drama „Dantons Tod” [Georg Bücher’s „Dan-
tons Tod], 1900, 353.

3 Johannes Asen’s list was originally planned as a two-issue series. It was planned to pub-
lish the second part to coincide with the 150th anniversary of the university in 1960. 
The manuscript appears to have been available but was never published. See Rüdiger 
vom Bruch et al., Geschichte der Universität Unter den Linden 1810-2010: Sozialis-
tisches Experiment und Erneuerung in der Demokratie - die Humboldt-Universität zu 
Berlin 1945-2010 [History of the university under the limes: socialistic experiments 
and renewal of democracy – The Humboldt University Berlin 1945-2010] (Berlin: De 
Gruyter, 2012), 133.
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Furthermore, German students were allowed to change their university and 
continue their studies at another university within the German Empire.4 Alt-
hough, they mention their professors, they do not indicate at which university 
they met them. Nevertheless, it was possible to exclude all the theses that had a 
science topic as their main field of research, by referring to the aforementioned 
catalogue, using the information provided by the PhD candidate within his CV, 
as well as the documentation of the university about the supervisors and, finally, 
the content as well as the title of the thesis itself.

4.2 Numbers

Berlin awarded 3806 PhDs from 1871 to 1913.5 While the awarding ceremony 
took place immediately after the oral examination, the PhD was not registered 
as the official degree right away. A candidate still had to fulfil the formalities, 
which included producing copies of the thesis for distribution, as well as the 
payment of all fees. From these 3,806 theses, a total of 1663, or 43.69%, ca-
tegorised as dealing with topics from the field of Humanities were included in 
this study. 699 theses were accepted before 1900; 964, or about a third more, 
were accepted in the period from 1900 to 1913. Surprisingly, there is nearly no 
shift between the number of PhDs awarded in the Humanities and in science. 
43.66% of the PhDs awarded before and 43.72 of the PhDs awarded after 1900 
were in the Humanities.

Comparing the number of PhDs awarded every year gives a better overview 
of the development at the University of Berlin, especially regarding the compa-

4 The statistics released by Office of Office of Statistics in Prussia showed the information 
about the number of students changing their university or faculty. It recorded how 
many times students changed their university or faculty. It is, however, not possible to 
say if students changed between Humanities and science as both were part of the same 
faculty. A change in subject was therefore not recorded as a change of faculty. See for 
example: Verlag des Königlichen Statistischen Landesamts, Statistik der Preussischen 
Landesuniversitäten mit Einschluss des Lyceum Hosianum zu Braunsberg, der bischö-
flichen Klerikerseminare und der Kaiser-Wilhelms-Akademie für das militärische Bil-
dungswesen zu Berlin für das Studienjahr zu Ostern 1911/1912 [Statistic of the Prus-
sian National Universities including the Lyceum of Braunsberg, the eposcipalian clerical 
Seminaries and the Kaiser Wilhelms Academy for the Military Education in Berlin for 
the Easter Year 1911/1912] (Berlin: Königlich Preußisches Statistisches Bureau, 1912), 
76-77.

5 It is possible that more PhD candidates passed the oral examination than these 3,806 as 
a PhD was only conferred after a candidate had fulfilled all the requirements including 
sending the additional copies of his thesis to the university.
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rison of PhDs in the Humanities and sciences. Until 1885, the number of PhDs 
awarded for each field of research was usually more or less the same. In fact, 
there were often more PhDs awarded in the Humanities than in the sciences. 
This changed in 1886 when the number of PhDs awarded for science-related 
research more than doubled from 24 in 1885 to 49 in 1886. After 1885, only 
in 1896 were there more PhDs awarded in the Humanities than in Science, 49 
vs 48. In all other cases until 1913, there were more PhDs awarded for science-
related research than for research in the field of Humanities, although the diffe-
rence between the two academic fields is minimal.

Additionally, the comparison shows that, while the overall number of PhDs 
awarded rose, the number of PhDs awarded for research in the field of science 
was always higher after 1886. The only exception was 1892, when 49 PhDs 
were awarded in the Humanities and 48 for science-related research. The Fa-
culty of Philosophy slowly became a faculty of science, at least according to the 
research published.

The more detailed statistics also show that the number of PhDs awarded 
did not increase steadily. There were years, and even whole periods, when the 
number of PhDs was lower than in previous years or periods, like the 1890s, 
or did at least not increase, as from 1883 to 1885. One explanation for this 
development can be found when comparing these developments with the ove-
rall number of students as well as the economic development of the German 
Empire during the late 19th and early 20th centuries.

As with the number of PhD candidates, the total number of students at the 
University of Berlin increased from 1871 to 1913. Students were required to 
fill out a detailed matriculation form. The university requested basic informa-
tion, such as date of birth or home address. It also requested information such 
as the employment of the father of the student, any bursaries the student had 
received, the religion or denomination of the student, other universities the 
student was a member of, and whether the student had served, would serve or 
was still serving in the military.6 Comparing the number of students with the 
number of PhDs awarded is, however, challenging as the student numbers were 
organised by semester and the PhDs by year. The number of students at the 
start of the summer semesters was used for this study as most students finished 
their studies by the end of this semester. Additionally, if a student stopped his 

6 The matriculation form was amended from time to time but only regarding its struc-
ture and wording, not regarding the requested information. See Verlag des Königlichen 
Statistischen Landesamts, Statistik der Preussischen Landesuniversitäten 1911/1912, 1.
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studies, he usually did this after the first winter semester. This is the reason 
why the number of students during the winter semester was always higher than 
during the summer one.

It is important to bear in mind that the number of students consists of data 
from two different sources, one of which, statistics about Prussian universities, 
was released not by the German Empire, but by the Prussian Statistical Office, 
and made its final appareance in 1912 with reference to the period 1910-1911. 
After this, statistics were added to the official statistics of the German Empire. 
They included the data not only from the Prussian universities, but also from all 
education institutions, including an overview of primary schools, high schools 
and all other state-funded institutions of higher education. It was not possible 
to clarify why this change happened. It might be connected to the fact that Ber-
lin officially admitted women as students by 1908, later than other universities 
in the German Empire. Furthermore, the data from these two sources were not 
coherent. The statistics released by the Office of Statistics in Prussia in 1912 
counted 6,325 male students and 369 female students during the summer term 
of 1909. This means 6,694 students were studying at the University of Berlin.7 

7 See See Verlag des Königlichen Statistischen Landesamts, Statistik der Preussischen 
Landesuniversitäten, 1911/1912, 72.

Figure 4 Number of PhD’s awarded by the Faculty of Philosophy, 1871-1913
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The statistics released by the Office of Statistics in the German Empire counted 
6,854 students or 160 students more.8

The number of students can best be described as a growing wave. There are 
certain years when the number of students was lower than in previous years. 
Most often, however, the number of students was rising. However, the number 
of students in this faculty was much more volatile compared to the overall 
development of student numbers. In 1871, 40.8% of all students were part of 
the Faculty of Philosophy. This percentage rose to 48.89% in 1880. After this, 
the number of students at the University of Berlin still rose, but the number of 
students in the Faculty of Philosophy remained more or less the same, which 
means that by percentage it fell. In 1890, when the number of students at the 
University of Berlin decreased from 4686 to 4537, only 33.93% of all students 
were part of the Faculty of Philosophy.

Figure 5 Percentage of students at the Faculty of Philosophy, 1871-1913

Until 1908, the number of students only included male students as fe-
males were not allowed to matriculate. On the other hand, the number of 
PhDs awarded does include the PhDs awarded to female candidates. The 
lowest percentage of students at the Faculty of Philosophy at Berlin was re-
corded in 1892 at 32.67%. What is interesting to note about the early 1890s 

8 See Kaiserliches Statistisches Amt, Statistisches Jahrbuch des Deutschen Reiches 1911 
[Yearbook of statistics oft he German Empire 1911] (Berlin: Puttkammer & Mühl-
brecht, 1911), 275.



91The University of Berlin

is that the number of students in the Faculty of Philosophy, as well as at 
the University of Berlin, was still falling until 1894/1895. However, the per-
centage of all students at the Faculty of Philosophy compared to the ove-
rall number of students began to rise after 1892. This means that the fall in 
number of students in the Faculty of Philosophy began to slow down earlier 
compared to other faculties. When the overall student numbers began to rise 
again in 1896, the number of students in the Faculty of Philosophy rose dis-
proportionately compared to the other faculties. Within 10 years, the number 
of students in the Faculty of Philosophy rose to over 50% of all students. In 
1910, the peak was achieved at 55.03%.

The total number of PhDs awarded was directly connected to the number 
of students in the Faculty of Philosophy. Like the total number of students, 
the number of PhDs awarded also increased until the early 1890s and began 
to fall after that. With the increasing number of students in the mid-1890s, 
the number of PhDs began again to rise and did so until 1908, when the Fa-
culty of Philosophy awarded 206 PhDs within one year. As in the case of the 
comparison of the overall student numbers with the students in the Faculty 
of Philosophy, it is important to examine the percentage of students acquiring 
a PhD.

In 1871, only 0.89% of all students at the Faculty of Philosophy acquired 
a PhD. This was the lowest percentage between 1871 and 1913. The highest 
percentage was achieved in 1891 at 7.77%. In the years following this, the per-
centage dropped again and became unstable especially when compared with the 
overall number of students and the number of students in the Faculty of Philo-
sophy, which were both rising. The percentage dropped and rose by only about 
1% from one year to the next. Nevertheless, in the 20 years between 1894 and 
1913, nearly 5% of all students in the Faculty of Philosophy acquired a PhD. 
To compare it with today’s situation: in 2016, 1.5% of the students at German 
universities were PhD candidates.9

9 Statistisches Bundesamt, Hochschulen, accessed 14th  October  2017, https://
www.destatis.de/DE/ZahlenFakten/GesellschaftStaat/BildungForschungKultur/
Hochschulen/Hochschulen.html.
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Figure 6 Percentage of students in the Faculty of Philosophy acquiring a PhD, 1871-1913

Figure 7 Student numbers at the University of Berlinin, in the Faculty of Philosophy and 
the number of PhDs awarded in the Faculty of Philosophy, 1871-1913
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As the Faculty of Philosophy did not separate its students into the Hu-
manities and sciences, it is difficult to compare the separate theses with the 
number of students in the Faculty of Philosophy. Until 1907, only the overall 
number of students is available.10 After this, the Office of Statistics in the Ger-
man Empire released the statistics of all universities in the German Empire. 
These statistics separated the students in the Faculty of Philosophy according to 
their fields of study. The problem is that the categorisation is not that clear. In 
some issues, students studying cameralism or national economy, and students 
studying agriculture, were contained within the same category, while in other 
issues they were separated. There was also the category, ‘other fields of study’, 
but the statistics do not include information about what these ‘other fields of 
study’ were. Usually, more than 10% of all students were part of this category. 
There is, however, an exception in 1910, when the number and percentage 
of students rose significantly. During this year, 23.18% of all students in the 
Faculty of Philosophy were part of this category. The reason for this seems to 
have been a mistake by the university. It included students studying Economics 
into this category. The year after, they were added to the other fields within the 
faculty, which explains the sharp rise in number of students between 1910 and 
1911.11 It is difficult to establish any valuable conclusions from only six years of 
data and with the aforementioned challenges. Nevertheless, it can be said that 
‘emerging’ fields of research, like political science and economics, seem to make 
the difference; if one adds them to the numbers in the Humanities, the number 
of students in this field is higher. The same might apply to the theses. However, 
the distinction there is easier. The reason is, as mentioned before, that there is 
more information available about a PhD candidate and the thesis submitted 
than about a single student.

Comparing these numbers does not explain the rise and fall of student 
numbers and PhDs awarded. The overall increase is most likely caused by an 
overall increasing interest in higher education due to better career opportunities 
in the state as well as the private sector. The rise and fall, however, cannot be 
explained in this way. The first reason one might consider are changes in the 
admissions criteria. The regular admission of women by the winter semester of 
1908/1909 explains the sharp rise in the number of students in Berlin compa-
red to the summer semester of 1908 and 1909. It seems to be the only rise in 

10 See Verlag des Königlichen Statistischen Landesamts, Statistik der Preussischen Lande-
suniversitäten, 106.

11 Kaiserliches Statistisches Amt, Statistisches Jahrbuch des Deutschen Reiches 1911, 275.
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student numbers that was directly affected by a policy change at the university 
and not by any external factors.

Another factor was economic development. Hans-Ulrich Wehler has de-
fined five periods of economic expansion and depression in the period from 
1873 to 1913 in the German Empire. Each of these periods has a different 
intensity and duration.12 The University of Berlin accepted 1,842 theses duri-
ng the five periods of economic expansion, but only 464 during an economic 
depression. This means that 83.7 PhDs were awarded per year of expansion, 
while only 25.7 theses were awarded during a year of depression. The same 
applies when comparing PhDs in the Humanities and sciences. On average, 12 
theses in the sciences and 13.7 in the Humanities were accepted during a year 
of depression. During an economic expansion, the numbers rose to 41.6 for 
science-related theses and 42.1 for the Humanities. While the economy affected 
the number of PhDs awarded, it did so with a delay of about a year. The reason 
for this delay is that those students already working on a PhD decided to fi-
nish it despite the economic challenges involved, while others hesitated to start. 

12 See Hans-Ulrich Wehler, Deutsche Gesellschaftsgeschichte: Von der “Deutschen Dop-
pelrevolution” bis zum Beginn des Ersten Weltkrieges 1849 – 1914 [German History of 
Society: From the «German Double Revolution» until the beginning of the First World 
War 1849-1913] [(München: Beck, 2008), 547.

Figure 8 Number of students at the Faculty of Philosophy separated 
by the fields of study, 1907-1913
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Comparing PhDs in science and Humanities after 1900 shows that the overall 
economic development affected the humanities less. The number of science-
related PhDs grew and fell in larger quantities during an economic expansion or 
depression. The reason for this was that the funding for science-related research 
depended more on overall economic development. In times when the economy 
had sufficient resources, it used them to support science-related research, espe-
cially research that was directly applicable.13

Comparing the number of all students at the University of Berlin with those 
of the Faculty of Philosophy allows an examination of whether and how the eco-
nomy affected the overall number of students as well as PhD candidates. Until 
1900, the overall number of students was affected by the economy as much as the 
number of PhDs. In the early 1870s, after the Franco-German War, and during 
the depression until the mid-1890s, the number of students rose and fell in with 
the overall economic circumstances. This changes after the turn of the century. 
Even though there were years of depression until 1913, the number of studen-
ts rose every year which contrasts with the number of theses accepted, whose 
numbers fluctuated greatly after 1900 due to the economic troubles.

4.3 Age

The age of a PhD candidate was defined by comparing his year of birth with 
the year he received his PhD as not all PhD candidates provided the exact 
date of birth in their CV. In addition, the examination of a PhD candidate 
was at the end of his status as a candidate. Although the ceremony was right 
after a candidate passed, the title was officially awarded after he was able to 
fulfil all the additional requirements. As this date was not recorded, and the-
refore unknown, the decision to only include the year seems to have been the 
best option available.

The average age was 24.85 years before and 26.85 after 1900. In compari-
son, the typical PhD candidate in Germany today is about 32.5 years old at the 
time of his graduation.14 However, the comparatively small increase of about 

13 See Hans-Ulrich Wehler, Deutsche Gesellschaftsgeschichte: Von der “Deutschen Dop-
pelrevolution” bis zum Beginn des Ersten Weltkrieges 1849 – 1914, 615.

14 See Gewerkschaft Erziehung und Wissenschaft, Selektion nach Geschlecht im Bil-
dungswesen [Labour Union Eduction, Selection by gender in education], accessed 
11th  November  2014, http://www.gew.de/Binaries/Binary24824/bildungsbiographie_
juni_04.pdf,
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two years between the two periods hides the fact that the average age increased 
quite steadily over the years and that after 1885, the average age never fell below 
25.

The oldest PhD candidate was Emil Gerhardt, who received his PhD in 
1910. He was 54 years old when he was awarded his PhD. He did not complete 
the Abitur while at school. He started working as a merchant and lived in vari-
ous countries including the United States, Canada and Scotland. He retired in 
1906 and completed his Abitur in 1907. He started studying in Berlin in 1907, 
which means that he finished his studies, including his PhD, within three years, 
the absolute minimum.15

No candidate was younger than 20 years of age when he received his PhD. 
This is not surprising as the average student completed his Abitur by the age of 
18. It nevertheless means that those students who received their PhD by the age 
of 20, must have finished their Abitur a year earlier due to the requirement to 
have been studying for at least three years to receive a PhD. It is also interesting 
to note that all these candidates received their PhD before 1900. An example 
is Heinrich von Stein. He was born in 1857 and received his PhD in 1877. He 
initially studied in Heidelberg and changed his university to complete his PhD 

15 See Emil Gerhardt, Bieten die natürlichen Entwicklungsbedingungen Kanadas die 
Grundlage zur Ausbildung eines selbstständigen Staatswesens? [Allow the development 
conditions of Canada the creation of an independent state?], 1910, 472.

Figure 9 Average age of PhD candidates in the Humanities at the 
Faculty of Philosophy, 1871-1913
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in Berlin.16 After 1900, all PhD candidates were at least 21 years of age when 
they received their degrees.

Comparing the place of birth and the average age of the PhD candidates 
shows that there is no noteworthy difference between students from Prussia and 
the rest of the German Empire. There is, however, a difference between Ger-
man and foreign PhD candidates. The average age of foreign PhD candidates 
was 28.31 years before, and 28.62 years after, 1900. German PhD candidates 
were, on average, 24.98 years old before 1900 and 25.54 years old after 1900. 
This means that a foreign PhD candidate was significantly older than a German 
PhD candidate was, and that the difference did not change; a German PhD 
candidate was always about three and a half years younger than a foreign PhD 
candidate was.

The difference between the various foreign PhD candidates is striking. Af-
ter 1900, a typical PhD candidate from the United States was about 32 years 
old when he was awarded his PhD. A PhD candidate from Russia was at 27.45 
years of age nearly five years younger. The main reason for this was the diffe-
rences in the respective higher education systems. In the United States, students 
had to get their Bachelor and Master’s degrees before starting their PhD. The 
Russian higher education system was, on the other hand, heavily influenced by 
the higher German foreign schools,17 which prepared not only Germans within 
Russia, but also Russians, to join the German higher education system accor-
ding to the curriculum of the German Empire. Interestingly, the average age 
of PhD candidates from both Austria and Switzerland increased between the 
two periods even though both had the same education system as the German 
Empire. In the case of Switzerland, it rose from 24 to 28 years of age, and in the 
case of Austria, from 26 to 28 years of age.

16 See Heinrich von Stein, Ueber Wahrnehmung [About perception], 1877, 249.
17 See Arthur Ellis, Reinhard Golz, Wolfgang Mayrhofer, “The Education Systems of Ger-

many and Other European Countries of the 19th Century in the View of American 
and Russian Classics: Horace Mann and Konstantin Ushinsky,” International Dialogues 
on Education: Past and Present, accessed 14th October 2017, http://www.ide-journal.
org/article/ellis-golz-mayrhofer-education-in-19thcentury-europe-views-of-mann-and-
ushinsky-countries-of-the-19th-views-of-mann-and-ushinsky
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4.4 Geographical Background

It is important to note that the place of birth and the nationality of a PhD can-
didate was, like today, not necessarily the same and that PhD candidates were 
obliged to mention their place of birth in their CV but not their nationality or 
place of origin.18 This causes two challenges. First, it is possible that candidates 
provided both information. One of these few examples of PhD candidates is Fer-
dinand Graf von Degenfeld-Schonburg. He received his PhD in 1913 and was 
born in Vienna but had citizenship of Württemberg. He is categorised as a PhD 
from Austria for this study as the place of birth was deemed more relevant for this 
study.19 The other challenge is that it is possible that some candidates were coun-
ted as Germans because they were born in the German Empire even though they 
were not German citizens, especially as it was getting more and more difficult for 
foreigners to acquire German citizenship by the beginning of the 20th century. 
This was especially the case for Jews from Russia and Austria. The authorities 
often informed foreigners who tried to apply for citizenship that this might not 
be in their best interest. The reason was that if the authorities denied their request, 
they usually had to leave the country.20 In the case of foreign PhD candidates it is 
therefore important to include the CVs in order to note their educational back-
ground before they started their studies at the University of Berlin.

Berlin was not only a ‘university town’ but also a capital city. Due to the 
growth in size and influence up to 1913, it was decided to include the neigh-
bouring regions in the definition of Berlin, including regions that later became 
part of ‘Greater Berlin’. The number of people living in the city centre docu-
ments the changes. In 1871, 90% of all the people living in Berlin had their 
home address in the city centre. This number dropped to 65% in 1905 and 
50% in 1919.21 While Berlin grew until the First World War, the growth of the 

18 The statistics of the Prussian universities does distinguish between the place of origin of 
a Prussian student and his place of birth. Only a few countries in Europe, like Switzer-
land, make this differentiation still today.

19 See Ferdinand Graf von Degenfeld-Schonburg, Die Lohntheorien von Ad. Smith, Ri-
cardo, J. St. Mill und Marx [The theories of salary of Ad. Smith, Ricard J. Mill and 
Marx], 1913, 542.

20 See Patricia M. Mazón, Gender and the Modern Research University: The Admission of 
Women to German Higher Education, 1865-1914 (Stanford (CA): Stanford University 
Press, 2003), 121.

21 See Michael Erbe, Berlin im Kaiserreich (1871-1918) [Berlin during the German Em-
pire (1871-1918)], in Geschichte Berlins Von der Märzrevolution bis zur Gegenwart 
[History of Berlin. From the March revolution until today], Wolfgang Ribbe, ed. (Ber-
liner Wissenschaftsverlag: Berlin, 2002), 742.
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city centre fell by 7.5% in the early 20th century, since people moved into the 
suburbs while working in the city centre.22 The home addresses of the professors 
of the university also reflect these changes. Until 1890, most professors lived as 
close to the university as possible. Towards the end of the century, this began to 
change when more and more professors moved to external areas like Schöne-
berg, Dahlem, Steglitz or Grunewald, all of which are today part of the city.23

At the same time, the debate intensified about changing the location of the 
university and moving it out of the city centre to create a ‘German Oxford’, 
uninfluenced by the city and its politics.24 Berlin was, after all, the most im-
portant and most reputable university in the German Empire. It had the lowest 
percentage of professors in the Humanities of all German universities leaving 
the university, at only 3.85% until the 1870s and 9.3% towards the end of the 
century. One could compare the PhD candidates at other German universities 
and the universities they had attended beforehand to see if Berlin also attracted 
more students to finish their PhD in Berlin than the other way around. Ho-
wever, due to the difficult archival situation as outlined by Anja Werner this 
would be a challenging task.25

Comparing the overall development of the two periods, one can say that 
the percentage of foreign PhD candidates as well as PhD candidates from non-
Prussian regions of the German Empire rose more than the average. While PhD 
candidates from Prussia were still dominant, PhD candidates became more di-
verse during the second period due to a higher percentage of foreign and non-
Prussian German PhD candidates.

22 See Kaiserliches Statistisches Amt, Statistisches Jahrbuch des Deutschen Reiches 
1911, 2. 

23 See Frank Wagner. “Professoren in Stadt und Staat: Das Beispiel der Berliner Universi-
tätsordinarien” [Professors in city and state: The example of the professors at the Uni-
versity of Berlin], in Universität im öffentlichen Raum [University in the public space], 
Rainer C. Schwinges, ed. (Basel: Schwabe Verlag, 2008), 365-385, 371.

24 While this vision was not realised, one could argue that the foundation of the Freie 
Universität Berlin after the Second World War in Dahlem was inspired by this early 
vision of a university in Berlin away from politics and the influence of the city on its 
researchers and students. See Charles E. McClelland, “Berlin historians and German 
politics,” Journal of contemporary history 8 (1973), 5.

25 See Anja Werner, The transatlantic world of higher education: Americans at German 
universities, 1776-1914, European studies in American history, 4 (New York (NY): 
Berghahn Books, 2013), 51.
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4.4.1 Candidates from the German Empire

Until 1900, 88.41 % of PhD candidates were born in the German Empire; 
after this the percentage dropped to 85.27%. Most PhD candidates were born 
in Prussia, 78.54% before and 72.72% after 1900. Meanwhile, the number of 
German PhD candidates outside Prussia grew from 9.90% before to 12.06% 
after 1900. At the same time, the population of the German Empire grew by 
about 1% per year, or 60% between 1871 and 1914.26 While the German Em-
pire changed from a country of emigration to a country of immigration, espe-

26 See Kaiserliches Statistisches Amt, Statistisches Jahrbuch des Deutschen Reiches 
1911, 2.

Figure 10 Geographical background of PhD candidates in Berlin, 1871-1913
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cially for Poles, Danes, Italians, Slavs, the main reason for this growth was the 
high number of births in the German Empire.27 However, the various states and 
provinces grew unequally. Berlin and Hamburg had the biggest growth of 2.5% 
and 2% respectively per year. The urbanisation of the German Empire during 
the late 19th and early 20th centuries meant that only every third person lived 
in a city with fewer than 100,000 people at the beginning of the First World 
War.28 ‘Smaller’ states like the Grand-Duchy of Mecklenburg-Strelitz, or the 
Thuringian States, grew by only about 0.6% per year.29

While the overall number of PhD candidates from Prussia grew between 
these periods, not all provinces grew equally. In fact, eight of the thirteen Prus-
sian provinces had fewer PhD candidates after compared to before 1900. In-
terestingly, the provinces around Berlin registered the highest loss. Before 1900, 
for example 11% of all Prussian PhD candidates, or 9% of all PhD candidates, 
came from Brandenburg. However, the number of PhD candidates from Bran-
denburg dropped in the following period to only 8% or 6% respectively. The 
highest loss was in Pommern. Before 1900, 7% of all Prussian PhD candidates 
came from this province. This number dropped to 3% afterwards. Other pro-
vinces gained significantly. The number of PhD candidates from Berlin rose 
from 34% of all PhD candidates from Prussia to 46%. This means that during 
the period after 1900, more than a third of all candidates were born in Berlin. 
This growth is directly connected to the above average growth of the city and its 
incorporated regions as no other region experienced such a growth.

PhD candidates from Bavaria are a good example of the mobility of Ger-
man students. Thirteen of the fourteen candidates from Bavaria during 1900 to 
1913 began their studies at a university in Bavaria. Seven were studying at the 
University of Munich Rudolf Heckel Rudolf, who received his PhD in 1906, 
for example, studied in Munich for three semesters until spring 1901, when he 
moved to Berlin.30 Two were studying at the Technical University of Munich 
and three at the University of Würzburg such as Johann Baptist Klein, who was 

27 See David Blackbourn, History of Germany, 1870-1918: The Long Nineteenth Centu-
ry. 2nd Edition (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2003), 265.

28 See David Blackbourn, History of Germany, 1870-1918: The Long Nineteenth Centu-
ry, 265.

29 See Kaiserliches Statistisches Amt, Statistisches Jahrbuch des Deutschen Reiches 
1911, 2.

30 See Rudolf Heckel, Das päpstliche und sicilische Registerwesen in vergleichender 
Darstellung [A comparison of the papal and Sicilian administrative data collection], 
1906, 417.
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studying church music in Regensburg before studying in Leipzig and Berlin.31 
The only exception was Hans Bauer who received his PhD in Berlin in 1910. 
He studied theology at the Universitas Gregoriana in Rome, where he was also 
ordained to the Catholic priesthood.32 The number of PhD candidates from 
Heidelberg, Munich and Dresden, all provinces with prestigious universities, 
rose in number as well as, apart from Dresden, by percentage of total numbers.

Hamburg, on the other hand, is an example of development in the other 
direction. This trading hub grew by about 2% every year from 1816 to 1910.33 
However, the University of Hamburg was only founded after the First World 
War in 1919. PhD candidates born in Hamburg, therefore, had to move to 
another city if they were interested in studying or getting a PhD. Their percen-
tage, however, dropped by 8% from 14% to 6% after 1900 despite the city’s 
growth. The lack of a higher education institution with university status seems 
to have lowered the attraction for students to pursue a PhD. Besides Ham-
burg, all other non-Prussian states had a higher, or at least the same, number of 
PhD candidates in the period after 1900. One can also mention the Thuringian 
States. Their percentage of PhD candidates more than doubled from 5.8% to 
over 13.22%, while their numbers quadrupled from four to 16 PhD candi-
dates. While the population growth in these states was below average, their 
growth in numbers of PhD candidates was way above the average. The reason 
is most likely the fact that, unlike other German states and provinces, the Thu-
ringian States had no political, scholarly or economic centre, while they were 
situated in the middle of the Empire, which facilitated travel to other centres.

This irregular development indicates that the growth of the population in 
Germany had no or little influence on the number of PhDs awarded. Only 
Berlin shows a direct connection between the above-average growth in its po-
pulation and number of PhDs awarded. Additionally, if the population growth 
was not only due to immigration but also due to a high number of births, it 
would take some time to influence the number of students and PhDs. As the 
highest growth by percentage was in the 1890s34, it was simply too early to 

31 See Johann Baptist Klein, Der Choralgesang der Kartäuser in Theorie und Praxis unter 
besonderer Berücksichtigung der deutschen Kartausen [The choral of the Karthäuser in 
theory and practic with a special focus on the German Karthausen], 1910, 484.

32 See Hans Bauer, Die Tempora im Semitischen. Ihre Entstehung und ihre Ausgestaltung 
in den Einzelsprachen [The Tempora in the Semitic languages. Their creation and their 
definition in the singular languages], 1910, 481.

33 See Kaiserliches Statistisches Amt, Statistisches Jahrbuch des Deutschen Reiches 
1911, 2.

34 See Kaiserliches Statistisches Amt, Statistisches Jahrbuch des Deutschen Reiches 
1911, 2.
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influence the number of PhDs but might be the reason why the number of stu-
dents ‘jumped’ after 1910.This means that any growth is most likely connected 
to the socio-economic and political situation of each individual German state 
and province.

4.4.2 Non-German Candidates

The percentage of non-German PhD candidates rose from 9.44% before to 
13.38% after 1900. This means that there were more non-German PhD can-
didates graduating from the Humanities at the University of Berlin during the 
second period than non-Prussian Germans. These non-German PhD candi-
dates came from 27 different countries. including not only European countries 

Figure 11 Geographical background of Prussian PhD candidates, 1871-1913
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like Norway or Italy, but also countries on the other side of the globe, such as 
Japan or Australia.

It is important to note that the German universities had a worldwide re-
putation due to their professionalism and academic record. They were the first 
to introduce and professionalize, for example, cultural studies.35 The German 
Empire promoted this excellence actively in order to publicise the leading in-
ternational role of the German approach to science and culture.36 The state, as 
well as the universities, had an interest in attracting not only the best German 
students, but also the best foreign students.

These efforts intensified in the 1880s, which was comparatively late com-
pared to other European countries, especially France.37 The German Empire 
focused not only on promoting its cultural values, but also on attracting science 
students. The focus of these advertising efforts regarding students from the Uni-
ted States were the World’s Fairs in Chicago in 1893 and in St. Louis in 1904. 
At the one in Chicago, the German Empire not only presented its advantages 
in science, but also shared and explained its education system.38 The German 
foreign schools were another important instrument. In 1871, there were only 
86 of such schools worldwide. By 1914, this number had increased to approxi-
mately 900. These schools were not only established in Western countries, but 
also in countries like Brazil, where two schools had been established by 1914.39 

The official goals of these schools was to teach native people according to 
the German education system and culture and, by doing so, create a friendship 
between the German Empire and these nations.40 The other official aim was to 

35 See David Blackbourn, History of Germany, 1870-1918: The Long Nineteenth Centu-
ry, 208.

36 See Rüdiger vom Bruch, “Gesellschaftliche Initiativen in den auswärtigen Kulturbezie-
hungen Deutschlands vor 1914” [Initiatives of society regarding the foreign cultural 
relationships of Germany before 1914], Zeitschrift für Kulturaustausch [Journal for 
cultural exchange] 31, no. 1 (1981), 43-67, 44.

37 See Gerhard A. Ritter, “Internationale Wissenschaftsbeziehungen und auswärtige Kultur-
politik im deutschen Kaiserreich” [International academic relationships and foreign cul-
tural policy in the German Empire], in Zeitschrift für Kulturaustausch 31, no. 1 (1981): 
5-16, 6.

38 See Rüdiger vom Bruch, Zeitschrift für Kulturaustausch, 46.
39 See Geheime Denkschrift des Auswärtigen Amtes über das deutsche Auslandsschulwe-

sen, April 1914 [Secret memorandum of the Departement of Foreign Relations about 
the German foreign school system, April 1914], in Deutschlands Auswärtige Kultur-
politik 1918 – 1932: Grundlinien und Dokumente [Germany’s foreign cultural poli-
cy 1918-1932: basics and documents], Kurt Düwll, ed. (Wien: Böhlau Verlag, 1976), 
271-273.

40 See Kurt Düwell, ed., Deutschlands Auswärtige Kulturpolitik 1918 – 1932: Grun-
dlinien und Dokumente, 269.
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prevent local Germans from losing their connection with their homeland by 
allowing their children to be educated according to the German curriculum.41

Apart from these, it is important to note that there was no national co-
ordinated effort to promote the study of humanities in the German Empire. 
Most international initiatives and coordination efforts were not organised by 
the state but by the public.42 Financiers as well as business leaders, promoted 

41 See Gerhard A. Ritter, Zeitschrift für Kulturaustausch, 7.
42 See Rüdiger vom Bruch, Björn Hofmeister and Hans-Christoph Liess, Gelehrten-

politik, Sozialwissenschaften und akademische Diskurse in Deutschland im 19.  und 
20. Jahrhundert, [Academic policy, social science and academic debates in Germany in 
the 19th and 20th centuries] (Stuttgart: Steiner, 2006), 101.

Figure 12 Geographical background of non-Prussian German PhD candidates, 1871-1913
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the German education system because they believed that it was superior. The 
private sector supported these efforts because they hoped to gain an advantage 
over companies from other nations.43

By 1871, 194,364 people of non-German nationality lived in the German 
Empire. This meant that of a population of 40 million people, 0.5% were foreig-
ners. The largest group were Austrians, who numbered about 76,000, or a third 
of all foreigners. The second largest group were about 25,000 Swiss, followed 
by the Dutch, who numbered about 22,000.44 Over the next thirty years, the 
number of foreigners in the German Empire rose to 1%. The Austrians were, 
with 370,000 nationals, still by far the largest group, followed by the Dutch, the 
Italians, who came to outnumber the Swiss, and the Russians.45 Only 10 years 
later, 1.2 million foreigners were living in the German Empire. This meant that 
2% of the population were not German citizens. The Austrians remained the 
largest group with over 635,000 people, followed by the Dutch, the Russians 
and the Italians. The group of citizens from the United States of America rose by 
only 1,000 from 17,000 to 18,000 between 1900 and 1910, but it was one of 
the few groups of foreigners which consisted of more women than men.46

The question now is whether the increasing number of foreigners among 
the population in the German Empire is reflected in the growth of foreign PhD 
candidates at the University of Berlin. It is important to be aware that foreign 
PhD candidates are a specialised group of people who came to Germany for a 
reason; to get a PhD degree. As in the case of the German PhD candidates, the 
answer to the question of whether the increasing number of foreigners affected 
numbers of PhD candidates is not that simple. Within forty years, the number 
of foreigners sextupled, while the number of foreign PhD candidates in the 
German Empire doubled. Due to this, one could assume that there is a direct 
correlation and that the increasing number of PhD candidates reflects the incre-
asing number of foreigners. More important, however, is a comparison of each 
group of foreigners with the related PhD candidates.

43 See Rüdiger vom Bruch, Zeitschrift für Kulturaustausch, 1981, 46.
44 See Kaiserliches Statistisches Amt, Statistisches Jahrbuch des Deutschen Reiches 1883 

(Berlin: Puttkammer & Mühlbrecht, 1883), 121.
45 See Kaiserliches Statistisches Amt, Statistisches Jahrbuch des Deutschen Reiches 1904 

(Berlin: Puttkammer & Mühlbrecht, 1904), 9.
46 Other countries with more women than men were, for example, Chile or Panama. Their 

numbers were however statistically insignificant. See Kaiserliches Statistisches Amt, 
Statistisches Jahrbuch des Deutschen Reiches 1914 (Berlin: Puttkammer & Mühl-
brecht, 1914), 11.
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From many countries, there was only one PhD candidate recorded. From 
Italy, for example, the only candidate was Mario Novaro. He was born in Diano 
Marina, a commune in the north west of Italy and received his PhD in 1893. 
He received his Abitur in Italy and studied in Vienna and Berlin.47 The Italians 
were the third largest group of foreigners in the German Empire in 1900, and 
the fourth largest in 1910. This means that the substantial number of Italians 
in the German Empire had no effect on the University of Berlin. One might 
assume that this was the case due to the different language and education sys-
tem. The problem with this assumption is that there are other examples which 
disprove it, especially regarding the two largest groups, the Russian and Ameri-
can PhD candidates.

The largest group of foreign PhD candidates before 1900 were those from 
the United States of America, who numbered 22 candidates, while the second 
largest group were 13 Russians. In the period after 1900, they switched places; 
there were now 29 PhD candidates from Russia and 20 from the United States 
of America. The two groups combined provided more than 50% of the foreign 
PhD candidates before and still nearly 40% in the period after 1900. For these 
two groups, neither the language nor the different education system seems to 
have been a problem.

4.4.2.1 The Austrians & the Russians

The largest group of foreigners in the German Empire, the Austrians, were 
during neither period the largest group of foreign PhD candidates. Until 1900, 
7.58% of the foreign-born PhD candidates came from Austrian. After 1900, 
their percentage rose to 20.93%. The fact that Germany and Austria had large-
ly the same education system and official language made it easier for Austrian 
students to move to Germany to finish their studies. German was not only the 
official language in Austria, but also an official language in other parts of the 
Austro-Hungarian Empire. There was a continuing exchange between German 
and Austrian universities. In 1890, for example, 40% of students in Austria 
were Germans.48 On the other hand, Austrian researchers were moving to Ger-

47 See Mario Novaro, Die Philosophie des Nicolaus Malebranche [The Philosophy of 
Nicolaus Malebranche], 1893, 318.

48 See Helmut Slapnicka: “Die Rechtsstellung der Universität im alten Österreich von 
den Reformen Leon Thun bis zum Ende der Monarchie”. Universitäten im östlichen 
Mitteleuropa: Zwischen Kirche Staat und Nation – Sozialgeschichtliche Entwicklungen 
[Universities in East Central Europe: between church, state and nation – social histori-
cal developments], Peter Wörster, ed. (München: Oldenbourg-Verlag, 2008), 206.
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many and teaching at its universities. The University of Berlin appointed five 
Austrians as professors between 1875 and 1886.49 While the Austrian univer-
sities tried to compete with those in Germany, they were not as independent 
as their competitors until 1867 when the restrictions on research and teaching 
in Austria began to be lifted.50 Additionally, the German universities had also 
close connections to universities in Hungary, which allowed an exchange of 
knowledge as well as students. On the other hand, rising Hungarian natio-
nalism caused some challenges for Hungarians as well as non-Hungarian mi-
norities. There was only one German school in Hungary, founded in 1908 in 
Budapest, but Hungarians were not allowed to attend this school by decision of 
the Hungarian government.51 Meanwhile, the non-Hungarian minorities used 
opportunities to study in the German Empire because they did not want to get 
a Hungarian diploma.52 It is thus not surprising that no PhD candidate born 
in today’s Hungary was recorded due to the aforementioned rising nationalism 
within Hungary and the restrictions regarding the German school, while the 
number of PhD candidates from neighbouring regions and state grew.

Due to this, it is important to compare the Austrian PhD candidates in 
more detail. The fact that the Austro-Hungarian Empire consisted of several 
nationalities, and given the separation of Austrians and Hungarians, is a critical 
issue. Until 1900, no PhD candidate specifically mentioned that he was from 
either Austria or Hungary. After 1900, two of the 27 PhD candidates mention 
that they are from Hungary although both were born outside of today’s Hunga-

49 See Marita Baumgarten, Professoren und Universitäten im 19. Jahrhundert, Kritische 
Studien zur Geschichtswissenschaft 121 [Professors and universities in the 19th centu-
ry, critical studies in history] (Göttingen, Gießen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1997), 
and Arthur J. Engel, “The Emerging Concept of Academic Profession at Oxford 
1800-1954,” in The University in Society, Lawrence Stone, ed., 2 vols. 1 (Princeton 
(NJ): Princeton University Press, 1974), 183.

50 See Ernst Schübl: “„Wir wollen ein Gebäude von fester Dauer“. Zur Standortprob-
lematik und baulichen Entwicklung der österreichischen Universitäten im 19. und 20. 
Jahrhundert“ [„We want a permanent building“: About the problems and development 
of the Austrian universities in the 19th and 20th century], in Universität im öffentlichen 
Raum [University in the public space], Rainer C. Schwinges, ed. (Basel: Schwabe Ver-
lag, 2008), 439-467, 440.

51 See Kurt Düwell, ed., Deutschlands Auswärtige Kulturpolitik 1918 – 1932: Grun-
dlinien und Dokumente, 288.

52 See László Szögi, “Die Universitäten in Ungarn. Gründungswellen vom späten Mit-
telalter bis in das 20. Jahrhundert“ [The universities in Hungary. Wave of foundations 
from the late medieval until the 20th century]. in Universitäten im östlichen Mitteleuro-
pa: Zwischen Kirche Staat und Nation – Sozialgeschichtliche Entwicklungen, [Univer-
sitieis in Eastern Central Europe: Between church, state and national – social historical 
developments], Peter Wörster, ed. (München: Oldenbourg-Verlag, 2008), 266.
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ry. These were Stanjoe Mihajlowitsch and Armin Blau. Mihajlowitschwas born 
in 1883 in Kobilj, which today is part of Serbia. He studied law in Belgrade 
and moved to Berlin afterwards, where he received his PhD in 1904.53 Armin 
Blau was born in 1887 in Verbó, which today is a part of Slovakia. He moved 
to Berlin right after he received his Abitur, which is likely to be the reason why 
he finished his PhD by the age of 23. He also attended the Jewish theological 
seminary in Berlin and worked as a teacher at the Talmud school in Hamburg 
while finishing his thesis.54 On the other hand, only one Austrian PhD candi-
date mentioned that he was from Austria. This was Graf Alexander Starzenski. 
He received his PhD in 1913. He was born in 1873 in Dukla, which at that 
time was part of the Austria-Hungarian Empire and is today part of Poland. 
He was, by heritage, an earl in the Austrian-Hungarian Empire.55All other PhD 
candidates mentioned neither Austria nor Hungary but only their place of bir-
th and/or region. Three of them, Kärnten, Steiermark and Tirol, are still part 
of Austria today. The other three regions mentioned were Galicia, today split 
between Poland and Ukraine; Transylvania, today a part of Romania; and Bo-
hemia, today a part of the Czech Republic.

Ten German PhD candidates studied at an Austrian university, seven at 
the University of Vienna and three at the University of Graz. Most of them 
studied at an Austrian university before joining the University of Berlin. Max 
Creutz, for example, was born in 1876 in Aachen, Rhine Province. He started 
his studies at the University of Vienna in 1897, changed to the University of 
Munich, and finally to the University of Berlin, where he received his PhD in 
1901.56 Another candidate, Johann Peter Baum, born in 1867 in Wiesbaum, 
Rhine Province, was studying at the missionary school in St. Gabriels, close to 
Vienna, but had to leave for health reasons. He worked as a journalist before 
joining the University of Berlin, where he received his PhD in 1903.57

53 See Stanoje Mihajlowitsch, Das Grundrentenproblem (Die Grundrente als Einkom-
men) [The basic pension problem (the basic pension as income)], 1908, 440.

54 See Armin Blau, James Thomson’s „Seasons“. Eine Genetische Stiluntersuchung [James 
Thomson’s „Seasons“. A genetical style analysis], 1910, 479.

55 See Graf Alexander Starzenski, Die kommunalen Anleihen in England und Wales [The 
communal loans of England and Wales], 1913, 536.

56 See Max Creutz, Masaccio. Ein versuch zu stilistischen und chronologischen Einord-
nung seiner Werke [Masaccio. A try to classify his works by style and chronology], 
1901, 363.

57 Johann Peter Baum, Die wirtschaftliche Entwicklung des Obereichsfeldes in der Neu-
zeit mit besonderer Berücksichtigung der Hausindustrie [The economic development 
of the Obereichsfeldes during the modern period with a special focus on the home 
industry], 1903, 379.



110 The University of Berlin

The Russians were the other large group of foreigners within Germany 
and formed a considerable number of the PhD candidates at the University 
of Berlin. During the 1890s, the German Empire financed the foundation of 
various German schools in the Baltic and the southern provinces of the Russian 
Empire. Unlike in the case of Hungary, there was no opposition to German 
schools in the Russian Empire. Nine of these schools were established as high 
schools to teach students according to the German curriculum and to prepare 
them to study at a German university. These schools were also available for 
Russian students, unlike in the case of Hungary.58 The establishment of these 
institutions is probably one of the causes of the rising numbers of students and 
PhD candidates from Russia in the early 20th century.59 Another reason was the 
foundation of the University of Tartu, whose curriculum was only taught in 
German. It increased the chances of being accepted by a German university for 
those who had not been able to attend a German school in Russia for their high 
school degree.60 Two PhD candidates from Russia studied at this institution 
before starting their PhD in Berlin. One of them was Wilhelm Arnold Chris-
tiani. He studied at the University of Tartu for nine semesters. He worked as a 
tutor in Bessarabia before moving to Berlin, where he worked as a journalist for 
a year before starting his studies in 1904. He received his PhD in 1906.61 The 
University of Berlin seems to have recognised studies completed at the Univer-
sity of Tartu, as neither student was required to study for three years in Berlin. 
Other candidates specifically mention that they had pre-university education in 
Russia before moving to Berlin. Michael Golodetz, who received his PhD from 
the University of Berlin in 1905, is such an example. He only mentioned that 
he had pre-university education at home before moving to Leipzig and later to 
Berlin. As the details of his pre-university education are unknown, it might also 
be possible that he was accepted by the University of Leipzig and the University 

58 See Kurt Düwell, ed., Deutschlands Auswärtige Kulturpolitik 1918 – 1932: Grun-
dlinien und Dokumente, 279.

59 No PhD candidate indicated if he had attended a German Foreign School before mov-
ing to Germany. However, those candidates who attended a high school in the Russian 
state do mention it, which could be an indication that those attending a German For-
eign High School seem to have seen it as a requirement to mention it.

60 See Klaus Meyer, Universitäten im östlichen Mitteleuropa. Zwischen Kirche, Staat und 
Nation – Sozialgeschichtliche Entwicklungen, 46.

61 See 1906 Wilhelm Arnold Christiani, Über das Eindringen von Fremdwörtern in die 
russische Schriftsprache des 17. und 18. Jahrhunderts [About the intrusion of foreign 
words into the Russian written language of the 17th and 18th century], 409.
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of Berlin not due to these courses, but because he had studied at the public 
trade schools in Leipzig before joining the local university.62

Only five non-Russian PhD candidates mention that they were in Russia 
before they received their degrees. Out of this five, four were born in the Ger-
man Empire and one in Bulgaria. None of the German PhD candidates who 
mention that they were in Russia attended a university there. They were there to 
work as an engineer,63 for a study trip regarding their thesis64 or they simply state 
that they were there for a longer stay without any further information.65Only 
one German PhD candidate mentioned that he went to school in Russia, pro-
bably probably due to the relocation of his family.66

62 See Michael Golodetz, Die Staatsaufsicht über Hypothekenbanken [The state supervi-
sion regarding mortage banks], 1905, 397.

63 See Otto Groebel, Die russischen Industriearbeiter [The Russian industrial workers], 
1905, 507.

64 See Friedrich Andrae, Preussische und russische Politik in Polen. Von der taurischen 
Reise Katharinas II. (Januar 1787) bis zur Abwendung Friedrich Wilhelm II. von 
Hertzbergischen Plänen (August 1789) [Prussian and Russian politics in Poland. From 
the tauric travels of Katharina II (January 1787) until the avoidance of Friedrich Wil-
helm II.’s plans of Hetzberg], 1905, 404.

65 See Walther Recke, Die Verfassungspläne der russischen Oligarchen im Jahre 1730 und 
die Thronbesteigung der Kaiserin Anna Ivanova [The constitutional plans of the Rus-
sian oligarchy in 1730 and the accession of Empress Anna Ivanova], 1911, 505.

66 See Anton Palme, J. G. Sulzers Psychologie und die Anfänge der Dreivermögenslehre [J. 
G. Sulzer’s psychology and the beginning of the Dreivermögenslehre], 1905, 401.

Figure 13 Number of Austrian, Russian and US PhD candidates, 1871-1913
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Two other cases are worth mentioning as both were born in Russia but 
had left the country before attending school. One was Francis Smith. He was 
born in 1881 in St. Petersburg, but moved to Germany for his education. The 
reason for his relocation is unknown. He studied in Bonn and Munich and 
received his PhD in 1906.67The other was Joseph Pedott. He was born in 1891 
in Grodno, which today is a part of Belarus. He left Russia in 1888 and lived 
in Chicago, where he attended university. He received a Bachelor of Philosophy 
from the University of Chicago in 1906. He then moved to Berlin where he 
received his PhD in 1910.68

67 See Francis Smith, Römische Heeresverfassung und Timokratie [The state of Rom’s 
army and timocracy], 1906, 414.

68 See Pedott Joseph, Die deutsche Arbeiterversicherungsgesetzgebung und ihre soziale 
Bedeutung [The German workers insurance laws and their societal importance], 1910, 
473.

Figure 14 Percentage of Austrian, Russian and US PhD candidates in comparison 
to other foreign PhD candidates, 1871-1913
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4.4.2.2 The Americans

There are two reasons for the comparatively high number of PhD candidates 
from the United States apart from the generally good reputation of the German 
universities. The first reason was the numerous German-American schools which 
taught German. The foreign ministry of the German Empire recognised that the-
re were “hundreds, if not thousands” of them.69 Unlike in the case of Russia, 
however, these schools were not recognised as German foreign schools by the 
German state as they were embedded in the American education system and did 
not follow the German curriculum. The second reason was the ongoing exchange 
of professors between the American and German universities. This exchange was 
formalized into an official exchange agreement between German and American 
universities in 1904 during the World’s Fair by German and American professors. 
From the University of Berlin, the theologian Professor Adolf von Harnack was 
chosen. He was impressed by American efforts not only to improve their teaching 
capabilities, but especially to professionalise research at the universities. He foun-

69 Kurt Düwell, ed., Deutschlands Auswärtige Kulturpolitik 1918 – 1932: Grundlinien 
und Dokumente, 288.

Figure 15 Percentage of Austrian, Russian and US PhD candidates in comparison
to all PhD candidates, 1871-1913
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ded the Kaiser-Wilhelm-Gesellschaft seven years later due to his experiences during 
the exchange programme.70 Another noteworthy person involved was Nicholas 
Murray Butler, who had studied in Germany and became president of Colum-
bia University two years before the exchange program was established. Unlike 
German-American schools, the exchange programme was supported, financially 
and ideologically, by the German state and was primarily used by professors from 
the Faculty of Philosophy of the University of Berlin.71

Nevertheless, it is difficult to assess the effect of the exchange programme 
on the number of PhD candidates from the US at the University of Berlin. 
The reason is that the programme started officially in 1904, which means that 
it was only in place for the last ten years of this study. Only three PhD can-
didates from the US mention that they had studied at Columbia University 
before moving to Berlin and two received their PhD before the programme was 
established. The first was Stanton George Coit, born in 1857 in Columbus, 
Ohio. He studied at Amherst College before he moved to New York City, where 
he studied law at Columbia College. While studying there, he got in contact 
with Felix Adler, who inspired him to go to Germany after he had finished his 
studies at Columbia College.72 Unlike Felix Adler, however, who received his 
PhD from the University of Heidelberg in 1873, Coit moved to Berlin in 1883 
and received his PhD two years later.73 The second candidate was Otto Siemon. 
He studied at Concordia Theological Seminary in St. Louis74 before joining 
Columbia University, after which he moved to Berlin for his PhD degree. He 
received his PhD in Berlin in 1881, which makes him the first PhD candidate 
from the United States who received his PhD in the Humanities by the Uni-
versity of Berlin. There does not seem to be any connection between Coit and 

70 See Karl-Heinz Füssl, Deutsch-amerikanischer Kulturaustausch im 20. Jahrhundert: Bil-
dung, Wissenschaft, Politik [German-American cultural exchange in the 20th century: 
Education, Science, Politics] (Frankfurt/Main, New York: Campus, 2004), 52.

71 See vom Bernhard vom Brocke, “Der deutsch-amerikanische Professorenaustausch,” 
[The German-American exchange of professors], Zeitschrift für Kulturaustausch [Jour-
nal for cultural exchange] 31, no. 1 (1981), 137-142.

72 Felix Adler was a citizen of the German Empire. He was born in Alzey, Grand Duchy 
of Hesse, but had left the German Empire by the age of six as his father had accepted 
an appointment as head rabbi of the Temple Emanu-El in New York. See Howard B. 
Radest, Toward common ground, The story of the ethical societies in the United States, 
Ethical culture publications (New York (NY): Ungar, 1969), 14.

73 See Stanton Coit, Die innere Sanktion als der Endzweck des moralischen Handelns 
[The inner sanctions as the final reason of moralistic actions], 1885, 270.

74 See Chicago Tribune, School Strike, accessed 10th  November  2017, http://archives.
chicagotribune.com/1902/11/24/page/15/article/school-strike-as-text/
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Siemon. While they both went to Columbia University, Siemon did not study 
law, but the classics.75 The third candidate was Alfred Gudeman. He was born 
in Atlanta, Georgia, in 1862 and graduated from Columbia University in 1883. 
He moved to Berlin and received his PhD in 1888.76 Gudeman moved back 
to Germany in 1904 after being professor at the University of Pennsylvania.77 
Otto Kinkeldey, who received his PhD in 1909, studied at City College of New 
York and at New York University, but not at Columbia University. However, he 
worked at the latter institution for two years as an organist and conductor of 
the choir before moving to Berlin in April 1902.78

As the United States had no state-run higher education system, the education 
of the American PhD candidates prior to moving to Berlin is very diverse. What 
is interesting to examine are the institutions where the PhD candidates received 
their bachelor and even master degrees before starting their PhD studies in Ber-
lin. Out of the 22 candidates until 1900, fifteen studied at American universities 
before studying at Berlin. Of these fifteen, four studied at Harvard,79 three at 
Amherst College, and, as outlined before, at Columbia University, and two at 
Princeton. The remaining candidates were studying at the University of Nebras-
ka, Wollford College, Wesley College, Northwest College and Shurtleff College.

Three PhD candidates from the American continent before 1900 had left 
the United States for Germany before enrolling in the American school system. 
Robert Fuchs, for example, was born in 1868 in Baltimore but went to school 
in Germany. He studied at the University of Leipzig and at the Sorbonne in 
Paris before starting his PhD at the University of Berlin, where he received his 

75 See Otto Siemon, Quo Modo Plutarchus Thycididem, 1881, 254/1.
76 See Alfredus Gudeman, De Heroidum Ovidii Codice Planudeo, 1888, 284.
77 Alfred Gudeman died in 1942 in Theresienstadt. He was classified as “being Jewish” 

by the Nazi Regime even though he described himself as nondenominational in the 
CV attached to his thesis. He left all his belongings to Columbia University, his “alma 
mater” and described himself in his testament as being “born American” even though 
he had received German citizenship in 1917. See Donna Hurley, “Alfred Gudeman, At-
lanta George, 1862 - Theresienstadt, 1942,” Transactions of the American Philological 
Association 120 (1900), 355-381.

78 See Otto Kinkeldey, Orgel und Klavier in der Musik des 16. Jahrhunderts. Ein Beitrag 
zur Geschichte der Instrumentalmusik [Organ and piano in the music of the 16th cen-
tury. A contribution to the history of instrumental music], 1909, 463.

79 Ernst Henderson studied at St. Trinity College, where he got his Bachelor’s degree, be-
fore moving to Harvard. See Ernestus Henderson, Verbrechen und Strafen in England 
während der Zeit von Wilhelm I. (1066-1087) bis Edward I. (1272-1307) [Crime and 
punishment in England from the times of Wilhelm I. (1066-1087) until Edward I- 
(1272-1307)], 1890, 292.
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degree in 1892.80 The other two candidates were Alexander Franz, who recei-
ved his PhD in 1893,81 and Louis Katzenstein, who received his PhD in 1896. 
The case of Katzenstein is, however, a little bit difficult. The title of the thesis 
states that he was born in Baltimore, but he mentions Bodenwerder in Saxony 
in his attached CV as his place of birth. There are, however, no birth records 
available.82 He continued his studies in Berlin in 1892 and received his PhD 
four years later in 1896.83 The remaining three American candidates had never 
studied at a university in the United States before moving to Germany. Francis 
Johnson, born in 1852 in Clarksville, Tennessee, studied at the University of 
Berlin for four years and received his PhD in 1893.84 The other two PhD candi-
dates, Eugen Ewh85 and Henry Johnson,86 studied at other German universities 
before finishing their PhDs in Berlin.

The group of American PhD candidates who received their PhD degrees 
in Berlin in the period from 1900 to 1913 is much more diverse and more 
“American” regarding the universities they attended before getting their PhDs 
in Berlin. Out of the 20 PhD candidates from the United States, only one, 
Adolf Stark, did not study at an American university. He was born in New 
Brunswick, New York, in 1877 He moved to Celle, Hannover, by the age of 
nine after the death of his father in 1886. He began his studies in 1897 in Leip-
zig, moved to Marburg and later Berlin, where he received his PhD in 1903.87 

80 See Robertus Fuchs: Erasistratea Quae in Librorum Memoria Latent Congesta Enarran-
tur Balatimorensis, Baltimorae Americae septentrionalis, 1892, 307.

81 Franz Alexander was a German citizen but was born in Rolla, Missouri, in 1870. See 
Alexander Franz, Ostfriesland und die Niederlande zur Zeit der Regentschaft Albas 
1567 – 1573 [Estern Friesland and The Netherlands during the regency of Alba 1667-
1573], 1893, 314.

82 See Data Files Relating to the Immigration of Germans to the United States, Germans 
to America Passenger Data File, 1850-1897, Manifest Record 38048

83 See Louis Katzenstein, Die Lohnfrage unter dem englischen Submissionswesen [The 
question of salary under the English tender system], 1896, 333

84 See Franciscus Johnson, De Coniunctivi et Optativi Usu Euripidea In Enuntiatis Final-
ibus Et Condicionalibus, 1893, 315.

85 See Eugen Ewh, Über die Lehre vom Syllogismus in der neueren Logik [About teach-
ings of Syllogism in the newer logic], 1891, 306.

86 See Henry Johnson, Gab es zwei voneinander unabhängige altenglische Übersetzungen 
der Dialoge Gregors? [Were there two independent Old English translations of Gregor’s 
dialogues?], 1884, 265.

87 See Adolf Stark, Syntaktische Untersuchungen im Anschluss an die Predigten und Ge-
dichte Olivier Maillards (1430 – 1502) mit besonderer Berücksichtigung des ersten 
Auftretens des neufranzösischen Sprachgebrauchs [Syntactic examinations of the ser-
monizes and poems of Oliver Maillard (1430-1502) with a focus on the first appearance 
of the use of New French], 1903, 388.
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Meanwhile, 27 different universities and colleges were counted that American 
PhD candidates attended before joining the University of Berlin, 14 more than 
in the period before.88 Additionally, one fifth of the 27 institutions counted 
more than one candidate. Those were Bryn Mawr College, the University of 
Michigan, the University of Chicago, Yale and Princeton. Other institutions, 
from which a comparably large group of PhD candidates had studied in Berlin 
in the previous period, lost their status as important recruiting universities. No 
student studied at Amherst College or Columbia University and only one had 
studied at Harvard before joining the University of Berlin. Another significant 
difference is that far more American PhD candidates had attended at least two 
colleges or universities before moving to Berlin. Five PhD candidates attended 
at least two colleges or universities before moving to Berlin. During the follow-
ing period, their number rose to exactly 50% of all American PhD candidates 
at the University of Berlin.

It is difficult to explain these changes. The reputation of German institu-
tions was still good, but it began to decline after the turn of the century, while 
the American institutions became more professional and successful. An indica-
tion of this is the exchange of professors between the American and German 
universities. It is unlikely that the German universities would have agreed if 
they had not seen their counterparts in the United States as equals. The increa-
sing success of institutions such as Harvard or Columbia are also shown by the 
fact that they were no recruiting institutions for the University of Berlin. The 
only candidate who was at Harvard was Edward Ayers, born in 1865 in Egypt, 
Ohio. He attended the Mount Union College, and Boston University, before 
joining Harvard, where he received his Master’s degree in 1898. He received his 
PhD from the University of Berlin in 1901.89 Then there is the case of Roman 
Frederick. He was born in 1876 in Sidney, Ohio, and started his studies at Nor-
mal University, Lebanon, Ohio, where he received his Bachelor degree in 1899 
after studying for seven semesters. After he had worked as a teacher for two 
years, he started studying at Yale, where he received another Bachelor’s degree 
in 1902. After that, he worked as a teacher until 1907. In October of the same 
year, he was appointed by the State of Kentucky to study the German education 
system. He moved to Germany in January 1908 to pursue his research. During 

88 This includes all universities a PhD candidate attended before joining the University of 
Berlin.

89 See Edward E. Ayers, Arbeiterversicherung und Armenpflege [Workers insurance and 
poor relief ], 1901, 363.
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his time in Germany, he studied in Bonn for one semester and in Berlin for 
four, after which he received his PhD in 1910. While one could say that his stay 
in Germany was financially supported by the State of Kentucky, it also had a 
clear purpose. This is also reflected in the topic of his thesis as he compared the 
continuing education at German business schools with industrial and commer-
cial schools in the United States.90

There were German PhD candidates who studied at Harvard either before 
or during their studies in Berlin. One was Ernst Viktor Wolff. He was born in 
Berlin in 1889. He visited the United States twice before receiving his PhD 
degree from the University of Berlin in 1913. Unlike Leichtentritt, he took his 
Abitur in Germany and started his studies right after that at the University of 
Berlin in autumn 1908. He went to the United States for three months in the 
following autumn as the assistant of privy councillor Max Jakob Friedländer. 
In the following winter, he went again with Friedländer, who this time was 
teaching at Harvard as part of the exchange programme.91 Another interesting 
case is Karl Detlev Jessen. He moved to the United States and studied there at 
the University of Iowa and the University of Chicago, where he also received 
his bachelor’s degree. Afterwards, he moved back to the German Empire and 
studied at the University of Kiel and the University of Berlin, where he received 
his PhD degree in 1901. Jessen seems to have finished his primary education in 
Germany before moving to the United States at the age of 20. He worked as a 
factory worker, reporter, and later teacher at Eureka College in Illinois before 
joining the University of Iowa. His employment as a teacher indicates that the 
American institutions seemed to have recognised his education in Germany as 
equivalent to theirs.92

90 See Frederick W. Roman, Die deutschen gewerblichen und kaufmännischen Fortbil-
dungs- und Fachschulen und die industriellen und kommerziellen Schulen in den 
Vereinigten Staaten von Amerika [The German business and trade advance and pro-
fessional schools and the industrial and commectional schools in the United States of 
America], 1910, 483.

91 See Viktor Ernst Wolff, Lieder Robert Schumanns in ersten und späteren Fassungen 
[Songs of Robert Schuman in their first and later form], 1913, 540.

92 See Karl Detlev Jessen, Heinses Stellung zur bildenden Kunst und ihrer Ästhetik 
[Heinse’s position regarding art and aesthetic], 1901, 365.
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4.4.2.3 England and London

There were not that many PhD candidates from the United Kingdom. Only 
two were recorded in the period before 1900 and four in the period after. On 
the other hand, this is more than the PhD candidates from countries like The 
Netherlands, with a total of four candidates, or France, with a total of three.

The first candidate from Great Britain was Percy Andreae. He was born in 
1858 in London and received his PhD from the University of Berlin in 1887. 
He studied in Strasbourg and London before he joined the University of Berlin, 
where he studied for four years. It is, however, unclear at which college he stu-
died in London as he does not mention the institution, nor does he mention if 
he received a degree.93 The next candidate from the United Kingdom who recei-
ved a PhD was Ernst Euting. He received his degree in 1899. Unlike Andreae, 
he received his primary education in Germany, probably because both of his 
parents were German citizens,94 and studied only at the University of Berlin.95 
The four candidates in the following period all studied at an English college or 
university before moving to Berlin. James Douglas Drummond, who received 
his PhD in 1905, for example, was born in 1980 in Bradford, York. He passed 
the Senior Local Examination in Oxford in 1900, which was a degree at a level 
between the German Abitur and the Bachelor degree.96 Otto Stursberg, who 
was born was born in 1871 in Bath to German parents, and received his PhD 
in 1904.97 After studying at the University of Bonn and working as a missionary 
for ten years, he joined the University of Berlin in 1906.98

This low number of PhD candidates from the United Kingdom contrasts 
with the comparatively high number of non-British PhD candidates at the 
University of Berlin who had, at one time, lived, worked or studied in the 

93 See Andreae Percy, Die Handschriften des Pricke of Conscience von Richard Rolle de 
Hampole im britischen Museum [The handwritings of Pricke of Conscience of Richard 
Rolle de Hampole in the British Museum], 1887, 281.

94 See The National Archives of the UK (TNA), Census Returns of England and Wales, 
Kew, Surrey, England, Public Record Office (PRO), 1871, 76.

95 See Ernst Euting, Zur Geschichte der Blasinstrumente im 16. und 17. Jahrhundert [The 
history of wind instruments in the 16th and 17th century], 1899, 347.

96 See James Douglas Drummond, Studien zur Kriegsgeschichte Englands im 
12. Jahrhundert [Studies about England’s history of war in the 12th century], 1905, 404.

97 See The National Archives of the UK (TNA), Census Returns of England and Wales, 
Kew, Surrey, England, Public Record Office (PRO), 1881, 25.

98 See Otto Stursberg, Das Caitanyacaritamrta des Krsnadasa Kaviraja. Eine altbengalische 
Lebensgeschichte Caitanyas [The Caitanyacaritamrta of Krsnadasa Kaviraja, and old 
Bengal story of life], 1907, 432.
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United Kingdom. In the period after 1900, five foreign PhD candidates and 
47 German PhD candidates mentioned in their CV that they had been in the 
United Kingdom. This means that every 20th candidate had been to the United 
Kingdom at least once. Out of these 52 candidates, only two had studied at the 
University of London. Fritz Karl Mann, born in 1883 in Berlin, studied Law 
in Freiburg, Munich and Berlin as well as English language at the University of 
London. After this, he completed a PhD in law at the University of Gottingen. 
A year later, he started studying again at the University of Berlin, where, after 
he had spent a semester in Paris, he received his PhD in 1913.99 It is difficult to 
qualify his stay at the University of London, as it was only a degree-awarding 
body. He either attended the pre-college courses offered by the University of 
London, or studied at one of its colleges, which he does, however, not men-
tion. The other candidate, Kurt Mehnert, does mention his college. Mehnert, 
who was born in 1876 in Greifenhain, Brandenburg, attended the University 
Extension Meeting of 1900 in Cambridge, after which he studied at UCL for 
one semester.100 After a semester in Paris, he moved back to Berlin, where he 
received his PhD in 1902.101

While some PhD candidates mentioned they went to London to improve 
their language skills102 or just for a longer period,103 many went to the United 
Kingdom to pursue research for their theses. Out of the 52 candidates, 20 
mention this as their primary reason for their stay. An exception is Otto Goe-
bel who received his PhD from the University of Berlin in 1911. He went to 
the United Kingdom to improve his language skills. After that, he worked as 
a trade expert for the German Empire in Russia and travelled through various 
countries including Finland, China and Japan. This explains why his thesis, 

99 See Fritz Karl Mann, Die Volkswirtschafts- und Steuerpolitik des Marschalls Vauban 
[The national and tax economy policy of Marshall Vauban], 1913, 536.

100 It is difficult to interpret these contradictory results. It could be that Mann thought it 
might be more impressive to mention the University of London instead of a college. On 
the other hand, Mehnert could have thought that University College London already 
had a better reputation than the University of London in Germany so thought it might 
be better to mention the college.

101 See Kurt Mehnert, Über Lamartines politische Gedichte [About Lamartines political 
poetries], 1902, 377.

102 See Hans Maier, Entstehungsgeschichte von Byrons „Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage“. Ge-
sang I und II [Development history of Byron’s «Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage». Canto I 
and II], 1911, 500.

103 See Kurz Schroeder, Platonismus in der englischen Renaissance vor und bei Lyly [Pla-
tonism in the English Renaissance before and after Lyly], 1907, 436.
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analysing the situation of Russian factory employees, was not a topic related to 
the United Kingdom.104

Other candidates who mention London do not mention a college or the 
University of London. Edwin Francis Gay, for example, was born in 1867 in 
Detroit, Michigan, and received his PhD in 1902. He was in London for re-
search at the British Museum for his thesis about the history of enclosure in 
England.105 Ernst Rühl, born in Frankfurt am Main in 1880, was in Oxford 
and London for his thesis about Grobianus in England.106 Finally, eight PhD 
candidates were at some point studying at a university in the United Kingdom. 
Carl Brinkmann, for example, who later became a sociology professor at the 
University of Berlin, studied at Queen’s College Oxford for three terms between 
1904 and 1906 as a Rhodes Scholar.107 He received a Bachelor of Letters from 
Oxford in June 1907 and a year later his PhD from the University of Berlin.108 
All other candidates were in the United Kingdom for other reasons like travel or 
work, or they did not disclose the reason for their stay. Walter Zopf, who recei-
ved his PhD in 1910, for example, researched the use of language in the church 
documents of St. Mary and Hill, London, but does not mention if he was affili-
ated to any college in London. He mentions only that he went to England for a 
study trip and for a summer school in Edinburgh.109Meanwhile, Samuel Blach 
was in Oxford for the Oxford Summer Meeting of 1902. While it is likely that 
he travelled through London on his way to Oxford, he does not mention that 
he was in London for research even though he was studying the written langua-
ge of the Paulus School in London of the early 16th century.110 Travelling to the 

104 See Otto Goebel, Die russischen Industriearbeiter um 1905 [The Russian industrial 
worker around 1905], 1911, 507.

105 See Edwin Francis Gay, Zur Geschichte der Einhegungen in England [History of en-
close in England], 1902, 375.

106 See Ernst Rühl, Grobianus in England [Grobianus in England], 1904, 390.
107 Even though he studied at Oxford, he changed his positive attitude towards the Unit-

ed Kingdom with the advent of the Second World War. See Charles E. McClelland, 
The German historians and England: A study in nineteenth-century views (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2008), 275.

108 See Carl Brinkmann, Die Entstehung des Märkischen Landbuchs Kaiser Karls IV. [The 
creation of of the March book of land of Emperor Karl IV.], 1908, 448.

109 See Walter Zopf, Zum Sprachgebrauch in den Kirchen-Urkunden von St.-Mary und 
Hill-London [Regarding the use of language in the church documents of St. Mary and 
Hill-London], 1910, 485.

110 See Samuel Black, Die Schriftsprache in der Londoner Paulsschule zu Anfang des XVI. 
Jahrhunderts (bei Colet, Lily, Linacre, Grocyn) [The use of written language in Lon-
don’s Paul’s school at the beginning of the XVIth century (at Colet, Lily, Linacre, Gro-
cyn), 1905, 400.
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places, archives and institutions a candidate was researching does not seem to 
have been a requirement in Berlin. This does not only include London but the 
whole of the United Kingdom. Friedrich Hardegen, for example, born in 1882 
in Barmen, Rhine Province, received his PhD in 1905. According to his thesis, 
he had never been to the United Kingdom even though his thesis was about the 
imperial politics of Henry II, King of England.111

4.5 Religion

PhD candidates at the University of Berlin were obliged to share this informa-
tion in their CVs. Nevertheless, there are three challenges one must be aware of 
when comparing the data:

The religious affiliation does not indicate how religious or how actively 
practicing a candidate was as all candidates were obliged to include this infor-
mation.

While some candidates did share information if they had been baptised or 
had changed their religion, there was no requirement to do so. This is especially 
a challenge regarding Jewish candidates who might have changed their religion 
to improve their employment opportunities but did not add this information 
to their CVs.112

The constitution of the German Empire of 1871 enforced equal rights for 
all religions. It is not possible to say if this affected the student body as the 
official statistics released by the German Empire did not include a comparison 
of the religious affiliation of the students. The first time the religion of the stu-
dents of the German Empire was statistically recorded was after the First World 
War.113

111 See Friedrich Hardegen, Imperialpolitik König Heinrichs II. von England [Imperial 
policy of King Henry II of England], 1905, 402.

112 See Aleksandra Pawilczek, “Kontiuität des informellen Konsens. Die Berufungspolitik 
der Universität Berlin und ihre jüdischen Dozenten im Kaiserreich in der Weimarer 
Republik,” [Continuity of the informal consent. The appointment policy of the Uni-
versity of Berlin and ist Jewish lecturers during the German Empire and the Republic 
of Weimar], in Kontinuitäten und Diskontinuitäten in der Wissenschaftsgeschichte 
des 20. Jahrhunderts, [Continuity and Discontinuity in the history of science in the 
20th century], Rüdiger vom Bruch, ed. (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 2006), 70.

113 See Christopher Dowe, Auch Bildungsbürger: Katholische Studierende und Akade-
miker im Kaiserreich [Also members of the educated classes: Catholic students and ac-
ademics in the Empire], Kritische Studien zur Geschichtswissenschaft [Critical studies 
in history], vol 171 (Göttingen; Tübingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2003), 304.



123The University of Berlin

Jewish candidates were all collected into the same group due to the diffi-
culty of separating the various Jewish religious movements. The Christian PhD 
candidates were primarily separated into Protestants (which included all forms 
of reformed churches like Lutherans or Calvinists), Catholics and Orthodox. 
Other Christians, who did not fit into any of these three groups, like Anglicans 
or Mennonites, were counted as “Others”. This category also included candi-
dates of other religions and those who described themselves as unaffiliated. This 
categorisation is, although more detailed, the same as that used by the yearly 
statistical reports of the German Empire.

Figure 16 Number of PhD Candidates according 
to their religious affiliation, 1871-1913
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Figure 17 Percentage of PhD Candidates according to their religious affiliation, 1871-1913

4.5.1 The Christians

Christians were by far the largest group of PhD candidates at the University of 
Berlin. In the period before 1900, 80.4% of all PhD candidates were Christians 
and this percentage rose to 83.57% during the following period. One can assu-
me that at least one percent of this rising number of Christian PhD candidates 
was caused by the fact that there were not any unclear cases in the period after 
1900 while the number of PhD candidates not sharing their religious affiliation 
dropped by more than one percent.

The largest group of Christian PhD candidates were Protestants. Before 
1900, 73.82% of all PhD candidates were Protestants, while their percentage 
dropped to. to 72.61% after 1900. Catholic PhD candidates were the second 
largest group of PhD candidates at the University of Berlin, with 6.44% before 
and 10.89% after 1900. Finally, only one candidate stated that he was Christian 
Orthodox during the first period until 1900. In the next period, their number 
rose to 20 candidates or 2.02%.

While the German Empire did not record information about the religious 
affiliation of its students, Prussia did in its own statistics. Due to this, it is possi-
ble to compare the religious affiliation of all students with PhD candidates with 
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the caveat that the numbers do not exist for every year.114 During the summer 
term of 1911, for example, the University of Berlin recorded 2,562 Protestants, 
424 Catholics, 226 Jews and 15 students with another religious affiliation in 
the Faculty of Philosophy. During the following semester, the records state that 
2,790 Protestants, 483 Catholics, 214 Jews and 26 with another religious affi-
liation were studying in the Faculty of Philosophy.115 This means that during 
these two terms, 13.43% of the students in the Faculty of Philosophy were 
Catholics, 79.32% were Protestants, 6.54% were Jewish and 0.71% qualified 
as “Others”.

Comparing these numbers with the PhD candidates in the period after 
1900, one can see that there were by percentage more Catholics and Protestant 
students than PhD candidates compared to Jewish students. Even if the 4% of 
PhD candidates who did not share the information about their religious affilia-
tion were distributed among the Catholic and Protestant PhD candidates, their 
percentage would still be lower.

114 In addition, the statistics only separated Prussians and “other Germans“. It is unclear 
how foreigners were counted or if they were not added at all.

115 See Verlag des Königlichen Statistischen Landesamts, Statistik der Preussischen Lande-
suniversitäten, 77.

Figure 18 Percentage of PhD candidates (1900-1913) and students (1911/1912) 
according to their religious affiliation
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Catholic PhD candidates were on average 26.64 years old during the first pe-
riod and 27.57 in the period after 1900. Protestant PhD candidates, with an 
average age of 24.92 during the first and 26.42 during the second period, were 
always about a year younger than the Catholic PhD candidates. The reason 
for this difference is that the Catholics who pursued a career with the clergy 
usually studied Catholic Theology at a Catholic institution before they started 
their studies at the University of Berlin, although the University of Berlin had a 
Catholic Theological Faculty. The average age of these 25 candidates during the 
period after 1900 was 30.76 years. Friedrich Vogelsang, for example, was born 
in 1877 and started his studies at the Episcopal Philosophical-Theological In-
stitution in Breslau After studying for two semesters, he moved to Freiburg and 
Munich, where studied Theology for one semester each. He changed his subject 
to Oriental Philology and moved to Berlin, where he started his studies in the 
autumn of 1900. He received his PhD from the University of Berlin in 1904.116

Out of these 25 candidates, 17 were ordained as priests or chaplains before 
they started their studies in Berlin. The average age of these 17 was at 31.53. 
Emanuel Nikel was of these candidates. He received his PhD in 1908 by the 
age of 37. He was born in 1871 in Zabrze, Silesia. Like Vogelsang, he studied 
in Breslau but was ordained as a priest in 1898 after studying for six semesters. 
He worked as a chaplain in Gleiwitz, Silesia, and as a cleric at the prison in 
Plötzensee, near Berlin, during which he started his studies at the University of 
Berlin.117 If these 25 candidates are removed from the group of Catholic PhD 
candidates, the average age drops by one year from 27.59 to 26.58.

The only Protestant German PhD candidate who worked as a clergyman 
before joining the University of Berlin was Karl Engelhardt. He received his 
PhD in 1910 at the age of 36, while working as a pastor in Cologne. He was 
born in Hoffenheim, near Cologne, Rhine Province, in 1874. He studied in 
Heidelberg, Strassbourg and Berlin from 1893 to 1898, after which he worked 
as a vicar and pastor until January 1910 in Ittingen.118

116 See Friedrich Vogelsang, Die Klagen des Bauers (aus Papyrus 3023 und 3025 der 
königlichen Museen zu Berlin) [Laments of a farmer (from the papyrus 3032 and 3025 
from the royal museum in Berlin], 1904, 36.

117 See Emanuel Nikel, Die polnischen Mundart des Oberschlesischen Industriebezirks 
[The Polish idiom in the Upper Silesia industrial area], 1908, 22.

118 He was not required to fulfill the Triennium because he had already studied for five years 
beforehand and was therefore able to work while finishing his thesis. See Karl Engel-
hardt, Ein badisches Bauerndorf vor 50 Jahren und jetzt, Bevölkerung und Wirtschafts-
leben [A farmer’s village in Baden, 50 years ago and now, population and economic life], 
1910, 486.
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A comparison with Orthodox PhD candidates is difficult due to their small 
numbers. There was only one candidate who described himself as being Ortho-
dox before 1900. This was Nicolaus Pichtos was born in Metzowon, Greece, in 
1860.He received his PhD at the University of Berlin in 1894 at the age of 34.119 
During the following period, the average age of Orthodox candidates was with 
28.40 higher than average. The most likely reason was the fact that all Orthodox 
PhD candidates were foreigners. Their pre-university education was likely to 
have been insufficient to start studying in Berlin by the age of 18. They had to 
start their studies at other institutions and move to Berlin or another German 
university as soon they met the requirement. Stancu Bradisteanu, for example, 
was born in 1881 in Bradesti, Romania. He started his studies at the University 
of Bucharest in 1901, where he received a degree in theology in 1906 and a 
degree in law in 1908. After that, he relocated to the German Empire, which 
he, according to his CV, saw as the place that agreed with his personality and 
culture. He received his PhD from the University of Berlin at the age of 31.120

The rising number of German Catholic PhD candidates could be con-
nected to the end of the conflict between Protestants and Catholics after the 
foundation of the German Empire known as Kulturkampf as it was no longer a 
‘problem’ for a Catholic to study a dominantly Protestant university.121 This also 
affected the geographical background of the Catholic PhD candidates. In the 
period before 1900, 0.55% of all PhD candidates from Berlin were Catholic. 
This number rose to 2.78% during the following period.

One could argue that the rising number of Catholics in Berlin also reflects 
this, at least the growing percentage of Catholics in Berlin. 6.3% of the people 
living in Berlin were Catholics by 1871. Thirty years later, this number has risen 
to 10% and during the following years, it rose by another 1.7% to 11.7%. At 
the same time, the number of Protestants in Berlin dropped from 89% in 1871 
to 82% in 1910 compared to 62.3% and 62.5% in the German Empire.122 

119 See Nicolaus M. Pichtos, August Wilhelm v. Schlegels aesthetische Ansichten. Ges-
chichtlich betrachtet [August Wilhelm v. Schlegels aestetic views, a historic perspective], 
1894, 321.

120 See Stancu Bradisteanu. Die Beziehungen Russlands und Frankreichs zur Türkei in den 
Jahren 1806 und 1807 [Russia’s and France’s relationship to Turkey in 1806 and 1807], 
1912, 520.

121 See Jürgen Strötz, Der Katholizismus im deutschen Kaiserreich 1871 bis 1918, Studien 
zu Religionspädagogik und Pastoralgeschichte [The Catholicism in the German Em-
pire 1871 to 1918, Studies about religious education and pastoral] (Hamburg: Kovač, 
2005), 149-150.

122 See Kaiserliches Statistisches Amt, Statistische Jahrbuch des Deutschen Reiches, 1880, 
13, 1910, 9.
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One could further argue that the drop in number of PhD candidates from Ber-
lin who described themselves as Protestants from 83.15% in the period before 
1900 to 81.79% was due to a larger diversification among Protestants as well as 
an increasing number of non-denominational PhD candidates. Orthodox PhD 
candidates with the overall development is still difficult. Until 1871, they were 
a group of their own within the statistics. This changed with the foundation of 
the German Empire, when they were included in the group of other Christian 
affiliations. The German Empire always counted less than 1% of its people as 
part of this group, which is about the same as during the period before 1900, 
and far less than during the following period when nearly 3% of the PhD can-
didates were Christian Orthodox.123

Out of the 66 foreign PhD candidates between 1871 and 1900, 44 were 
counted as Christians – six Catholics, 37 Protestants and one Orthodox. No 
nationality was dominant among the Catholic candidates. Two Catholic PhD 
candidates came from Russia, the remaining four Catholic PhD candidates 
came from Austria, Luxemburg, Rumania and Turkey. The situation is different 
regarding Protestant PhD candidates. Out of 37 Protestant foreign PhD candi-
dates, 16 were born in the United States and nine in Russia. The rest were dis-
tributed among countries like Switzerland, with four, or Hungary and Austria 
with two each. During the second period, 96 foreign Christian PhD candidates 
were recorded. 25 of these were Catholic, 52 Protestant and 18 Orthodox. 
Regarding the Catholics, the Austrians were clearly the dominant group, with 
12 out of 25 candidates born in Austria. This also means that more than 10% 
of all Catholic PhD candidates in the period after 1900 at the University of 
Berlin were born in Austria. The Protestants from the United States lost their 
dominant role. While they were still the largest group, with 15 candidates, 
they had only one more than the Russians. Unlike the Russian Protestant PhD 
candidates, of whom none mentions any religious education, four of the Ame-
rican Protestant PhD candidates were educated at religious institutions. Nearly 
a third of the American Protestant PhD candidates had a religious education 
before they started their studies at the University of Berlin but only one had 
a theological education. Edward Ayers was ordained as a Protestant priest in 
1894 while studying “Sacred Theology” at Boston University.124

123 See ibid., 1880, 13, 1900, 7, 1910, 9.
124 See Edward E. Ayers, Arbeiterversicherung und Armenpflege, 1901, 363.
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An unexpected discovery was made when looking at the lives and accom-
plishments of these candidates. The first is that the rising number of Orthodox 
candidates is not connected to the rising number of PhD candidates from the 
Russian Empire. Of the 29 PhD candidates born in Russia, 13 were Protestants, 
11 were Jews, three did not disclose their religious affiliation and another one 
was Catholic. The largest group of Orthodox PhD candidates came from Ro-
mania. Nine of the nineteen Orthodox candidates were born in Romania, four 
were born in Bulgaria, three in Serbia and one each from Macedonia and Aus-
tria, and one without any information about his place of birth. The only Or-
thodox candidate from Russia was Alexander von Villkoff, whose father was 
an Orthodox priest. He was born in Chriponowo, Nowogorod, in 1872. He 
started his studies in Berlin in spring 1896 and received his PhD in 1905.125

4.5.2 The Jews

Overall, 163 Jewish PhD candidates were counted, of which 84 were recorded 
in the period before and 79 in the period after 1900. Jewish candidates had 
the lowest average age during both periods with an average of 24.15 before 
and 25.68 after 1900. The importance of (professional) education for the Je-
wish community is also shown by the fact that, during the academic year of 
1910/1911, there were more Jewish than Catholic students in the Faculty of 
Law and the Faculty of Medicine whereas in the Faculty of Philosophy, the 
number of Jewish students was half the number of Catholics.126 In 1861, 4% of 
the population in Berlin was Jewish.127 Ten years later, the number had risen to 
5%, and dropped to 4.3% in 1910.128

It is difficult to explain the lower number of Jewish PhD candidates during 
the second period. Jewish students achieved full equality regarding access to 
higher education in 1871.129 On the other hand, there was pressure on Jewish 

125 See Alexander von Villkoff, Die Lage der russischen Bauernwirtschaft [The situation of 
the Russian farming economy], 1905, 408

126 See Verlag des Königlichen Statistischen Landesamts, Statistik der Preussischen Lande-
suniversitäten mit Einschluss des Lyceum Hosianum zu Braunsberg, der bischöflichen 
Klerikerseminare und der Kaiser-Wilhelms-Akademie für das militärische Bildungswe-
sen zu Berlin für das Studienjahr zu Ostern 1911/1912, 77.

127 See Herrmann Schwage, Die Resultate der Berliner Volkszählung vom 3. Dezember 
1867 [The results of the census of Berlin of the 3rd December 1867] (s.n., Berlin, 1867), 
30-31.

128 See Kaiserliches Statistisches Amt, Statistische Jahrbuch des Deutschen Reiches, 
1880, 13, 1900, 7, 1910, 9.

129 See Marita Baumgarten, Professoren und Universitäten im 19. Jahrhundert, 116-118.
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researchers and scholars to change their religion as their career chances in aca-
demia were virtually non-existent.130 Usually, this was an unofficial requirement 
to improve their career chances. The ordination of Max Traube, an art history 
professor at the University of Berlin, was delayed because he refused to change 
his religion. Out of eleven scholars who were ordained by 1906 by German 
universities, and who were originally Jewish, seven had changed their religious 
affiliation in the 1880s. This change occurred during their teenage years. A 
change did not necessarily mean that they were no longer discriminated against. 
On the other hand, the Jewish emancipatory movement, which grew stronger 
during the early 20th century, acted as a counter movement.131

The lower percentage of Jewish PhD candidates in the period after 1900, 
could mean that the emancipatory movement was either not that successful or 
came too late to affect the number of Jewish PhD candidates. If a candidate 
who was born Jewish changed his religious affiliation, he was most likely to 
have done so before starting his studies and he would not have mentioned this 
in his CV. If the Jewish emancipatory movement during the early 20th century 
had had a reconcilable effect, it would have been seen in the years before 1914 
with a rise in the percentage of Jewish PhD candidates compared to the years 
before. However, there is no such effect. The highest percentage was achieved 
in 1909 with 10.71%. The year before, the lowest percentage was recorded 
with only 4.26%. These results seem to be too random to justify any statement 
regarding the success of the movement. It might be worth including the Jewish 
PhD candidates from the Faculty of Law and the Faculty of Medicine to get a 
better picture of development.

Regarding the German Empire, the Jews came from various regions and 
provinces. The largest group came from Berlin:12.97% of the PhD candidates 
from Berlin before and 10.22%after 1900 were Jewish. However, the number 
of Jewish PhD candidates from the Prussian provinces was, by percentage and 
numbers, higher before 1900 than after. Out of the 84 Jewish PhD candidates 
in the period before 1900, 77 were born in Prussia. In the period after 1900, 
the number of PhD candidates dropped to 51. Meanwhile, the number Jewish 
PhD candidates from other of other German states and provinces rose from 
only three candidates in the period before 1900 to eleven in the period after.

130 See Rüdiger vom Bruch, “A slow farewell to Humboldt? Stages in the History of Ger-
man universities, 1810-1945” in German universities, past and future: Crisis or renew-
al?, Mitchell G. Ash, ed. (Providence (RI): Berghain Books, 1997), 15-16.

131 See ibid.
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The number of non-German Jewish PhD candidates rose from three in 
the period before 1900, to 17 in the period after. Two of the candidates before 
1900 were from Austria. One was Osias Thon, who received his PhD in 1895, 
was born in Lviv, Galicia, in 1870.132 The other was David Neumark, born in 
1866, in Sczcerzec, which is, like Lviv, also a part of Galicia, and who received 
his PhD in 1896.133 Both were ordained as rabbis in 1897.134 The other non-
German Jewish candidate, who also received his PhD in 1896, was Louis Kat-
zenstein from Baltimore.135 During the following period, the largest number of 
foreign Jewish PhD candidates came from Russia, with twelve of the 17 candi-
dates. Two candidates came from Austria and one each from the Netherlands, 
Hungary and Sweden. Out of the twelve Jewish PhD candidates from Russia, 
only two mention in their CV a connection to their religion. One is Berka 
Gurewitsch, who received his PhD in 1901, stated that he had published several 
books in New Hebrew.136An interesting case is Abraham Neufeld. He received 
his PhD in 1903 and was a member of the Zionistic Action Committee. He 
published papers about Palestine, Syria and Zionism.137

A ‘subgroup’ of PhD candidates were those who studied at a Jewish Semi-
nary before receiving their PhD. Like Catholic and Protestant PhD candidates, 
especially those who were ordained, they were at a religious institution that 
prepared them as rabbis or religious teachers. Four candidates mentioned that 
they had studied at the Jewish Seminary in Berlin before or while they were 
studying at the University of Berlin. It is not impossible, however, that there 
were other Jewish candidates who had studied at a Jewish Seminary but did not 

132 See Osias Thon, Die Grundprinzipien der Kantischen Moralphilosophie [The basic 
principles of the Kantian moral philosophy], 1895, 328.

133 See David Neumark, Die Freiheitslehre bei Kant und Schopenhauer [The doctrine of 
liberty of Kant and Schopenhauer], 1896, 334.

134 Osias Thon became involved in the Zionist movement and remained in Galicia where he died 
in 1936. David Neumark was appointed by Kaufmann Kohler as professor of the Hebrew 
Union College in Cincinnati in 1907. Kaufmann Kohler, who was born in Fürth, Germa-
ny, studied in Berlin in 1867 and received a PhD from the University of Erlangen in 1868. 
See Jewish Daily Bulletin, Dr. Kaufmann Kohler, Emeritus of Hebrew Union College, Dies, 
29th January 1926.

135 See Louis Katzenstein, Die Lohnfrage unter dem englischen Submissionswesen, 
1896, 333.

136 See Berka Guretiwsch, Die Entwicklung der menschlichen Bedürfnisse und die sociale 
Gliederung der Gesellschaft [The development of human desires and social segmenta-
tion of society], 1901, 367.

137 See Abraham Neufeld, Die führenden Nationalexportländer [The leading exporting na-
tions], 1903, 386.
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mention it due to the possible negative effects on their career. Osias Thon138 
and David Neumark139 are two examples as neither of them mention that they 
had studied at the Jewish Seminary but worked as rabbis later. Out of the four 
PhD candidates who mentioned that they studied at a Jewish Seminary, only 
Emil Levy mentions that he received a diploma as a rabbi. Born in 1869 in 
Dambach, Rhine Province, he started his studies in Berlin in 1897. He received 
his diploma as a rabbi in 1903. Two years later, he received his PhD from the 
University of Berlin.140 Meanwhile, Armin Blau was educated as a rabbi at the 
Rabbinical Seminary in Hildesheim under the supervision of his uncle, David 
Tzvi Hoffmann, to whom he dedicated his PhD thesis, before he started his 
studies at the University of Berlin.141 The other two candidates are Fritz Leo-
pold Steinthal and Max Schlösinger. Steinthal, born in 1889 in Berlin, studied 
at the Jewish Seminary Berlin and received his PhD in 1911. Schlössinger, who 
received his PhD in 1902, was born in 1877 in Heidelberg. He started his stu-
dies at the University of Berlin in 1898, studied at the same time at the Jewish 
Seminary142 and was ordained as a rabbi in 1903.143

4.5.3 Other Religious Affiliations

The group of PhD candidates mentioning another religious affiliation is the 
second smallest group with eleven PhD candidates in the period before and 
thirteen in the period after 1900. The average age of the candidates before 1900 
is 28.67, which is four years higher than the overall average, but it drops to 
26.20 years after 1900.

138 See Die Neue Welt, Osias Thon gestorben [Osias Thon dies], 17th November 1936, 1.
139 David Neumark was educated as a rabbi before he started his career as a scholar first 

at the University of Lviv and later at the University of Berlin. He attended the Jewish 
Seminary in Berlin while finishing his thesis. See Andreas Gotzmann, “Neumark, Da-
vid”, in Neue Deutsche Biographie [New German Biography], vol. 19., Historische 
Kommission bei der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften [Historic comission of 
the Bavarian academy of Science], ed. (Berlin: Duncker & Humbolt, 1999), 164.

140 See Emil Levy, Über die theophoren Personennamen der alten Ägypter zur Zeit des 
neuen Reiches (Dyn. XCIII – XX) [About theophoric first names in Old Egypt during 
the time of the new Empire (Dyn. XCIII-XX)], 1905, 398.

141 See Armin Blau: James Thomson’s „Seasons“. Eine Genetische Stiluntersuchung, 1910, 
479.

142 See Max Schlössinger, Ibn Kaisân‘s Commentar zur Mo‘allaqa des ‚Amr ibn Kultûm 
[Ibn Kaisân‘s comment on the Mo‘allaqa of ‚Amr ibn Kultûm], 1902, 369.

143 Herman Rosenthal and Frederick T. Haneman, “Schössinger, Max,” in Jewish Encyclo-
pedia, Isidor Singer, ed., vol. 11 (New York (NY): Funk and Wagnalls, 1905), 104.
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The Christians among the PhD candidates whose religious affiliation was 
qualified as other are the majority in this group. The largest group in the period 
before 1900 were the Greek-Catholic PhD candidates with four PhD candi-
dates. All of them came from Eastern European countries. Three candidates 
stated they had no religious affiliation, two of these were born in Germany, 
in Berlin and the Grand-Duchy of Hessen, and one, Alfred Gudeman, in the 
United States of America. The four remaining candidates all had a different affi-
liation, one Anglican, one Mennonite, one Buddhist and one PhD candidates, 
Albert Mayer-Reinach, stated that he was following “an old belief ”. Although 
his parents were Jewish, he seems to have preferred not to disclose this infor-
mation by using the term “an old belief ” instead.144He was born in 1876 in 
Mannheim and received his PhD in 1899.145

During the following period, the PhD candidates without a religious affi-
liation were the largest group of PhD candidates within this group. There was 
only one Greek-Catholic and two Unitarian PhD candidates. There does not 
seem to have been a connection between the two Unitarian PhD candidates as 
they received their PhDs in different years, 1907 and 1909, and were from the 
United States on the one hand and from the Province of Schleswig Holstein 
on the other hand. There was one Anglican, one Mennonite and one Shintoist. 
Davan Manekji, who received his PhD in 1904 and who was born in 1876 
in Mumbay, India, stated that he was a Parsi and a “follower of Zarathustra”. 
Although the title of his thesis is in German, the thesis itself is in English.146 
Finally, there is the case of Benajah Carroll, who was the only candidate of this 
group that had a religious education before he received his PhD.147 He was born 
in 1873 in Waco, Texas, and received his PhD in 1904. He started his studies 

144   See  Inken  Meents:  Albert  Mayer-Reinach,  accessed  14th  October  2017, http://
www.lexm.uni-hamburg.de/object/lexm_lexmperson_3604?XSL.lexmlayout.
SESSION=lexmperson_all

145 See Albert Carl Mayer-Reinach, Heinrich Graun als Opernkomponist [Heinrich Graun 
as an opera composer], 1899, 346.

146 Manekji Davargot received a Bachelor of Arts while studying in Mumbay at Elphin-
stone College. Elphinstone College was a part of the University of Mumbay, which was 
founded following the example of the University of London but was an independent 
institution. See Manekji Davar, Die Pahlavi-Version von Yasna IX [The Die Pahlavi 
version of Yasna IX], 1904, 391.

147 After he finished his PhD, he did not return to work as preacher but worked as, among 
other things, a historian and as the head of the department of history and political 
science at Baylor University. See Benajah H. Carroll, Political History of Europe. From 
1815 to 1848 (Waco (TX): Baylor University Press, 1906).
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at the State University of Texas, where he received a Bachelor of Law in 1984. 
He was ordained as a Baptist preacher the same year. He was a captain of the 
cavalry during the war against Spain in 1898. After that, he started studying at 
the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, from which he obtained a Master’s 
degree in 1900 and a Doctor of Theology in 1901. After a semester at the Uni-
versity of Chicago, he moved to Berlin in 1902.148

4.6 Social Background

Marita Baumgarten’s classification system was used as a framework for this stu-
dy regarding the social background of the PhD candidates. However, it was 
necessary to amend it to suit the needs of this study as her study focuses so-
lely on the 19th  century. Additionally, the categorisation system of her study 
is too detailed, while it lacks an explanation of her criteria. Her system does 
not seem to include the geographical perspective or the salary but relies solely 
on the social reputation of the employment or work. This can be problematic 
by its nature because local differences, changes in social standing over time, 
and increasing salaries are not necessarily directly reflected within the social 
reputation.

In the late 19th and early 20th centuries, the middle classes became more 
and more diverse regarding their sub-groups and interests. There are many 
factors, but it is worth mentioning three main developments that affected the 
categorisation system of this study:

Industrialization after 1871 increased not only the number of people who 
viewed themselves as part of the middle class but also its diversification. An em-
ployee could be working at a small or large factory, at a small grocery store that 
was part of a chain, or in one of the early department stores. This could affect 
his reputation, salary and career chances. The same applies to artisans. While 
there were still independent artisans, especially in smaller populated regions, 
they could also be working as part of a larger company.149

148 See Benajah Carroll, Die Annexion von Texas. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Mon-
roe-Doktrin [The annexation of Texas. A study about the history of the Monroe doc-
trine], 1904, 389.

149 Siehe Thomas Nipperdey, Deutsche Geschichte 1866-1918: Arbeitswelt und Bürger-
geist [German History 1866-1918: world of work and civic spirit], vol. 3, (München: 
C. H. Beck, 1993, c1990), 580.
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Access to education was a key factor in this development. The reason was 
specialisation. The tasks of an office clerk became increasingly diverse. The ge-
nerally educated clerk was simply not able to fulfil the new tasks. At the same 
time, the number of administrative employees grew. Automation increased the 
administrative work required while time separating the office clerk from the 
proletariat.150 Office employees welcomed this separation. They saw themselves 
as part of the (upper) middle class and placed themselves above the proletariat. 
They were loyal to the state and their superiors but at the same time demanded 
protection especially from the lower classes.151

Although German society diversified, and the different groups of society 
became more permeable, it remained primarily a class-orientated society. Ad-
ditionally, progressing from being part of the proletariat to being part of the 
upper middle class remained unlikely.152 Reasons were the financial and social 
requirements, education, social background and overall reputation, which were 
nearly impossible to overcome within just one generation. The universities pla-
yed a key role in this development. They created a state-recognised award and 
title system, which was based on the principles of the middle class, including 
punctuality, integrity and “male values”.153 On the one hand, they gave the 
lower middle classes the chance to improve their standing, especially regarding 
positions within state institutions. On the other hand, they were also a barrier 
as more positions only became available to former students and people with 
PhD degrees.154

Due to these developments, a PhD candidate simply had no interest in 
stating that his parents were from a low social standing as it could harm his own 
social reputation.155 He had, on the other hand, a genuine interest in hiding this 
information or remaining as vague as possible, if he was from a lower class, or 
exaggerating to improve his own social standing. An example of this is Friedrich 
Paulsen, who was later ordained as a professor at the University of Berlin. He 
was born in 1846 and received his PhD in 1871 at the age of 25. In his CV, 
Paulsen does not mention the employment of his father, who was a peasant. 
While Paulsen could simply have ‘forgotten’ to mention it or decided not to 

150 See ibid., 374.
151 See ibid., 375-378.
152 See Hans-Ulrich Wehler, Deutsche Gesellschaftsgeschichte, 712.
153 See Frank Wagner, Universität im öffentlichen Raum, 379.
154 See Thomas Nipperdey, Deutsche Geschichte 1866-1918, 580.
155 See Hans-Ulrich Wehler, Deutsche Gesellschaftsgeschichte, 717.
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add it because there was not a Latin word that would describe the employment 
of his father correctly,156 it is more likely that he decided not to mention it as it 
could have undermined his reputation.157

Another example to illustrate this problem is the term Kaufmann. A Kauf-
mann could be a dealer, a businessman or a merchant. Marita Baumgarten cate-
gorises them as being part of the upper middle class due to their will to separate 
themselves from the lower classes by using a dress and social code even though 
they were less independent than most members of the lower classes, such as 
artisans or farmers. Meanwhile, the other upper middle classes tried to separate 
these tradesmen from the lower classes but not by assimilating them, instead 
treating them as separate class between them and the lower classes.158 The pro-
blem is that a Kaufmann might have been just an employee without any unique 
skills or roles, or a specially trained employee within a large company or insti-
tution. On the other hand, employees of the state, postal service and railway, 
unlike the trade employees, usually added their status, which makes it is easier 
to class them into the lower or upper middle class.

4.6.1 The Upper Class

The upper class consisted primarily of state-funded gentry, and factory owners, 
independent gentlemen and scholars. There were two contradictory develop-
ments in the German Empire one must be aware of. The state stabilised its 
structure after the unification of 1871 by integrating the wealthy and the in-
fluential businessmen. However, the relationship between the businessmen and 
the gentry remained ambivalent as both tried to remain independent by esta-
blishing or enforcing their own codes.159 Ennoblement was three to five times 
higher in the British Empire compared to the German Empire. Some, like Emil 
Kirdorf or August Thyssen, even declined to be ennobled and preferred being 
part of the “money nobility”.160

Out of the 964 candidates during the second period, 82 were classified as 
being part of the upper class, while during the first period it was 29 out of the 

156 His father, Paul Frederick Paulsen, is described in German as being a Kleinbauer, see 
Friedrich Paulsen, Symbolae As Systemata Philosophiae Moralis Historicae Et Criticae, 
1871, 245.

157 See ibid.
158 See Thomas Nipperdey, Deutsche Geschichte 1866 – 1918, 377.
159 See David Blackbourn, History of Germany, 1870-1918: The Long Nineteenth Centu-

ry, 278-279.
160 See Thomas Nipperdey, Deutsche Geschichte 1866 – 1918, 392.
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699. The ratio between the state-employed upper class and the self-employed 
was 1:2 during the period after 1900 and 1:1.15 during the period before 1900. 
This is not an unexpected result, as the gentry did not necessarily see the benefit 
of acquiring a degree from a university due to the privileges attached to them 
by law.

In Prussia, for example, the gentry had its special representation through 
the Prussian House of Lords. Although it did not have any powers regarding 
domestic and foreign policy, it was still influential through its veto power. Ho-
wever, the gentry was experiencing economic problems towards the end of the 
century. This allowed the economically successful middle class to arrange mar-
riages between themselves and the gentry, or to acquire their bankrupt estates, 
especially in the eastern parts of the German Empire. While this did not always 
grant them a title of nobility, it increased their social standing and proofed their 
economic success.161

The average age was 27 years for the upper class. Those from the self-em-
ployed were one-year younger than the average, the gentry one year older. Most 
of the upper class were Protestants. During the second period, nearly 70% were 
Protestant, while 9.76% were Jewish and another 8.54% were Catholic. There 
is no unexpected overly dominant geographical region regarding the geographi-
cal background of the upper class PhD candidates.

It is difficult to assess whether the aristocratic PhD candidates were proud 
of their heritage or if they tried to ‘blend in’. In the period before 1900, two 
candidates mentioned their aristocratic ancestry by adding their aristocratic 
title to the front pages of their theses and by mentioning their noble ancestry 
within their CV. Two other PhD candidates mentioned their noble ancestry on 
the title page of their thesis but not in their CVs. Other PhD candidates did 
not mention their nobility at all. Heinrich von Stein, who received his PhD in 
1877, was an aristocrat by heritage.162 His father, Heinrich Rudolf Freiherr von 
Stein zu Nord- und Ostheim, for example, was a Prussian lord lieutenant.163 
During the following period, only two candidates of the upper class had a 
nobility-military background. Hermann von Caemmerer’s father, Rudolf, was 

161 See David Blackbourn, History of Germany, 1870-1918: The Long Nineteenth Centu-
ry, 278.

162 See Heinrich von Stein, Über Wahrnehmung, 1877, 249.
163 See Jakob Schmidt, “Stein, Freiherr von,” in Allgemeine Deutsche Biographie, vol. 

54, Historischen Commission bei der Königlichen Akademie der Wissenschaften, ed. 
(Leipzig: Verlag von Dunder & Humblot, 1875-1912), 54.
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ennobled in 1896 while a captain in the Prussian military. Hermann received 
his PhD five years later in 1901 by the age of 22.164 Another candidate was 
Leopold von Wiese und Kaiserswaldau who received his PhD in 1902.165 His 
father, Benno, was also a Prussian major but died before Leopold grew up. Le-
opold attended the cadet schools but left to be eligible to study in Berlin. He 
later became a well-known sociologist and economist.166

Meanwhile, most of the group of self-empoyed were plant or business ow-
ners. The fathers of PhD candidates were owners of furniture or paper factories, 
breweries or hotels. Siegmund Satz’s father, whose first name was also Sieg-
mund, for example, became a well-known hotelier in his hometown, Flensburg, 
in 1875.167 The father of Hermann Schmidt was a physician as well as the owner 
of a brick factory. Schmidt, who received his PhD in 1913 at the age of 26, is 
also an example of the few PhD candidates who acquired a PhD in Law as well 
as Humanities.168 The other group of self-employed consists of those who were 
able to live from their savings and investments, also known as independent 
gentlemen. Otto Jeidels’ grandfather, for example. was a banker and his father 
inherited enough money to become a private art collector.169 Although Otto 
Jeidels studied in Bonn and Cologne before he acquired his PhD in 1905, he 
was only 23 years of age when he received his PhD.170

None of the fathers of the Jewish PhD candidates from the upper class 
were employed by the state. Max Speter’s father, for example, was an ethyl al-

164 See Hermann von Caemmerer, Das Regensburger Religionsgespräch im Jahre 1546 
[The colloquy of Regensburg in 1546], 1901, 367.

165 See Leopold von Wiese und Kaiserswaldau, Beiträge zur Geschichte der wirtschaftli-
chen Entwicklung der Rohzinkfabriation [Studies about the history of the economic 
development of raw zinc fabrication], 1902, 375.

166 See Leopold von Wiese, Kadettenjahre [cadet’s years] (Ebenhausen bei München: 
Langewiesche-Brandt, 1978).

167 See Siegmund Satz, Die Politik der deutschen Staaten vom Herbst 1805 bis zum Herbst 
1806 im Lichte der gleichzeitigen deutschen Publizistik [Policy of the German states 
from autumn 1805 to autumn 1806 with focus on the German publicists], 1908, 454.

168 See Hermann Schmidt, Das Eisenbahnwesen in der asiatischen Türkei [The railways in 
the Asian parts of Turkey], 1913, 541.

169 See Bundesarchiv, Jeidels to Geschäftsinhaber der BHG, 9. Dezember 1938 [Jeidels to 
Company Owner oft he BHG, 9th December 1938], (duplicate), BArch R 8127 (Ber-
liner Handelsgesellschaft Records, Bundesarchiv: Berlin-Lichterfelde), 16251; Fürsten-
berg, Erinnerungen, 174.

170 Otto Jeidels came from a Jewish family but stated in his CV that he was a Protestant. See 
Otto Jeidels, Das Verhältnis der deutschen Grossbanken zur Industrie mit besonderer 
Berücksichtigung der Eisenindustrie [The relationship of the German high street bank 
and industry with a special focus on the iron industry], 1905, 399.
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cohol factory owner. Max started studying chemistry in Budapest, Hanover 
and Munich, after which he received a diploma as an engineer in 1904. He 
worked as a research assistant at the German Museum in Munich among other 
employments until he started his studies in Berlin in 1906. He worked as a che-
mical research assistant in Berlin but finished his PhD in the Humanities four 
years later in 1910.171 Regarding Catholic PhD candidates it was the other way 
around, as the majority were part of the gentry or financed by the state. Hans 
Karl Freiherr von Zessner, for example, was the son of a squire in Dobřičany, 
Bohemia. He started his studies in Prague, where he acquired a PhD in Law in 
1909. He moved to Berlin, where he studied mostly Economics and received 
his PhD in 1912.172 The largest group of the upper class, the Protestant PhD 
candidates, were predominantly self-employed. An interesting case that shows 
all the difficulties of the classification system is Ernst Gabriel Jenny. He was 
born in Mentone, France, and was a Swiss citizen. His father owned a ma-
nor and was vice-consul of Switzerland in Odessa. His father died in 1873 in 
Zurich.173 Ernst attended the Gymnasium in Zurich, after which he moved to 
Odessa, where he attended the local business school until 1891. He studied at 
the agricultural high school in Hohenheim until 1894 as he was responsible 
for taking care of the family businesses. He continued his studies in Berlin in 
1896 for seven semesters, after which he focused his studies on Economics for 
the winter term as he seems to have had to reside at his family estate during the 
summer. He received his PhD in 1913 at the age of 41. His case shows the diffi-
culty of the categorisation system. Switzerland had no gentry, but his father was 
classified as being part of the ‘gentry’ due to his title, while his social standing 
was based on his economic success.174

171 As a chemical engineer, he combined his previously acquired knowledge and his history 
studies in Berlin for his thesis, which was a historical analysis of Lavoisier and his prede-
cessors. See Max Speter, Lavoisier und seine Vorläufer [Lavoisier and his predecessors], 
1910, 477.

172 See Hans Karl Freiherr von Zessner, Städtisch-industrielle Konzentration der Bevölker-
ung und Abwanderung vom Lande in Böhmen in der Zeit von 1880 – 1900 [Urban-in-
dustrial concentraion of population and exodus from the country of Bohemia between 
1880 and 1900], 1912, 521.

173 Schweizerische Eidgenossenschaft, “Aus den Verhandlungen des schweiz. Bundesrathes” 
[From the negotiations of the Swiss Federal Council], accessed 14th  October  2017, 
http://www.amtsdruckschriften.bar.admin.ch/viewOrigDoc.do?id=10008058

174 Ernst Gabriel Jenny was also one of the oldest PhD candidates at 41 years of age. See 
Ernst Gabriel Jenny, Der Teilbau nebst der Monographie eines Teilbaugrossbetriebs in 
Russland aus der Zeit von 1891 – 1910 [The partial construction including a monogra-
phy about a partial construction large scale company in Russia between 1891 and 1910], 
1913, 538.
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4.6.2 The Middle Class

The middle class was by far the largest group. The two sub-groups, the upper 
and lower middle class, count together for more than 90% of all PhD can-
didates. The middle class had a genuine interest in acquiring a degree from a 
university. It gave them the opportunity to distinguish themselves from the 
Proletariat, not only through their financial capabilities but also by gaining a 
title acquired through individual effort. The latter distinguished them from the 
lower gentry as well, which had their social standing not by their own success 
but by inheritance rather than work.175

Before 1900, 46.82% of the PhD candidates were part of the upper and 
21.12% were part of the lower middle class. During the following period, 
58.12% of PhD candidates whose fathers were part of the upper middle class 
and 31.49% whose fathers were part of the lower middle class due the lower 
number of PhD candidates from the upper class whose percentage dropped 
from 27.42% before 1900 to 9.87% after 1900. However, it is important to be 
aware of the employment situation of a PhD candidate’s father, whether state 
employed, self-employed or employed by a company.

The number PhD candidates whose fathers were state employees and the 
number of PhD candidates whose fathers were part of the private sector, upper 
and lower middle classes combined, about the same size during both periods. 
In the period before 1900, 54.68% of the PhD candidates’ fathers were state 
employees, while during the following period this number decreased by 5.34% 
to 51.34%. Meanwhile, the number of those PhD with a private sector back-
ground rose from 45.32% to 48.66%. As there are no indications that either 
group had an interest in not disclosing this information, it is reasonable to say 
that the advantage of a state-awarded degree in higher education was recognised 
by both groups equally.

In the upper middle class, PhD candidates without a state-employed father 
were most of the private sector is being separated between those fathers being self-
employed and businessmen. In the period after 1900, 267 or 55.28% of all PhD 
candidates of the upper middle class had father who was classified as either being 
self-employed or as a being businessman. The larger of the two groups were the 
businessmen, with 203 PhD candidates, compared to the group of self-employed, 
with only 64. At the same time, 216 PhD candidates were part of the group of 

175 See Jürgen Kocka, Bürger und Bürgerlichkeit im 19. Jahrhundert [Bourgeois and bour-
geois culture in the 19th century] (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1987), 43.
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state employees. By percentage, this means 44.72% of the PhD candidates of the 
upper middle class had a father who was employed by the state, while 42.03% 
were businessmen, and 6.64% of the fathers were self-employed. 

The lower middle class, and this is one of the problems of Marita 
Baumgarten’s system, was separated into state employees and those being self-
employed. This means that all employees of the private sector are part of the 
upper middle class. The majority of the lower middle class PhD candidates had 
fathers who were state employees, with 60.25% before an 63.40% after 1900, 
while 39.76% before and 36.60% after 1900 of the lower middle class PhD 
candidates had fathers who were self-employed. One reason for this difference 
and shift towards state-employed father is, besides the mentioned categoriza-
tion challenge, that the German state had a much stronger role in the economy 
as, mail or railway services were primarily run by the state. Additionally, being 
employed by the state meant economical security and a standing in society.

Comparing the average age among the middle class, there is no significant 
difference between the two periods with 25 before and 26 after 1900. In the up-
per middle class, candidates whose fathers were state employees, businessmen 
or self-employed were, with 24 before and 26 years of age after 1900, about the 
same age. In the lower middle class, the differences between PhD candidates 
whose fathers were state employees or self-employed was more significant. PhD 
candidates whose fathers were state employees were 24 years of age before and 
25 years of age after 1900, while those whose fathers were self-employed were 
24 years of age and 28 years of age after 1900. The reason for this difference 
could be the fact that self-employed of the lower middle class had a more in-
consistent income, which might have forced PhD candidates from such a social 
background to contribute financially more to their studies compared to those 
whose fathers were employed by the state.

There are a few interesting discoveries when comparing the religious affili-
ation in the upper and lower middle class. The percentage of Protestants in the 
period after 1900 is about the same with 353 or 73.08% in the upper and 197 
or 74.34% in the lower middle class, while in the period before that there is a 
difference, with 77.72% in the upper and 65.06% in the lower middle class. 
Meanwhile, the percentage of Catholic and Jewish PhD candidates shows a 
more differentiated picture. Before 1900, 8.7% of the upper middle class PhD 
candidates were Jewish and 5.4% were Catholic. After 1900, these numbers 
changed to 10.56% and 7.25% respectively. In the lower middle class, these 
numbers change drastically. From 10.46% to 2.26% regarding Jewish to 6.02% 
to 17.74% regarding Catholic PhD candidates.
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During the period before 1900, most Jewish PhD candidates were part of 
the lower middle class with a ratio between the lower and the upper middle 
class of 7 to 2. In the following period, this changed as now the ratio between 
the lower and the upper middle class was now nearly 1 to 10. These results 
can be interpreted that either Jews were more likely to climb the social ladder 
in the late 19th  century or that especially lower middle class Jews were kept 
from pursuing a PhD due growing anti-Semitism and bleak career chances in 
German academia.176

Most of the Jewish PhD candidates came from business-related family 
backgrounds independent of whether they were part of the upper or lower 
middle class. In the period after 1900, forty were classified as merchants. The 
only retailer was the father of Otto Scherk who received his PhD in 1912. His 
father was a small publisher in Berlin.177 Only ten Jewish candidates, six in the 
upper and four in the lower middle class, mention that their father was emplo-
yed by the state. The fathers of Erna Meyer178 and Georg Rawitscher179 were the 
only one who worked directly for the state and not in academia or as teachers, 
and both worked in field of Law. There is no other dominant social group wi-
thin the remaining Jewish PhD candidates. Their fathers were pharmacists,180 
lawyers181 or artists.182

During the period before 1900, the social backgrounds of the Jewish PhD 
candidates were much more diverse as wholesale merchants were not as domi-
nant as after 1900. This could indicate a shift in the economic situation due to 
the rise of the business sector, as well as support for the overall empowerment 
of the at least upper middle class Jews in the German Empire towards the late 

176 See Rüdiger vom Bruch, German universities, past and future: Crisis or renewal?, 15-
16.

177 See Otto Scherk, Otto Über den französischen Akzent [About the French accent], 
1912, 518.

178 See Erna Meyer, Der Haushalt eines höheren Beamten in den Jahren 1880 – 1906 un-
tersucht an Hand von Wirtschaftsrechnungen [The household of higher public officers 
between 1880 and 1906 based upon their accounts], 1913, 541.

179 See Georg Rawitscher, Die Landarbeiterfrage in Deutsch-Schlesien [The rural laborer 
question in German-Silesia], 1911, 497.

180 See Wladimir Idelson, Beiträge zur Frage der Besteuerung der Versicherung, insbe-
sondere in Deutschland [Regarding the question about taxation of insurance, especially 
regarding Germany], 1905, 403x.

181 See Judith Geisel Judith, „Tasso“ und sein Gefolge [„Tasso“ and his entourage], 1911, 
491.

182 See Erich Abraham, Nürnberger Malerei der zweiten Hälfte des XV. Jahrhunderts [Nur-
meberg paintings during the second half of the XVth century], 1912, 517.
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19th and early 20th century. Only six Jewish PhD candidates were categorised 
as members of this group before 1900 compared to the forty afterwards. An 
example from this group is Heinrich Loewe who received his PhD in 1894183 
and whose father was a wholesale merchant in the Province of Saxony.184

The middle class Catholic PhD candidates had much more diverse social 
backgrounds compared to the Jewish and Protestant PhD candidates, with ne-
arly 63% being self-employed or businessmen, and over 37% state employees 
in the period after 1900. Separating the upper and lower middle class, the-
se numbers change to 65.71% and 35.29% for the Upper and 59.57% and 
40.43% for the lower middle class. In the period before 1900, this was 53% 
self-employed or businessmen and 47% state employees. The same develop-
ment with a much bigger effect can be shown regarding the Protestant PhD 
candidates. In the upper middle class, there were nearly as many state emplo-
yees with 50.14% as there were self-employed and businessmen with 49.86%. 
Compared to the Jewish candidates, it can be said that Catholic as well as Prote-
stant PhD candidates of the lower middle classes relied more on the state. This 
was, after all, ideal for the state as it stabilised the system, despite its structural 
inequalities and the conflicts between the Protestants and Catholics following 
the foundation of the German Empire and the Kulturkampf (“cultural clash).185

There are a few discoveries worth mentioning. The first is the fact that 
among the state-employed Catholic upper middle class, the fathers with an 
academic background are the largest group. An example of this is Joseph Kil-
ling. He received his PhD in 1908. His father was William Killing, a famous 
mathematician and professor at the University of Munster.186 One could argue 
that this indicates that Catholics appreciated the benefits of a PhD more than 
Protestants. However, it is important to bear in mind that Protestant preachers, 
unlike Catholics, were able to marry and create a family which means that at 
least from this perspective no Catholic PhD student could have had a Catholic 
priest as a father. This is also an explanation why the most common state-
employed Protestant profession of the upper middle class was to be employed 

183 See Heinrich Loewe, Richard von San Germano und die ältere Redaktion seiner Chron-
ik [Richard of San Germano and the older edition of his chronicle], 1894, 322.

184 See Otto z. Stolberg-Weningerode, “Heinrich Loewe,” in Neue Deutsche Biographie, 
vol. 15, 1987, 75. 

185 See David Blackbourn, History of Germany, 1870-1918: The Long Nineteenth Centu-
ry, 278-289.

186 See Joseph Killing, Kirchenmusikalische Schätze der Bibliothek des Abbate Fortunato 
Santini [Church music treasures of the library of Abbate Fortunate Santini], 1908, 450.
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by the church as a preacher or another clergy-related position. An example of 
this is Rudolf Görnhardt, who received his PhD in 1910 and whose father was 
a protestant preacher.187. Additionally, all industrials were Protestant. The father 
of Waldemar Zimmermann, who received his PhD in 1905, for example, was a 
facility manager and later director of a machine factory.188

The largest among the middle PhD candidates were those whose fathers 
were wholesale merchants. The problem is, however, that this could be caused 
by the categorization system which combined all employed merchants with the 
same job description into the same group independent of their salary, position 
with the company and place of residence. Additionally, the separation between 
wholesale merchants and tradesmen is vague and a wholesale merchant had a 
higher social standing, PhD candidates may have been tempted to describe the 
job of their fathers as a wholesale merchant even if he was tradesman. An exa-
mple demonstrating this is the PhD candidate Max Sauerlandt. He received his 
PhD in 1903 by the age of 23. He was born in Berlin but after his father’s death, 
he moved to Berlin, where he went to primary and high school.189 He did not 
disclose the information about his father’s early death and only described him 
as a wholesale merchant, although he was a wood trader.190

It is safe to say that the occupation of a PhD candidate’s father influenced 
the decision of a student to pursue a PhD as the group PhD candidates whose 
fathers were teachers was the second largest group of the middle class. This 
is independent of whether the father was an academic teacher, a teacher at a 
high school, or at another non-academic institution. This applies to candi-
dates like Hermann Lübke,191 whose father was a non-academic teacher of 
the lower middle class,192 Friedrich Scholz, whose father was a high school 

187 See Rudolf Görnhardt, Die Lage der grundbesitzenden Tagelöhner in Nordwest- und 
Ostdeutschland mit besonderer Berücksichtigung der Provinzen Schlesien und Posen 
[The situation of the property owning daily workers in Northwest and East Germany 
with a special focus on the provinces of Silesia and Posen], 1910, 481.

188 See Waldermar Zimmermann, Die sozialen Verhältnisse der Angestellten im preus-
sischen Staatsbetrieb [The social situation of the state employees], 1902, 375.

189 See Andreas Hüneke, “Sauerlandt, Friedrich August Max,” in Neue Deutsche Biogra-
phie, vol. 22, 2005, 462-463.

190 See Max Sauerlandt Über die Bildwerke des Giovanni Pisano [About the pictures of 
Giovanni Pisano], 1903, 387.

191 See Bibliothek für Bildungsgeschichtliche Forschungs [Library for Research in History 
of Education] , Lübke, Hermann: Personalblatt A für Direktoren, wissenschaftliche 
Lehrer und Kandidaten des höheren Lehramtes [Lübke, Hermann: Data Sheet A for 
Principals, science teachers and applicants for the upper teaching posts], 145641.

192 See Hermann Lübke, The Aunters at the Tern. Wathelan, 1883, 261.
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teacher,193 or Hans Julius Droysen whose father, Johann Gustav Droysen, 
was a history professor at the University of Berlin.194 The more closely the 
employment of the father was related to education, the more likely it was that 
a student pursued a PhD during his studies.195

4.7 Conclusion

There was no revolution but rather an evolution among the PhD candidates 
at the University of Berlin. The average age of PhD candidates rose slowly but 
steadily and PhD candidates at the University of Berlin remained primarily Pro-
testant. The lower class was still not present, either because it did not recognise 
the benefit of a PhD degree or was excluded by social barriers. The percentage 
of foreign PhD candidates grew, but the large majority of PhD candidates was 
born in the German Empire.

According to the statistics, the prototypical PhD candidate at the University 
of Berlin up until 1900 was about 25 years old, Protestant, from Prussia, with a 
high chance of being born in Berlin, and with a father who belonged to the upper 
middle class. During the second period, up until 1913, the prototypical PhD 
candidate remained the same, although the percentages changed slightly towards 
a more diverse community of PhD candidates. He was still male, despite the offi-
cial admittance of women in 1908, and aged, on average, 26.55 years old. He was 
Protestant, although the percentage of Protestant PhD candidates had dropped. 
Likewise, as regards the geographical background the stereotypical PhD candi-
date was still from Prussia and probably born in Berlin, although the percentage 
of PhD candidates from other states of the German Empire, and especially those 
born abroad, rose. Finally, the prototypical PhD candidate was still part of the 
upper middle class, but the likelihood that his father was employed by the state or 
self-employed had increased significantly compared to the period prior to 1900. 

193 See Friedrich Scholz, Geschichte der Deutschen Schriftsprache in Augsburg bis zum 
Jahre 1347. Mit besonderer Berücksichtigung der städtischen Kanzlei [History of the 
German written language in Augsburg until the year of 1347. With a special of the 
urban administration], 1895, 330.

194 See Johannes Droysen, De Demophanti Patroclidis Tisameni Populiscitis Quae Inserta 
Sung Adocidis Orationi, 1873, 247.

195 See Silke Möller, Zwischen Wissenschaft und “Burschenherrlichkeit”: Studentische So-
zialisation im deutschen Kaiserreich, 1871-1914 [Between science and “Burschenher-
rlichkeit”: student socialisation in the German Empire, 1871-1914], Pallas Athene vol. 
4 (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner, 2001), 171-177.
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It seems that the already close connection between the University of Berlin and 
the state increased towards the turn of the century and beyond.196

While both the PhD theses accepted in the Humanities and in Sciences rose 
during both periods, it seems that PhD candidates in the Sciences benefited the 
most from the increasing resources available at the Faculty of Philosophy. This 
is not surprising as most newly established institutions within the Faculty of 
Philosophy in the late 19th century were related to the Sciences. For instance, 
the “Physikalisches Institut” [Physical Institute] was founded in 1878.197 This 
institutional transformation seems to have allowed PhD candidates in this field 
to converge around these newly established institutions within the Faculty of 
Philosophy.

Additionally, the PhD candidates seem to have been affected by the eco-
nomic developments of the late 19th  and early 20th  century. Following the 
Hans-Ulrich Wehler’s categorisation of periods of economic prosperity and 
depression, the number of PhD candidates who received a degree during a 
period of prosperity was 86 but only 26 during a period of depression.198 Ho-
wever, PhD candidates in the Sciences were more affected by this economic 
development as their numbers were more volatile compared to PhD candidates 
in the Humanities, most likely due to the required funding and the fact that 
PhD candidates in the Humanities had more employment opportunities in the 
state compared to PhD candidates in the Sciences.

The rising average age of PhD candidates cannot be explained by any 
changes regarding the admission or general PhD procedure at the University 
of Berlin.199 The only explanation is that it resulted from the growing number 

196 See Alan Touraine, The academic system in American society (New York (NY): Mc-
Graw-Hill, 1979), 34-35.

197 See Jochen Brüning, ”Von Humboldt zu Helmholtz: Zur Disziplinbildung in den 
Naturwissenschaften am Beispiel der Physik” [From Humboldt to Helmholtz: About 
the foundation of disciplines shown by Physics Departement], in Geschichte der Uni-
versität Unter den Linden, 1810-2010, Genese der Disziplinen. Die Konstitution der 
Universität [History of the university under the lime trees, 1810-2010, Genesis of the 
disciplines. The Foundation of the university] vol 4., Heinz-Elmar Tenorth, ed. (Berlin: 
De Gruyter, 2010), 395-424, 419.

198 See Hans-Ulrich Wehler, Deutsche Gesellschaftsgeschichte: Von der “Deutschen Dop-
pelrevolution” bis zum Beginn des Ersten Weltkrieges 1849 – 1914 [German social 
history: from the German double revolution until the beginning of the First World War 
1849-1914], (München: Beck, 2008), 547.

199 This lack of any reforms can best be explained by the existence of a professorial oligarchy 
in the late 19th and early 20th century at German universities. See Joseph Ben-David, 
The scientist’s role in society: A comparative study with a new introduction (Chicago 
(IL): University of Chicago press, 1984), 130.
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of foreign-born PhD candidates, because if they are excluded the difference 
between the two periods drops to just half a year. If there were any changes in 
the admission policy at the University of Berlin which are not reflected in the 
constitution of the university or the Faculty of Philosophy, it must have affected 
foreign-born PhD candidates more strongly than the German ones.

The rise and fall of PhD candidates at Berlin from the United States mir-
rors the results of Anja Werner’s study The transatlantic world of higher edu-
cation: While the number of American students at German universities grew 
between 1865 and 1898, it fell during the following years. So did the number 
of PhD candidates at the University of Berlin.200 With the professionalisation 
and growth of the higher education system In the United States, as well as the 
adaptation and moulding of the German PhD degree into the American higher 
education system in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, the benefits and career 
opportunities arising from acquiring a PhD degree from a German university 
no longer seemed to have superseded the required investment.201 Even though 
the connection of Columbia to Germany, especially in comparison to Eng-
land and France, remained strong until the 1920s,202 the exchange program 
between German and American universities seems to have had no effect on 
the number of non-American PhD candidates at the University of Berlin who 
had studied at Columbia University or at another American university, even 
though the University of Berlin was the one with the most professors involved 
in this program. It seems that the exchange program only took place between 
professors and did not extend to upcoming researchers.203 Another reason why 
the exchange program did not result in an increasing number of PhD candi-
dates from the United States at the University of Berlin might be fact that the 
German Empire primarily promoted its achievements in science, which was 
“rejected with intense dislike” by American philosophers.204 Additionally, the 
German academics seemed to have been not really interested in an exchange 

200 See Anja Werner, The transatlantic world of higher education: Americans at German 
universities, 1776-1914, 22.

201 See Anja Werner, The transatlantic world of higher education: Americans at German 
universities, 1776-1914, 241.

202 “Of Columbia’s one thousand officers of instruction in 1915, perhaps one hundred had 
studied in Germany, far more than had studied in either France or England.” Robert 
McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 245.

203 See Rüdiger vom Bruch, Zeitschrift für Kulturaustausch, 43-67.
204 See Laurence Veysey, The Emergence of the American University (Chicago (IL): Univer-

sity of Chicago press, 1970), 320-321.
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with the United States that would have required them to leave Germany even if 
they were offered a professorship.205

While the University of Berlin was the leading university for study and 
research at that time, many German PhD candidates went abroad to study, 
improve their language skills and to pursue their research or to work. The high 
number of German PhD candidates studying or researching abroad, but not 
acquiring a degree, shows that the excellence of the University of Berlin might 
have encouraged, rather than stopped, PhD candidates to go abroad, especially 
to France and Great Britain, but to return to finish their PhD degree in Berlin. 
Interestingly, the start of the reform period at the University of London, which, 
according to Keith Vernon, began in the 1880s and later involved all English 
universities, including Oxford and Cambridge, had no effect on the number of 
PhD candidates at the University of Berlin who studied or acquired a degree 
in the United Kingdom.206 On the other hand, the comparably low number of 
British PhD candidates in Berlin undermines Renate Simpson’s argument that 
“frequently British students would simply follow the example of their teachers, 
of whom an ever growing number had themselves studied at German univer-
sities” in order to pursue more specialized studies.207 At least among the PhD 
in the Humanities at the University of Berlin, there was no influx of British 
students in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. 

While the number of PhD candidates from the United States dropped, the 
overall (still growing) number of foreign-born PhD candidates at the University 
of Berlin shows that the institution had not lost its attractiveness at least for stu-
dents from Europe. One must not forget that as soon as a foreigner gained ac-
cess to the German higher education system, he was able to switch between any 
university in the German Empire as well as to the universities in Switzerland 
and Austria-Hungary.208 Interestingly, while the university and the German 

205 The only noteworthy German academic who accepted a professorship at an American 
university until 1930 was Herman von Holst who joined the University of Chicago in 
1890. See Jörg Nagler, “A Mediator Between two Historical Worlds. Hermann Edward 
von Holst and the University of Chicago,” in German Influences on Education in the 
United States to 1917, eds. Henry Geitz et al. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1995), 257-274.

206 See Keith Vernon, Universities and the state in England, 1850-1939 (London: Rout-
ledgeFalmer, 2004), 276.

207 See Renate Simpson, How the PhD came to Britain: A century of struggle for postgrad-
uate education (Guildford: Society for Research into Higher Education, 1983), 16.

208 Stuart Wallace, War and the image of Germany, British academic, 1914-1918 (Edin-
burgh: J. Donald Publishers, 1988), 5.



149The University of Berlin

209 See Rüdiger vom Bruch, Zeitschrift für Kulturaustausch, 43-67.
210 See Gerhard A. Ritter, Zeitschrift für Kulturaustausch, 5-16.
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212 See Joseph Ben David, Centers of learning: Britain, France, Germany, United States, 

Repr. (London, New Brunswick (NJ): Transaction Publishers, 1977), 25.
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and Limits of Two Approaches”, in Traversea, 1 (2011), 46-59, 51.
214 See Reut Yael Paz, A gateway between a distanz God and a cruel world, The contribu-

tion of Jewish German-speaking scholars to International Law (Leiden, Moston (MA): 
Nijhof, 2013), 95.

Empire mostly promoted its science research,209 the number of foreign-born 
PhD candidates in the Humanities grew too. It seems that there was a “spill-
over” effect of the Empire’s science research promotion into the Humanities.210 
Unfortunately, and as has already been discovered by Anja Werner, the Univer-
sity of Berlin, in line with most other German universities, did not record when 
a student left, which means that it is not possible, without cross-referencing 
various matriculation records, to compare the number of PhD candidates that 
left and arrived at the University of Berlin.211

All in all, it can be said that the changes regarding the geographical back-
ground of PhD candidates before and after 1900 reflect the increasing pro-
fessionalism and success of the American higher education system. 212 Addi-
tionally, the fact that most of the German PhD candidates who went abroad 
went to France or Great Britain but not to the United States shows that least 
until the early 20th  century an exchange of experiences and practices among 
PhD candidates between the countries was not only still uncommon but also 
designed for misinterpretation of one another’s challenges, working procedures 
and methodologies.213

Jewish students were more likely to pursue a dissertation compared to 
Christian students which shows the importance of education for the Jewish 
community. The percentage of Jews among PhD candidates was higher than 
among students in general. On the other hand, the number and percentage 
of Jewish PhD candidates among the entire group dropped from the first to 
the second period of time. It is unlikely that this was caused by any falling im-
portance of education within the Jewish community, but it was rather due to 
the pressure of society on Jewish scholars to change their religious affiliation if 
they wanted to pursue a career at a university. Although all legal discrimination 
of Jews on the German Empire were suspended in 1869,214 they were, according 
to Rüdiger vom Bruch, still discriminated against and had no chance to get 
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215 See Rüdiger vom Bruch, German universities, past and future: Crisis or renewal)?, 15-
16.

216 See Karl Erich Born, “Preussen im deutschen Kaisserreich 1871-1918, Führungsmacht 
des Reiches und Aufgehen im Kaiserreich“ [Prussia in the German Empire 1871-1918, 
Leading power of the Empire and merging with the Empire], in Handbuch der preus-
sischen Geschichte: Vom Kaiserreich zum 20. Jahrhundert [Handbook of Prussian His-
tory, From the Empire to the 20th century], vol. 3, Otto Büsch, Wolfgang Neugebauer, 
eds. (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2000), 15-148, 104.

217 See Alan Touraine, The academic system in American society, 35.

appointed as professors at universities. This might have discouraged some Jews 
from pursuing a PhD at the University of Berlin, as it did not improve their 
career opportunities. It would be instructive to compare these results with other 
German universities to see if they experienced the same development or if there 
were universities in the German Empire that attracted more Jewish PhD candi-
dates. Interestingly, the number of Catholic PhD candidates, who also suffered 
from discrimination at Protestant education institutions, increased.215 This at 
least indicates that they expected better career chances with a PhD degree than 
without, even at a dominantly Protestant university like Berlin.

The rising number and percentage of Catholic PhD candidates must be 
seen against the backdrop of the end of the Kulturkampf (culture struggle) 
in the 1880s as well as the foundation of the German Empire and hence the 
‘inclusion’ of the dominantly Catholic southern German states into the new-
ly founded state. The most intense phase of the Kulturkampf in the German 
Empire was in the 1870s. Although the University of Berlin did not exclude 
Catholic or students of any other religion, it is likely that some Catholics did 
not want to pursue their studies at the University of Berlin because it was do-
minantly Protestant. Although the Kulturkampf ended as early as 1886/1887,216 
it still took nearly a generation to significantly increase the number of Catholic 
PhD candidates at the University of Berlin. The most likely reason is that it 
not only required an end of the Kulturkampf on the political level but also a 
change mindset of the upcoming Catholic academics to go to Berlin to acquire 
their PhD. This was, after all, not only the biggest Protestantic university in the 
German Empire.

Interestingly, the fact that “the German universities were more closely con-
nected with the state than with the ruling class”217 as they were financed, funded 
and supervised by the state and meant to train the future leaders of the state 
and its institutions only applies to the PhD candidates from the lower but not 
the upper middle class, where more PhD candidates had fathers who were busi-
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nessmen or self-employed than fathers who were employed by the state. This 
shows the “precarious situation” of the German universities regarding their role 
within society: On the one hand, they required academic freedom to pursue 
research and teaching, as promoted by Humboldt when the University of Berlin 
was founded. This spirit was mostly represented by the upper middle class PhD 
candidates On the other hand, the “military-aristocratic ruling class” expected 
that the universities to train future state employees, as represented by the lower 
middle class, and  in a way that would not undermine the position of those in 
power.218 However,, the diversity of the social background of the PhD candi-
dates at the University of Berlin supports the idea that, contrary to the aims of 
the ruling elite, the German system did “not produce[d] a unified ‘professional 
class’ [like that of England’s]” that was open to everyone capable of the required 
brainwork.219. The PhD program of the University of Berlin did not attract the 
offspring of any specific social class, but rather was a ‘melting pot’ solely for 
the middle class who saw the benefit of acquiring a PhD degree. Additionally, 
the growth of the middle classes after 1900 shows that this group in particular 
recognised the importance of higher education and at the same time used it to 
separate themselves from the upper and lower classes.

Looking at the professional groups but not the class, the PhD candidates 
are not as diverse as the middle class in general. In fact, those PhD candidates 
who came from a household where a prior sense of learning was present seem to 
have been disproportionately attracted to pursue a PhD, no matter if they were 
part of the upper or lower middle classes. Especially PhD candidates whose fa-
thers were teachers, non-academic as well as academic, or part of the (Protestant 
and Jewish) clergy were over-proportionally present among the middle- class 
students during both periods. This means that, although the PhD was attractive 
to both the upper as well as lower middle class, it was more attractive to studen-
ts who were primed to pursue education and research through their childhood 
experience. There are two reasons for this. One is the fact that this study only 
compares PhD candidates in the Humanities but excludes PhD candidates in 
science as well as from the other faculties at the University of Berlin such as law 
or theology. Adding these candidates might change the results, indicated by the 
growing number of PhD candidates in science. Second students obviously cho-
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220 After all, the Faculties of Philosophy at German universities excluded any kind of pro-
fessional training, insisting that it such training had no role to play at a university, until 
the 1960s. However, it supported the establishment of professional training at technical 
universities such as the Technical University Berlin. See Joseph Ben David, Centers of 
learning: Britain, France, Germany, United States 48.

se their PhD topic in line with their father’s profession. While PhD candidates 
whose fathers were teachers were ‘primed’ to pursue PhD in the Humanities, 
the question remains if PhD candidates whose fathers were lawyers be ‘primed’ 
to pursue a PhD in law. The same applies to PhD candidates whose fathers 
were bankers, traders or craftsmen and if they were ‘primed’ to pursue a PhD 
in science.220
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5. Columbia University

5.1 Introduction

While Columbia University was older than the University of Berlin, it was 
neither as large or influential as Berlin until 1913.1 The fact that it was a 
private university affects the sources available, as was no legal obligation to 
store all documents. Unlike Berlin, where the state published yearly reports 
about the number of students at each of its institutions, the reports publis-
hed by Columbia University were created by the institution itself and re-
leased by its Board of Trustees. As a result, they only contain information 
the university deemed important enough to be published and were used by 
presidents and deans of Columbia’s various faculties to promote their policies 
and suggestions.2Although the reports reflected the focus of Columbia’s re-
spective president, they usually included basic data about the students, such 
as their geographical background, the colleges they visited before joining Co-
lumbia or the average age of the students at the Columbia’s various facul- 
ties.

Another important fact was the separation of Columbia College and 
Columbia’s Graduate School in 1895. While the structure and idea of the col-
lege based upon the British system, the graduate school was inspired by the 
German system. This meant that its PhD was ultimately copied from the Ger-
man system but, and this is important, adapted to fit into the curriculum and 
concept of Columbia.

There are two challenges that must be addressed before comparing the PhD 
candidates: 
1. Columbia collected less comprehensive information about its students than 

Berlin. Although Columbia retains, for example, its chapel to this day, the 
religious background of students was of no concern regarding their admis-

1 Columbia saw itself not only in competition with the other American universities but 
also in competition with Berlin. See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia: A history of 
Columbia University in the City of New York, 1754-2004 (New York (NY): Columbia 
University Press, 2003), 228-230.

2 The importance of the reports in enabling the president to share his views about the 
development of the university is further illustrated by the fact that there was no report 
in 1888 due to Barnard’s death.
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sion to graduate or post-graduate studies, and the same applied to their 
social background.3

2. The archival situation is, compared to Berlin, quite difficult. The student 
records of Columbia, including those of PhD candidates, are no longer 
available. This means that, in most cases, the only information provided by 
Columbia is each candidate’s CV.4 Additionally; it is unclear whether any 
regulations with regards to CVs ever existed. It is likely that any possible re-
gulation regarding attaching the candidate’s CV to his thesis resulted from 
the influence of Burgess and his aim of reforming Columbia according to 
the German system.

It is important to note that the challenges outlined above affect each chapter 
differently. In some cases, the use of additional sources, such as US Census Re-
cords, compensates for the missing data, either completely or at least partially.

Unlike Berlin, Columbia separated the Sciences and Humanities from the 
beginning through its system of various faculties, like the School of Mines or the 
School of Political Science. As the reports and students’ records are unavailable 
and as PhD degrees were awarded by the university and not the faculties, the 
separation between PhD candidates in the Humanities and Sciences was made 
as in the case of Berlin: according to a student’s supervisor(s) and the topic of 
his thesis. The primary source for collecting and categorising theses accepted by 
Columbia until 1913 consists of two lists. The first is the List of Theses Submitted 
by Candidates for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Columbia University 1872 
to 1910. This list was published in July 1910 and contained not only the name 
of each PhD candidate but also the title of his thesis and, in some cases, additio-
nal information like the number of pages or publisher.5 The other is an undated 

3 As a private university, Columbia relied on the fees of its students, unlike Berlin. One 
could argue that, while Berlin recorded the social and religious background of its stu-
dents, Columbia separated its students through its fees and based on its reputation as a 
former Anglican institution.

4 The theses of Columbia’s PhD candidates were sometimes published later as a book or 
part of a journal but not necessarily by Columbia. The thesis of Alexander Clarence 
Flick of 1901, Loyalism in New York during the American Revolution, was published 
by Columbia University Press as part of the Studies in History, Economics and Public 
Law in 1901. That of Mario Emilio Cosenza of 1905, Official positions after the time 
of Constantine, on the other hand, was published by New Era Printing, Lancaster, 
Pennsylvania. These publications did not usually include the CV of the author.

5 See Columbia University, List of Theses Submitted by Candidates for the Degree of 
Doctor of Philosophy in Columbia University: 1872-1910 (New York (NY): Columbia 
University Bulletins of Information, 1910).
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list by Columbia’s archive, which arranged the PhD candidates according to 
their department, family name and year of graduation. The list starts in 1900 
and continues until the 1930s and was used to cover the remaining years until 
1913. Unfortunately, it does not contain any additional information, like the 
title of the thesis, and only includes non-science PhDs, separated by their field 
of research. The fact that the year when this list was created is unknown makes 
it more difficult to say if all theses in the Humanities accepted by Columbia 
until 1913 were added or if some, who were already missing, dropped out.6

The main problem is that unlike Berlin, where the collection, storage and 
maintenance of the files and theses of PhD candidates was an integral part of 
the university library’s activities, an equivalent Columbian collection did not 
exist. “Although sporadic attempts had been made over the years to form a 
Columbiana collection, the matter had only partial attention of any person 
and materials remained scattered” and, until 1922, Columbia had no curator.7 
Jane R. Siegel, the current rare books librarian of the Special Collection and 
Rare Books and Manuscript Library, stated that the records were confusing 
regarding procedure and development. According to the records in today’s ar-
chive, the bachelor’s and master’s essays were transferred to the archive in late 
1946. However, it remains unclear whether the ‘census’ of the collection of the 
same year includes the PhD theses, as only the ‘census’ of 1952 contained a 
very detailed list of information about newly-added PhD theses under the title 
‘Columbiana’.8

Due to the possibility of missing theses and the fact that Columbia had 
no other records about its students, it is even more important to include ad-
ditional sources. For famous people, like Columbia’s later president, Nicolas 
Murray Butler, who received his PhD in 1884 but whose thesis, A Study in the 
History of Logical Doctrine, is lost,9 finding additional information proved a 

6 This list is stored by the Rare Books and Manuscript Collection.
7 See Winifred B. Linderman, History of Columbia University Library, 1876-1926 

(New York (NY): Columbia University Press, 1959), 492-493.
8 These records are stored in the office of the Rare Books and Manuscript Library. They 

are available upon special request as they are unlisted and usually not required for re-
search purposes.

9 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 195. According to the second entry, the title 
was An Outline of History of Logical Doctrine and Butler defended the thesis in spring 
1883. ibid. This does however contradict the entry in the list of theses until 1910, which 
states that the title was A Study of the History of Logical Doctrine. Additionally, Butler 
received his PhD in 1884 according to this, which would be a year after he defended 
it. See Columbia University, List of Theses Submitted by Candidates for the Degree of 
Doctor of Philosophy in Columbia University, 3.
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comparably easy task. However, in less famous cases, when only the name and 
the year of graduation is known, finding additional information proved quite 
a challenge. An example of this is David Rose who, according to the second 
undated list, received his PhD in 1912. As Columbia was unable to provide 
any additional information or even his thesis, and as other sources, like the US 
Census Records, did not provide any reliable information, it proved impossible 
to find any further information. However, in some cases, the thesis tended to 
be found in other libraries or collections, at least if the name of the thesis was 
known.10 Another example is Yu-Yue Tsu. Columbia stored his master’s essay of 
1910 but not his PhD thesis of 1912. The former, however, did not contain his 
CV. In this particular case, an obituary published by the New York Times on 
15th April 1986 was found that established the basis for further research.11 This 
shows that by combining different records and documents it was possible to fill 
most of the gaps, especially regarding the social and geographical background.

5.2 Numbers

According to this research, 500 PhDs were awarded by Columbia in the field 
of Humanities up until 1913. One hundred and eleven of these were awarded 
before 1900, and 389 in the ensuing period until 1913. In the period prior 
to 1900, 16 theses were unavailable at the Columbia University archive. This 
number drops to 11 in the following period. Unfortunately, out of the 27 lost 
theses, 13 were lost in the period before 1890. This means that more than half 
of the 25 theses that were accepted in the field of Humanities prior to 1890 
were unavailable. Additionally, the theses that date back before 1890 had no 
CV attached, which indicates that there were regulations regarding the content 
of the thesis, although they are no longer available. 

However, there are exceptions before and after 1890. The only exception 
before 1890 is the thesis of George Black. He received his PhD in 1889 and 

10 An interesting case of this is the thesis of Abraham Yohannan, who received his PhD in 
1902. While Columbia archived his thesis, it did not, for reasons unknown, contain his 
CV. However, it was found, including the author’s CV, in the University of California 
library. See AbrahamYohannan: A Modern Syria-English Dictionary, Part 1 (Columbia 
University (NY): New York City, 1900), UCLA Library, PJ5805.Y75m.

11 See AP, Andrew Tsu of China, Anglican Bishop, 100 years old, dies, The New York 
Times,  15  th  April  1986,  accessed  11th  November  2017, http://www.nytimes.
com/1986/04/15/obituaries/andrew-tsu-of-china-anglican-bishop-100.htm
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added CV to his thesis.12 An example of an exception after 1890 is William 
Schaper, who acquired his PhD in 1901. His thesis, Sectionalism and represen-
tation in South Carolina, was awarded the Justin Winsor Prize of the American 
Historical Association in the previous year. Although he wrote the preface to his 
thesis while being a visiting scholar at the University of Berlin, which implies 
that he must have been aware of the CV requirement in Berlin, he did not add 
one to his PhD thesis.13

Figure 19 Number of PhDs awarded by Columbia University, 1871-191314

A comparison of the overall PhDs awarded by Columbia shows that until 1910, 
out of the 654 PhDs awarded by Columbia, 372 were in the field of Huma-
nities and 282 in the field of Science. Despite gaps in the data, it seems that 
the number of PhDs awarded by Columbia grew overall. The number of PhDs 
awarded in the field of Humanities grew quite steadily, while the number in 

12 See George Black, History of municipal ownership of land on Manhattan Island, to the 
beginning of sales by the commissioners of the sinking fund in 1844, 1889, CWO B56.

13 See William A. Schaper, Sectionalism and representation in South Carolina, 1901, 
CWO Sch1.

14 The number of PhDs awarded by Columbia in the period 1911 to 1913 was unavailable 
as the list provided by Columbia only contained PhDs in the Humanities.
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the field of Science remained far more volatile. The most likely reason was that 
Science related PhD theses were project related and that the rise and fall in 
their numbers indicated the start of new research projects. The first PhD was 
awarded in the field of Science in 1872 to Charles Wells Marsh for his thesis 
entitled Geology of Water Supplies and Water Analysis.15 It took the Humanities 
eleven years to award their first PhDs in 1883, when three PhDs were awar-
ded.16 However, the number of PhDs awarded in the Humanities, right from 
the start, equalled that of those awarded in the field of science. In 1895-96, 
the number of PhDs awarded in the Humanities slowly began to supersede 
those awarded in the field of Science. Only in 1899 and 1902 were more PhDs 
awarded in science than in the Humanities. It is therefore safe to say that the 
focus of the research at Columbia shifted towards the Humanities by the end of 
the 19th and early 20th centuries, which is different to Berlin, where exactly the 
opposite phenomenon occurred.

Comparing the number of PhDs awarded with the number of students at 
Columbia is slightly more complicated due to the structure of the institution. 
The separation between undergraduate and graduate students created two inde-
pendent student bodies.17 The Columbia reports separated the students by year, 
which is something that the statistics about Berlin never did. Unlike Berlin, 
where a student could directly pursue the highest degree and in most cases even 
change institution and/or faculty without problem, a student at Columbia was 
compelled to apply for every degree and/or change of faculty/institution. The 
foundation of new faculties in the period from 1871 to 1913 creates another 
challenge.18 While some of them exist even today, others, like the School of 
Library, only existed for two years.19 Berlin established new fields of research as 

15 Unfortunately, this thesis is also one of those missing from Columbia’s archive.
16 The first three PhDs were awarded to Nathan Bijur, Felix Herzog and Stephen William.
17 To make a fundamental comparison of the attractiveness of the PhD, it would be re-

quired to include the admission rate of Columbia. While Columbia usually reported 
an increase in the number of applications, it failed to provide any data besides a mere 
statement in its reports.

18 The separation of the Schools was less strict than one might assume. The School of Polit-
ical Science, for example, reported in 1888 that “[i]t is somewhat difficult in this School 
to give exact numbers of the whole or of the separate classes, as most of the students 
are members of the Law School, and members of different classes sometimes attend the 
same lectures”. See Columbia College, Annual Report of the Acting President of Co-
lumbia College for the Year 1888-1889 Made to the Board of Trustees: June 3rd, 1889 
(New York (NY): Columbia College, 1889), 7.

19 The School moved to Albany in 1889 and became part of the New York State Library 
School. See Francis L. Miksa, “The Columbia School of Library Economy, 1887-1888,” 
Libraries & Culture 23, no. 3 (1988), 249-280.
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well, especially regarding economics and psychology, but they were all part of 
the Faculty of Philosophy.

The changing degree structure at Columbia makes the comparison even 
more difficult. In 1884, for example, Columbia awarded three kinds of bache-
lor degrees. The School of Political Science and the School of Mines awarded 
a Bachelor of Philosophy while the School of Arts was the only institution 
to award a Bachelor of Arts and Master of Arts. The School of Law awarded 
the third kind of bachelor’s degree, the Bachelor of Law.20 Two years later, the 
School of Political Science awarded a Bachelor of Philosophy and Bachelor of 
Arts.21 In 1887, the School of Philosophy awarded Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor 
of Philosophy, Master of Arts and Doctor of Philosophy.22 With the foundation 
of Columbia College and the separation of undergraduate and graduate studies, 
the structure changed again and enforced the separation of undergraduate and 
graduate students. While the college was now the sole institution awarding 
bachelor’s degrees in the field of Humanities, the former Schools now focused 
on master and PhD students.23

On the other hand, a comparison of the number of students and the number 
of PhDs awarded allows one to analyse the relationship between the PhD can-
didates and the various groups of students. Keeping the restrictions and diffe-
rences in mind, the comparison further shows the ratio between research and 
teaching at Columbia. It is reasonable to divide the data on Columbia at the 
point when Columbia College and the Graduate School were established. This 
also makes it possible to focus on the more research-orientated master students 
in the years after 1896 and to compare the master’s and PhD degrees awarded. 
In the end, two comparisons can be made: the overall number of students at 
Columbia compared to the PhD degrees awarded on the one hand, and of the 
number of master’s and PhD degrees on the other hand.

20 See Columbia College, Annual Report of the President of Columbia College for the 
Year 1886-1887 Made to the Board of Trustees: May 2, 1887 (New York (NY): Colum-
bia College, 1887), 11.

21 See ibid., 14.
22 See Columbia University, Annual Report of the Acting President of Columbia College 

for the Year 1888-1889 Made to the Board of Trustees (New York (NY): Columbia 
College, 1889), 9.

23 See Columbia College, Fifth Annual Report of President Low to the Trustees: Octo-
ber 1st, 1894 (New York (NY): Columbia College, 1894), 32-33.
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To analyse the student numbers until the 1896s, the student body was se-
parated into three groups. Science students consisted of those from the School 
of Mines, later renamed the School of Applied Science, including the students 
of the School of Graduate Instruction who were affiliated to the School of 
Mines, and the School of Pure Science. Humanities students consisted of those 
from the School of Arts, the School of Political Science, the School of Library 
Economy, and the School of Graduate Instruction, the latter of whom being 
affiliated to the School of Arts. ‘Others’ consisted of students at the School of 
Law and the School of Medicine.24 Finally, students at the School of Philosophy 
were placed in a separate group, as they were able to attend courses offered by all 
of the other Schools. Although this was possible for all students, the School of 
Philosophy was particularly designed to serve as a ‘Meta-School’.25 Comparing 
these numbers with the number of PhDs awarded, one can see that the number 

24 The fall in the number of students in this group between 1891 and 1892 was due to a 
change in the School of Law, because of which students were no longer able to study 
and work in law offices due to the intensified course schedule. One could say that 
the course was upgraded from ‘part-time’ to ‘full-time’. See Columbia College, Third 
Annual Report of President Low to the Trustees: October 3rd, 1892 (New York (NY): 
Columbia College, 1892), 29.

25 See Columbia College, Fifth Annual Report of President Low to the Trustees: Octo-
ber 1st, 1894, 114-115

Figure 20 Number of students at Columbia, 1884-1897
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of students in the fields of Humanities and Science developed equally. This is 
surprising as the newly-founded Schools primarily focused on topics related to 
the Humanities. After all, the only non-Humanities School was the School of 
Pure Science, which was founded in 1892. This means that although Columbia 
extended its institutions focusing on the Humanities, there was no increase in 
the percentage of students in this field of research compared to those in the field 
of Science.

Another important development was the foundation of the School of Phi-
losophy and the end of double registration. Before the foundation of the School 
of Philosophy, students could register with more than one school. However, 
they were not separated in the statistics. Students could have been counted 
twice or even more, depending on the number of Schools at which they were 
registered. The foundation of the School of Philosophy and the end of dou-
ble registration mostly affected the School of Political Science, whose student 
number dropped from 164 in 1893 to 28 by 1894.26

Figure 21 Students at Columbia’s schools and faculties, 1896-191327

26 See Columbia College, Third Annual Report of President Low to the Trustees: Octo-
ber 3rd, 1892, 23.

27 This chart does not include the later-founded Schools of Architecture, Music, and Jour-
nalism, as their numbers remained small until 1913. Students attending the “Evening 
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During the restructuring process, that began in 1896, the student body at Co-
lumbia changed. The newly-created Graduate School consisted of the School 
of Philosophy, School of Pure Science and School of Political Science. Initially, 
these three Schools needed to establish their working procedures regarding how 
to admit and register students, and how and which degrees they wished to 
award. This process is also reflected in Columbia’s reports on the restructuring 
period, as a student was counted as part of the Graduate School as well as part 
of the School of both his major and Minor subject. However, this led, again, 
to frequent double registrations, which is probably why this procedure was 
abandoned in 1901.28 Following this initialisation period, the Graduate School 
became the largest of all the institutions at Columbia. While the number of 
students at Columbia’s other institutions remained volatile, the number of re-
gistered students at the Graduate School never fell. In 1896, 208 students were 
registered at one or several of the three institutions of the Graduate School. 
Only six years later, this number had nearly doubled, rising to 535. Only the 
School of Applied Science, formerly known as the School of Mines, and the 
School of Medicine had more students at that time. However, only two years 
later, the Graduate School had also superseded these two Schools too. In 1909, 
there were more than 1000 students registered at the Graduate School and, by 
1913, 1570 students were studying at the Graduate School.

Technical and Extension Teaching” classes and the affiliated College of Pharmacy and 
Teachers College tended to be professionals who were pursuing a ‘part-time’ course, 
which is why they were not added. Students attending the Summer Sessions were ex-
cluded as they were not there to acquire a degree and due to the substantial number of 
double registrations. Columbia followed this procedure in its own statistics. See Co-
lumbia University, Annual Reports of the Presidents and Treasurer to the Trustees with 
Accompanying Documents: For the Year Ending June 30th, 1913 (New York (NY): 
Columbia University Press, 1913), 214.

28 During the presidency of Low, the Schools released the number of Master’s degrees 
awarded, including the names of the candidates and the name of the essays. In the last 
year of Low’s presidency (1900-1901), this procedure however stopped.
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Figure 22 Master’s degrees awarded by and number of students 
at Columbia’s Graduate School, 1896-1913

Figure 23 PhDs and master’s degrees awarded by the Graduate School  
and number of students, 1896-1913
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In 1901, there were more students studying at the Graduate School than at Co-
lumbia College or Barnard College. By 1913, the number of Graduate School 
students superseded the number of students at the two colleges combined. This 
means that even if the Graduate School admitted every student of its colleges, 
there would still have had to be students from other colleges present.

The growth of the Graduate School transformed Columbia from a tea-
ching-orientated institution into one where research was an integral. This is 
reflected in the reports, as lists of published research papers or ongoing research 
projects became a vital component, designed to convince the Board of Trustees 
of the success of each of the Graduate School’s schools. The rising number of 
graduate students also led to an increasing number of master’s degrees awar-
ded. However, not every student studying at the Graduate School finished his 
studies. In fact, the number of students compared to the number of master’s 
degrees awarded is surprisingly low. Until about 1900, only every third student 
finished his studies and received a degree.29

The vision of Burgess, which brought him to Columbia, to create a selec-
tive German-style university that superseded the other American universities in 
terms of unity of teaching and research was achieved shortly before the ties bet-
ween the Columbia and Berlin were broken off due to the outbreak of the First 
World. However, as in Berlin, the teaching element of the Graduate School 
grew disproportionally compared to research. In 1900, one out of every five 
degrees awarded by Columbia’s Graduate School was a PhD. By 1913, this ratio 
had changed to one in eight.30

5.3 Age

When analysing the average age of the PhD candidates at Columbia, one must 
remember that Columbia’s admission age changed over time. Furthermore, the 
university was not part of a state organised education system, which allowed 
students to pursue a clear path of studies until their final graduation. Inter-
ruptions in a student’s CV to acquire additional qualifications are therefore 
common.

29 This ratio assumes that a Master’s student required two years to finish his studies and a 
PhD candidate required four years. 

30 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 160-162.
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Figure 24 Average age of PhD candidates at Columbia, 1896-191331

The average age of PhD candidates increases constantly. Until 1900, the ave-
rage age was 27.73 years. The oldest candidate was Wilhelm Eckhoff, who re-
ceived his PhD in 1894 at the age of 41.32 Two other candidates were 40 when 
they finished their PhD degree. One was John Crowell, who received his PhD 
in 1897,33 and the other was Georg Olcott, who received his PhD two years 
later.34 Meanwhile, the two youngest candidates were 21 years old when they 
were awarded their PhD. One was Nathan Bijour, who received his PhD in 
1883 and was also one of the first three PhD candidates in Humanities,35 and 
the other was William Washington, who received his PhD in 1898.36

After 1900, the average age rose to 31.80 years. This means that the average 
age was only about two years less than the average age today.37 The oldest candi-

31 The gap in the data for the academic year of 1887-1888 is due to fact that there were no 
PhD candidates in these years or no data about the age were available.

32 See Wilhelm Eckoff, Kant’s inaugural dissertation of 1770, 1894, CXO Ec5.
33 See John Corwell, The logical process of social development; a theoretical foundation 

for educational policy from the standpoint of sociology, 1898, CWO C886.
34 See George Olcott, Studies on the word formation of the Latin inscriptions, substantives 

and adjectives, with special reference to the Latin Sermo Vulgaris, 1898, CXO OL1.
35 See Nathan Bijur, History of the charter of New York City, 1642-1857,1883, 

CWO B48.
36 See William Washington, The formal and material elements of Kant’s Ethics, 1898, 

CXO W27.
37 In 2003, the average age of a PhD candidate in the US in the field of Humanities was 33 

years old at the time of graduation. See Thomas Hoffer and Vincent Welch, JR., Time 
to Degree of U.S. Research Doctorate Recipients, accessed 11th October 2017, http://
www.nsf.gov/statistics/infbrief/nsf06312.
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date was Charley Keyes, who received his PhD in 1911, at the age of 53. He was 
born in 1858 and received his bachelor’s degree in 1879 from St. John’s College, 
after which, among other things, he worked as a teacher and superintendent. 
He studied as a graduate student at the University of California from 1892 to 
1896, at Clark University from 1897 to 1899 and at the Teachers College of 
Columbia University from 1910 to 1911. However, he does not mention if he 
acquired a degree from any of these institutions.38 The five youngest candidates 
were 23 years of age when they received their PhD.39

Due to the different system, the students’ average age on admission was of 
interest for Columbia. Unlike Berlin, where most students joined immediately 
after obtaining their Abitur, which meant that they were about the same age, 
there was no such structure in the US at that time. Analysing the structure of its 
student body regarding their age was therefore required for Columbia to know 
how the said body changed and developed. 

In 1884, the average age of a student at the School of Arts, was 17.38 years. 
The youngest student was 15, and the oldest 21.40 In 1895, the year before the 
Graduate School and College were separated, the average age was 17.5 while 
the youngest and oldest student were both a year older than was the case in 
1884.41 The reforms of 1896 had no effect on the students’ age on admission.42 
However, two things are important. The first is that, although Columbia had a 
minimum admission age, its average admission age was far higher. The inten-
tion in introducing a minimum admission age was therefore not necessarily to 
increase the average age of the student body but simply to draw a line regar-
ding the lowest possible age one could start his studies. The other thing is the 
comparison with Berlin. At first sight, one might say that the age of admission 
at Columbia and Berlin was the same, even though the systems were different. 
This is, however, not the case, since the School of Philosophy and later the 
Graduate School admitted students with a testimonium maturitatis, which is 
essentially the German Abitur. As this degree was usually awarded by the age 
of 18, it means that a German student could start his master’s and even PhD 

38 See Charles Keyes, Progress through the grades of city schools; a study of acceleration 
and arrest, 1911, CXO K523.

39 Those were Bernard Franzen-Swedelin, Julius Bewer, Benjamin Robinson, Nathan Stern 
and Francis Chapin.

40 See Columbia College, Annual Report of the President of Columbia College made to 
the Board of Trustees, May 4th, 1885 (New York (NY): Columbia College, 1885), 11.

41 See Columbia College, Fifth Annual Report of President Low to the Trustees: October 
1st, 1894, 49.

42 See ibid., 69.
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studies at Columbia at the age of 18 while an American candidate first had to 
obtain a bachelor’s degree, which he usually acquired after attending college for 
three or four years. This means that he was about three to four years older when 
starting his master’s or PhD degree than his German counterpart.43

This is also reflected by the average age of the PhD candidates at Colum-
bia born in the German Empire. In the period after 1900, the average age of 
these German candidates was 30.44 years. This, however, includes Robert Lau, 
who was 49 years old and therefore far above the average. He did not attend 
high school in Germany and moved to the US in 1878 at the age of 20. From 
1894 to 1900, he studied at Columbia College and the University of Pennsyl-
vania. Only a year later, he graduated from Columbia’s Graduate School with 
a master’s degree.44 If his case is excluded from the data, the average age drops 
to 28.13 years. The youngest German candidate at Columbia was Julius Bewer, 
who received his PhD in 1900, at the age of 23. He obtained his Abitur in 
Germany and went to New York to study at the Union Theological Seminary, 
from which he obtained a Bachelor of Divinity in 1898. He taught at the said 
institution while continuing his studies at Columbia.45

5.4 Geographical Background

Columbia saw itself as part of New York City, especially after the reform of 
1896, when it changed its name to Columbia University in the City of New 
York. However, to compete with other emerging institutions in the northeast 
of the US, Columbia was compelled to recruit the brightest students not just 
from New York City but also from the whole country and even abroad. Data 
about the geographical background of students was added to the yearly reports 
of Columbia’s president for the first time in 1886.46 However, as in the case of 
age, not each yearly report contained such data.47

43 In 1895 and 1896, the School of Arts, now part of the Graduate School, admitted six 
students with a testimonium maturitatis each year. See Columbia College, Fifth Annual 
Report of President Low to the Trustees: October 1, 1894, 109, and See Columbia Uni-
versity, Seventh Annual Report of President Low to the Trustees: October 10th, 1896 
(New York (NY): Columbia University Press, 1896), 144.

44 See Robert Julius Lau, Old Babylonian temple records, 1905, CXO L36.
45 See Julius Bewer, History of the New Testament canon in the Syrian church, 1900, 

CXO B46.
46 See Columbia College, Annual Report of the President of Columbia College Made to 

the Board of Trustees, May 3rd, 1886, 12.
47 Data provided about the students at the School of Arts were included until 1896.
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5.4.1 Candidates from the US48

Most of the PhD candidates were American. In the period up until 1900, 
74.36% of the PhD candidates whose place of birth was noted were born in the 
US. During the following period, the percentage of American PhD candidates 
increased to 82.95% of the total. One could argue that the rise of American 
PhD candidates at Columbia and the fall of American PhD candidates in Ber-
lin after 1900 are connected. The more the American institutions improved, 
the more likely it was for an American scholar to acquire his PhD in his home 
country rather than abroad.

Most American PhD candidates were born in one of the states of the North 
Atlantic Division. In the period up until 1900, 65.52% of the American PhD 
candidates whose place of birth is recorded were born in a state within this 
division. During the following period, this percentage dropped by nearly 20% 
to 46.64%. The percentage of PhD candidates from Manhattan and Brooklyn 
dropped too. In the period before 1900, 39.66% of the American PhD can-
didates were born in the state of New York, 25.86% were born in Manhattan 
and 6.9% in Brooklyn. An example of the attractiveness of Columbia for the 
students of New York was William Bondy. He was born in 1868 in Manhattan 
and received his bachelor’s, master’s and PhD degrees from Columbia.49 After 
1900, the percentage of American PhD candidates born in the state of New 
York dropped by nearly 13%, to 26.88%. The percentage of PhD candidates 
born in Manhattan dropped to only 8.30%, less than a third compared with 
the period before, while the percentage of PhD candidates born in Brooklyn 
dropped to 3.56%. The policy of Columbia to increase its recruitment radi-
us beyond New York affected every state in the North Atlantic Division. The 
percentage of American PhD candidates born in the state of New Jersey, for 
example, dropped from 5.17% to 3.56%.

The North Central Division benefitted the most from Columbia’s efforts to 
attract more students from further afar. Up until 1900, 25.86% of the students 
were born in one of the states of this region. During the following period, the 
percentage rose by nearly 10% to 35.57%. The percentage of students from 
the South Atlantic Division, nearly tripled, from 3.45% to 9.88%, while the 
South-Central Division grew by only 0.5%, from 3.45% to 3.95%.

48 The following comparison between the various states and divisions does not include the 
individual growth of the US population. Being an immigration country, the percentage 
of immigrants would be required, especially if they went to schools in their country of 
origin, and what kind of school they visited.

49 See William Bondy, Separation of Governemental Powers, 1893, CWO B64.
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Figure 25 Geographical background of American PhD candidates 
at Columbia University, 1871-1913

The percentage of American PhD candidates from the Western Territories grew 
from 1.72% to 3.56%. Meanwhile, there was no PhD candidate from the Ame-
rican Insular Territories until 1900 and only one after 1900. This was Holmes 
Beckwith. He was born in 1884 on the Hawaiian Islands. He left Hawaii as a 
child and attended grammar school in Montclair, New Jersey, and high school 
in Los Angeles. He studied at the University of California, from which he ac-
quired a Bachelor of Letters and a Master of Letters in 1908 and 1909 respec-
tively. He received his PhD in 1913 for his thesis German industrial education 
and its lessons for the US, for which he studied in Germany in 1911. Like many 
other PhD candidates at Columbia, who were working in colleges as tutors or 
lecturers, he worked as an instructor in economics at Dartmouth college.50

50 See Beckwith Holmes, German industrial education and its lessons, 1913, CWO B384.
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Figure 26 Geographical background of students at Columbia’s bachelor’s, master’s and PhD 
awarding schools, 1886 to 189551

In 1886, 96% of the students at Columbia’s Bachelor’s, Master’s and PhD awar-
ding Schools were born in one of the states of the North Atlantic Division. Ten 
years later, this percentage dropped by 3%, to 93%. While the percentage of 
all the other divisions grew, the percentage of students from the North Central 
Division grew the most. In 1886, only 0.15% of the students were born in this 
division while, by 1895, this percentage has grown to 3.13%.

One could argue that the drop of just 3% of students from the North At-
lantic Division is not really a sign of a more diverse student body. However, it 
is important to separate the percentage of students from the State of New York, 
Manhattan and Brooklyn before making such an assumption. In 1886, 82% of 
the students were born in the State of New York, 53% were born in Manhattan 
and 15% in Brooklyn. Ten years later, the percentage of students from the State 
of New York had dropped by 13%, to 69%, while 47% were born in Manhat-
tan and 10% in Brooklyn. This indicates that the efforts of Columbia to attract 
more students beyond New York City seems to have been successful before the 

51 The data include the information provided by Columbia’s report about the School of 
Arts, School of Mines, School of Political Science, School of Pure Science and School of 
Philosophy. There was no report in 1888 and the report of 1893 was unavailable. The 
School of Mines only reported the number of students in 1892 but not their place of 
birth.
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separation of Columbia College and the Graduate School and at least included 
more students from its neighbouring states. Overall, 76% of the students from 
1886 to 1895 were born in the State of New York, 45% in New York City and 
12% in Brooklyn.

Due to the reforms of 1896, it was now possible to separate the bachelor’s 
from the master’s students and PhD candidates. In 1896, 71% of the students 
at the School of Political Science, School of Pure Science and the School of Phi-
losophy, now part of Columbia’s Graduate School, were born in the Northern 
Division. It is unlikely that this drop of 22% for students from this division 
happened within a year due to the reforms. It is more likely that the master’s 
students were always more diverse regarding their geographical background 
than the bachelor’s students. This is supported by the fact that the percentage 
of students from the Northern Atlantic Division rises to 86% if the college 
students are included.

Figure 27 Geographical background of master’s and PhD students, 
1896, 1900, 1905 and 1910
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Although the percentage of master’s students and PhD candidates from the North 
Atlantic Division grew again after the reforms of 1896, it never exceeded 80%. All 
regions of the US benefited equally from the growing number of students at Co-
lumbia. Meanwhile, the PhD candidates became far more diverse regarding their 
geographical background. Being able to attract promising PhD candidates from 
further afield not only helped Columbia to improve its reputation as an outstan-
ding teaching and research institution, but further meant that its reputation was 
already strong enough outside Columbia’s regular area of recruitment. Due to the 
wide differences among the divisions regarding the numbers and percentages of 
PhD candidates, a comparison of the average age is not feasible for every division 
and state. The focus was therefore on comparing the two divisions with the lar-
gest number of PhD candidates, the North Atlantic and Northern Division, and 
the two largest states, New York and New Jersey, as well as the two main parts of 
today’s New York City: Manhattan and Brooklyn.

It is safe to say that it was an advantage to be born in Mahattan. The average 
age up until 1900 was 25.17 years and 29.95 during the following period. A PhD 
candidate born in Manhattan was therefore two years younger than the average. 
The results of the comparison of the remaining regions, states and divisions are 
more ambiguous. The average age of a PhD candidate from Brooklyn prior to 
1900 was 30.25 years, while during the following period it was 30.33. This means 
that PhD candidates from Brooklyn were, up until 1900, older than the average, 
the reverse was the case after 1900. For all PhD candidates from the State of New 
York combined, the average age up until 1900 was 27.14 years and, after 1900, it 
was 31.78 years, which means that, during both periods, the PhD candidates from 
this state lay within the average age. Meanwhile, the average age of PhD candi-
dates from the State of New Jersey was 25 years before and 31.38 years after 1900.

One might assume that the average age of the PhD candidates from the 
North Atlantic Division would be below the average before 1900. However, for 
all PhD candidates from this division combined, their average age was 30.21 years 
before and 34.65 years after 1900. The PhD candidates from the North Central 
Division were, on average, 26.04 years old before 1900 and 33.37 years after. The 
conclusion from these results is that the efforts of Columbia to extend its rec-
ruitment range beyond the City of New York were successful but those living in 
neighbouring or closely-connected states benefited from the proximity by being 
able to finish at an earlier age compared to PhD candidates from further afar.52

52 Additional data from neighbouring universities like Yale or Harvard would further sup-
port this conclusion by comparing their recruitment area and age on graduation.
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Figure 28 Geographical background of American PhD candidates 
at Columbia University, 1871-1899
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53 Hawaii, with a percentage of 0.37% is not shown in the map.

Figure 29 Geographical background of American PhD candidates 
at Columbia University, 1900-191353
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5.4.2 Non-American Candidates

Up until 1900, 32.22% of the PhD candidates at Columbia were born outside 
the US. During the following period, this percentage fell to 20.55% of the PhD 
candidates. As the United States of America continued to attract migrants, it is 
even more important to analyse the education history of the foreign PhD can-
didates; simply because a student was born abroad does not mean that he also 
obtained his education there.

Figure 30 Foreign PhD candidates at Columbia, 1871-1899

During the period up until 1900, the largest group of foreign born PhD candi-
dates was born in the German Empire, followed, in descending order, by Great 
Britain, Canada, and Russia. One candidate was born in China, one in Hunga-
ry and another one Syria. The first Canadian PhD candidate was Arthur Beatty, 
who was born in 1869 in Kikton, Ontario. He obtained his primary education 
in Canada and attended the University of Toronto and later Cornell Universi-
ty before joining Columbia University in 1895. In 1897, he was awarded his 
PhD degree by Columbia.54 The University of Toronto seems to have provided 
a good preparation for subsequent study at Columbia University, as two other 
PhD candidates from Canada, William Tamblin and John Angus MacVennel, 
both of whom obtained their PhD in 1898, attended this institution. John An-

54 See Arthur Beatty, Browning’s verse-form, 1897, CXO B38.
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gus MacVennel attended, like Arthur Beatty, Cornell University,55 while Willi-
am Tamblin studied at the American School in Rome before joining Columbia 
University in 1897.56 On the other hand, James Walter Crook is an example 
of a PhD candidate who was born abroad but received his primary education 
in the US. He was born in 1859 in Ontario, being the fourth PhD candidate 
at Columbia from Canada until 1900. He attended high school in Michigan, 
followed by Oberlin College, from which he graduated in 1891. After working 
as a teacher, he moved to Berlin where he studied Economics at the University 
of Berlin. On returning to the US, he was granted a scholarship by Columbia 
University, and awarded a PhD in 1898.57

Of the six remaining foreign-born PhD candidates at Columbia before 
1899, five attended at least grammar school in their country of birth. Lud-
wig Bernstein obtained his testimonum maturitatis at a German Gymnasium 
in Mitau, Russia, in 1890. Three years later, he started his studies at Columbia 
University and obtained first his master’s degree in 1894 and later his PhD 
degree in 1897.58 Isaac Aaronovich was born in 1860 in Russia and graduated 
from the University of St. Petersburg in 1887. In 1890, he was forced to leave 
his homeland as a political refugee59 and started studying at Columbia Universi-
ty. Three years later he acquired his PhD.60 Morrey Lacey Clement, on the other 
hand, was born in China in 1865. His parents moved to the US in 1872, which 
means that he did not receive his primary education in China. After receiving 
a bachelor’s degree in 1887 and a master’s degree in 1890 from Wesleyan Uni-
versity, he worked as a teacher before joining Columbia University in 1896 and 
received his and received his PhD in 1899.61

The growing number of PhD candidates also led to greater diversity among 
the foreign PhD candidates. PhD candidates born in 15 different countries 
were awarded a PhD between 1900 and 1913. PhD candidates from Canada, 
the German Empire, Great Britain and Russia were still the four largest groups. 

55 See William Tamblyn, The establishment of Roman power in Britain, 1898, CXO T15.
56 See John Angus MacVannel, Hegel’s doctrine of the will, 1898, CXO M25.
57 See James Walter Crook, German wage theories, 1898, CWO C882.
58 See Ludwig Bernstein, The order of words in Old Norse prose, with occasional referenc-

es to the other Germanic dialects, 1897, CXO B452.
59 See Rosenthal Herman and Frederick T. Haneman, “Hourwich, Issac Aaronovich,” in 

Jewish Encyclopedia, Isidor Singer, ed., vol. 6 (New York (NY): Funk and Wagnalls, 
1904), 484.

60 See Isaac Aaronovich Hourwich, Economics of the Russian Village, 1893, CWO H81.
61 See Clement Morrey Lacey Sites, Centralized administration of liquor laws in the 

American commonwealth, 1899, CWO Si8.
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Eleven PhD candidate were born in Canada, nine in Germany, eight in Great 
Britain and seven in Russia.

Out of the eleven PhD candidates from Canada, only Mary Getrude 
Cushing had not been educated in Canada.62 All the other Canadian PhD can-
didates graduated from a Canadian college or university before starting their 
studies at Columbia. Six graduated from the University of Toronto.63 Only two 
Canadian PhD candidates did not directly attend Columbia University after 
graduating from Toronto. One was Wilhelm Alfred Braun, born in 1873 in 
Ontario. He started his studies at the University of Toronto in 1891. After 
graduating and working as a tutor, he received a German fellowship at the Uni-
versity of Chicago in 1897. In 1900, he started working at Barnard College and 
graduated from Columbia University in 1903.64 Luther Herbert Alexander was 
born in Toronto in 1963 and received his bachelor’s as well as master’s degree 
from the University of Toronto. Afterwards, he worked as a teacher in Ontario 
and studied in Leipzig from 1892 to 1893. In 1903, he joined Columbia Uni-
versity, received his PhD in 1911.65

62 See Mary Gertrude Cushing, Pierre Le Tourneur, 1909, CXO C958.
63 See Alexander Myers, The Old Testament in the Sunday-school, 1912, CXO M99.
64 See Wilhelm Alfred Braun, Types of weltschmerz in German poetry, 1903, CXO B732.
65 See Luther Herbert Alexander, Participal substantives of the ata type in the Romance 

languages, with special references to French, 1911, CXO Al27.

Figure 31 Foreign PhD Candidates at Columbia, 1900-1913
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Of the remaining foreign-born 17 PhD candidates, excluding those from 
Germany and Great Britain, only one received his primary education in the 
US. Sidney Zandstra was born in 1883 in Meedhuizen, The Netherlands, but 
visited a public school of Chicago. In 1903, he graduated from Hoe College, 
Michigan and later visited the Princeton Theological Seminary, which awarded 
him a Bachelor of Divinity in 1907. Afterwards, he joined Columbia University 
and received his PhD in 1909.66 Others visited various schools and colleges. 
Alfred Dennis, for example, was born in 1874 in Syria to American parents, 
visited the grammar school in Kaiserswerth in the German Empire and was la-
ter educated by a private tutor in New Jersey. In 1892, he joined Princeton and 
received a bachelor’s degree in 1896. He received his PhD from Columbia in 
1901, after working for a year as an assistant at Harvard University.67 Another 
case was Isaac Leon Kandel. He was born in 1881 to English parents in Ru-
mania. He attended the public elementary school in Manchester and later the 
Victoria University of Manchester, from which he received a teacher’s diploma 
in 1906. After working at the Royal Academical Institute of Belfast and visiting 
the Jena Summer School in 1907, he joined Columbia University in 1908 and 
was awarded a PhD in 1910.68 Percival Richard Cole is the only PhD candidate 
in this group who had a connection to the University of London. He was born 
in 1879 in New South Wales and attended Sydney High School as well as the 
University of Sydney. In December of 1905, he was awarded a post-graduate 
diploma by the University of London. Only two months later, he joined Co-
lumbia University and received his PhD in 1907.69

Excluding the non-German and British PhD candidates, these results show 
that most foreign PhD candidates had received their primary education in their 
country of origin rather than at Columbia or another institution in the US. This 
means that while the reputation of Columbia was already attracting foreign stu-
dents without any pre-existing connection to the US, Columbia’s international 
reputation for outstanding research and teaching began to develop in the late 
19th and early 20th centuries, and that the reforms of 1896 were the tipping point.

66 See Sidney Zandstra, The witness of the Vulgate, Peshitta and Septuagint to the text of 
Zephaniah, 1909, CXO Y17

67 See Alfred Dennis, Eastern problems at the close of the eighteenth century, 1901, 
CWO D42.

68 See Isaac Leon Kandel, The training of elementary school teachers in Germany, 1910, 
CXO K134.

69 See Percival Richard Cole, Herbart and Froebel: an attempt at synthesis, 1907, 
CXO C672.
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5.4.2.1 The Germans

Up until 1900, five PhD candidates at Columbia were born in Germany. Du-
ring the following period, this number rose to nine. This means that there were 
overall 14 PhD candidates born in Germany until 1913 at Columbia. Up until 
1900, none of the German PhD candidates seemed to have migrated to the 
US before finishing their primary education in the German Empire. During 
the following period, five out of the nine German PhD candidates migrated to 
the US before finishing their primary or secondary education in the German 
Empire.

Of these, the oldest candidate, Alfred Stoeckius,70 was 16 and the youngest, 
Edward Sapir,71 was six when they arrived in the US. Edwards Sapir gradua-
ted from Horace Mann and De Witt Clinton High School, joined Columbia 
College in 1901 and afterwards Columbia’s Graduate School. Alfred Stoeckius 
arrived in the US in 1891, started studying two years later at the Lutheran 
Theological Seminary in Philadelphia and, in 1895, at the University of Phila-
delphia. He continued his studies at Columbia University and received first a 
master’s degree in 1900 and later a PhD degree in 1903.72 Rudolf Tombo, ano-
ther one of this group, who received his PhD in 1901, had a very diverse CV. 
He attended New York City public schools and later the College of the City of 
New York, from which he acquired a Bachelor of Science degree in 1895. After 
working as a translator and correspondent for a German chemical company, he 
joined Columbia University in 1897. He studied for two semesters in Leipzig in 
1899 and 1900 and conducted research at the British Museum.73 Arthur Remy 
attended the Gymnasium in Germany but did not acquire any qualifications 
there, as he had arrived in the US by the age of eleven. In 1890, he graduated 
from the College of the City of New York and started working as a teacher at 
the same institution. He started his studies at Columbia in 1896, acquired a 
master’s degree in 1897 and a PhD degree in 1901.74 Robert Julius Lau gra-
duated from a German Bürgerschule but this did not qualify him to study at 

70 See Edward Sapir, The Takelma language of southwestern Oregon, 1909, CXO Sa6.
71 See Alfred Stoeckius, Naturalism in the recent German drama, with special reference to 

Gerhart Hauptmann, 1903, CXO St6.
72 Alfred Stoeckius does not mention when he moved to Columbia nor does he mention 

if he received a Bachelor’s degree from the University of Philadelphia.
73 See Rudolf Tombo, Ossian in Germany; bibliography, general survey. Ossian’s influence 

upon Klopstock and the bards, 1901, CXO T59.
74 See Arthur Remy, The influence of India and Persia on the poetry of Germany, 1901, 

830.9 R28.



180 Columbia University

a German university. He arrived in the US in 1878 and, after being prepared 
by private teachers, started studying at the Central Pennsylvania College. After 
interrupting his studies to join the ministry, he acquired a bachelor’s degree in 
1900. He joined Columbia University and was awarded a Master’s degree in 
1901 and a PhD degree in 1905.75

Only one PhD candidate born in Germany studied at a German university 
before he joined Columbia. Samuel Molenaer acquired his testimonium matu-
ritatis in Germany and then went on to study at the University of Wittenberg. 
He graduated in 1891 and joined Columbia, from which he acquired his PhD 
degree in 1899.76 All the other German PhD candidates acquired their testimo-
nium maturitatus or equivalent degree from a German Gymnasium and moved 
to the US afterwards, like Julius August Bewer. He left Germany a week after he 
graduated from the Gymnasium in 1895 and started studying at the Union The-
ological Seminary in New York as well as at Columbia University. He received 
a Bachelor of Divinity from the Union Theological Seminary in 1898 and later 
a PhD from Columbia in 1900.77 Wilhelm Eckhoff, on the other hand, first 
worked as a teacher in New York, New Jersey and Nicaragua before joining the 
University of the City of New York, from which he acquired a PhD in Pedagogy 
in 1901. Afterwards, he joined Columbia and received a PhD in 1904.78

5.4.2.2 The British Candidates

Up until 1913, twelve PhD candidates who had been born in Great Britain 
received a PhD degree from Columbia; four before and eight after 1900. Unlike 
the German PhD candidates who moved to the US, none of the British PhD 
candidates uses the term ‘migrate’. Of the 12 candidates, six mentioned that 
they attended school in Great Britain before arriving in the US.

The times they spent in the British school system were very different. Two 
attended primary school in Great Britain and received their secondary edu-
cation in the US. John Archibald Fairlie was born in 1872 in Scotland and 
attended his local public schools before moving to Jacksonville, Florida. He 
graduated from Duval High School in 1887 and joined Harvard College in 

75 See Robert Julius Lau, Old Babylonian temple records, 1905, CXO L36.
76 See Samuel Molenaer, Le livres du gouvernement des rois: a XIIIth century French 

version of Egidio Colonna’s treatise De regimine principum, 1899, CXO M734.
77 See Julius August Bewer, The history of the New Testament canon in the Syrian church, 

1900, CXO B46.
78 See Wilhelm Eckoff, Kant’s Inaugural Dissertation of 1770, 1894, CXO Ec5.
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1891. Four years later, he received his bachelor’s degree and, a year later, his 
master’s degree. The following year, he joined Columbia and was awarded a 
PhD in 1898.79 The other candidate, Edwin Gifford Lamb, was born in 1878 
in London where he attended private schools. He lived for three years in Nor-
thwestern Canada without attending school and moved to California, where 
he completed the college preparatory course at the University of the Pacific. In 
1904, he graduated from the Leland Stanford Junior University and joined the 
Union Theological Seminary as well as Columbia University. Six years later, in 
1910, he received his PhD from Columbia.80

Three candidates not only completed their primary education in Great Bri-
tain but also began their studies there as well. Two of them, Gertrude Mary 
Hirst81 and Mary Whitley,82 attended Cambridge before moving to the US. The 
third, Peter Sandiford, studied at the University of Manchester, from which he 
acquired a Bachelor of Science in 1904. He joined the same institution after 
graduating and attended the summer school of the University of Jena in 1906. 
In 1908, he joined the Teachers College of Columbia University and acquired a 
master’s degree in 1909. A year later, he was awarded a PhD degree.83 The only 
British PhD candidate who finished her primary education in Great Britain but 
not to attend a college there was Caroline Ruutz-Rees, who had moved to the 
US by the age of 18.84

Two candidates, William Henry Fury and Lucia Catherine Graeme 
Grieve,85 mentioned that they had attended primary or at least secondary school 
in Great Britain. William Henry Fry, for example was born in Bristol in 1875. 
He did not mention any details about his arrival in the US but noted that he 
had attended public school in Brooklyn, which indicates that he was still quite 
young. He joined Columbia in 1893, received his bachelor’s degree in 1897 
and his master’s degree in 1898. From 1900 to 1903, he travelled and studied 
at the University of Leipzig and the University of Greifswald. On his return to 

79 See John Archibald Fairlie, The centralization of administration in New York state, 
1898, CWO F16.

80 He is further the only candidate who mentions that he acquired American citizenship. 
See Edwin Gifford Lamb, The social work of the Salvation army, 1910, CWO L165.

81 See Gertrude Mary Hirst, The cults of Olbia, 1902, CXO H61.
82 See Mary Theodory Whitley, An empirical study of certain tests for individual differenc-

es, 1911, CXO W594.
83 See Peter Sandiford, The training of teachers in England and Wales, 1910, CXO Sa53.
84 See Caroline Ruutz-Rees, Charles de Sainte-Marthe (1512-1555), 1910, CXO R946.
85 See Lucia Catherine Graeme Grieve, Death and burial in Attic tragedy, 1898, CXO G87.
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the US, he worked as a teacher, joined Columbia University as a PhD candi-
date and received his PhD degree in 1908.86 The remaining cases are difficult to 
classify, as they do not tend to mention their primary education. Thomas Jesse 
Jones, for example, was born in 1873 in Llanfachraeth, Wales. He fails to sup-
ply any details about his primary education, but he attended Washington and 
Lee University as well as Marietta College, from which he graduated in 1897. 
He joined Columbia University as well as the Union Theological Seminary, and 
was awarded a master’s degree in 1899. In 1904, he was received a PhD from 
Columbia.87

5.5 Religion

Columbia did not require its students to disclose their religion or religious af-
filiation in their CV. No PhD candidate at Columbia mentioned his religion 
as prominently as did the PhD candidates at Berlin. Additionally, the reports 
of Columbia University do not include any statistics about the religious affili-
ation of Columbia’s student body. The same applies to the US Census Records 
which, unlike those of the German Empire, do not contain any information 
about the religious affiliations of individuals88 and, to this day, there are no 
state-maintained records that contain information about a person’s religion. 
Although Columbia had a chapel, a candidate’s religion, even more than his 
social background, was regarded as a private matter, which must not affect his 
reputation as a PhD candidate.

This poses a problem when attempting to analyse the religious background 
of the PhD candidates at Columbia. Without any central records available, 
one is forced to rely on individual records to clarify the religion of a candidate, 
such as those outlining the career of a candidate’s father, newspaper records or 
biographies. As a result, the religious background of 93 PhD candidates after 
1900, who constituted a quarter of the total, was verified by reliable sources. A 

86 See William Henry Fry, New Hampshire as a royal province, 1908, CWO F94.
87 See Thomas Jesse Jones, The sociology of a New York City block, 1904, CWO J71.
88 A recent study released by the Pew Research about the American religious landscape 

contained data on just 35,000 individuals all over the United States. See Gregory Smith 
et. al. America’s Changing Religious Landscape: Christians decline sharply as share of 
population; unaffiliated and other faiths continue to grow (s.n.: Pew Research Center, 
2015).
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clear majority or 80.03% of these 93 PhD candidates were Christians. Seven-
teen PhD candidates were Jewish while only one, Manekji Dhalla, was not part 
of the Abrahamic religions. He was born in 1875 in Surat, India, and began his 
studies in Bombay. In 1905, he joined Columbia and acquired first a master’s 
degree in 1907 and, a year later, a PhD degree.89 His father was a priest but also 
had to work as a weaver to create a sufficient income for his family.90

An important source for the religion of a candidate were publications of or 
about PhD candidates in religious-affiliated newspapers. An example for this is 
Thompson Holland. He was born in 1873 in Randolph County, North Caro-
lina, and graduated from the University of Carolina in 1895. After working as 
a principal, he started studying at Columbia in 1899 and received his PhD in 
1906 while working as an instructor at the College of the City of New York. In 
January 1900, he published an article in the Presbyterian Quarterly.91 However, 
many of these cases are mere indications and most often not as clear as in the 
case of Holland.

These differences meant that changes had to be made to the categorisa-
tion system. Instead of solely focusing on the religious affiliation of a PhD 
candidate, it was necessary to introduce a second categorisation system, which 
separated the PhD candidates according to how the information was acquired. 
This is of especial interest as Columbia had, unlike the University of Berlin, no 
Faculty of Theology.92

– The first category contains PhD candidates whose information was ac-
quired through their fathers’ employment as preachers, ministers, rabbis or 
other religious-related positions.

– The second category contains PhD candidates who studied at a seminary. 
This includes not only the Union Theological Seminary, which was affi-
liated to Columbia, but also other seminaries like the Drew Theological 
Seminary.

89 See Maneckji Nusservanji Dhalla, The Nyaishes; or Zoroastrian litanies, Avestan text 
with the Pahlavi, Sanskrit, Persian and Gujarati versions, 1908, CXO D53,

90 See Maneckji Nusservanji Dhalla, Dastur Dhalla, the saga of a soul: an autobiography 
of Shams-ul-ulama Dastur Dr. Maneckji Nusserwanji Dhalla, high priest of the Parsis 
of Pakistan, Karachi, translated by Gool & Behram Sohrab H. J. Rustomji (Karachi: 
Dastur Dr. Dhalla Memorial Institute, 1975), 3.

91 See Thompson Holland, From the cotton field to the cotton mill; a study of the indus-
trial transition in North Carolina, 1906, CWO T37.

92 Union Theological Seminary became officially affiliated and the de-facto Faculty of 
Theology of Columbia in 1928. See Robert T. Handy, A history of Union Theological 
Seminary in New York (New York (NY): Columbia University Press, 1987), 167-168.
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– Finally, the third category includes all PhD candidates whose information 
was acquired through other sources, like census records from other coun-
tries, newspaper records, biographies, employment lists, etc.

This categorisation is not flawless. Although seminaries, including the Uni-
on Theological Seminary, focused on Christians, they usually did not restrict 
admission of students of other religions. Further, a PhD candidate who was 
studying at a seminary, like Union Theological Seminary, was generally more 
interested in the Protestant form of Christianity than was the average PhD can-
didate. The other problem is that the fact that even if father of a PhD candidate 
was a preacher it does not necessarily mean that his son shared the same belief, 
although it does indicate that religion played a pivotal role during the child-
hood of a PhD candidate. All these restrictions put aside, the focus on reliable 
data made it possible, especially due to the above-mentioned separation, to get 
an insight into the religious background of the PhD candidates at Columbia.

5.5.1 The Christians

The average age of a Christian PhD candidate was 32.69 years after 1900 com-
pared to 25.2 years before 1900. Out of the 87 Christian candidates, 12 recei-
ved their PhD before and 75 after 1900. Three of the 12 candidates before 1900 
were born abroad. Two were born in the United Kingdom and one, Clement 
Sites, who received his PhD in 1899, in China. Of the 75 Christian PhD can-
didates after 1900, 13 were born abroad. Most of the American-born PhD 
candidates from both periods came from the North Atlantic Division. Twenty-
seven PhD candidates were born in this division, and 14 in the North Central 
Division. 

Twenty-nine had a father who was engaged in the church and 31 visited 
a seminary before or while studying at Columbia. The information about the 
religious background of the remaining 27 Christian candidates was acquired 
through other sources. Most of the candidates whose fathers were engaged in 
the church were born in the US. The only two exceptions were Dennis Alfred, 
who was born in Syria to American parents,93 and Wilhelm Braun, who was 
born in Ontario, Canada.94 Only one candidate, whose father was minister, also 
visited a seminary. Fletcher Swift was born in 1876 in New York City, and his 

93 See Alfred Dennis, Eastern problems at the close of the eighteenth century, 1901, 
CWO D42.

94 See Wilhelm Braun, Types of weltschmerz in German poetry, 1903, CXO B732.
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father was an Anglican minister.95 After graduating from Dartmouth College in 
1898, he joined the Union Theological Seminary and later Columbia, receiving 
his PhD in 1905.96 He acquired a Bachelor of Divinity from Union Theological 
Seminary, and not at the General Theological Seminary, as one would expect of 
the son of an Anglican minister, immediately before joining Columbia. 

Christian PhD candidates who studied at a seminary prior to or while stu-
dying at Columbia were on average 34.69 years of age when they received their 
PhD. They were older than the average because they had usually acquired an 
additional degree either before or while they were studying at Columbia. Eigh-
teen candidates studied at the Union Theological Seminary, which indicates the 
strong connection between Columbia and the seminary that already before its 
official affiliation. Only one candidate, Floyd Appleton, born in 1871 in New 
York City, studied at the General Theological Seminary, the Episcopal counter-
part. He studied first at the College of the City of New York and later at Co-
lumbia, from which he graduated in 1893 with a bachelor’s degree. He pursued 
a career in the church by joining the General Theological Seminary and gradu-
ated in 1896, after which he was first a chaplain at the City Prison of New York 
and later worked at Grace Church in Plainfield, New Jersey, being ordained a 
priest by the bishop of New Jersey in 1898. He travelled to London and Bonn 
and received his PhD in 1906 while being a member of the episcopal diocese 
of Long Island.97 Three candidates studied at Drew Theological Seminary while 
other seminaries visited by PhD candidates included Berkeley, Princeton, Yale 
and Chicago Theological Seminary.

Seven candidates, whose religious affiliation was acquired through the se-
minary they visited, were born in the State of New York, three of whom were 
born in New York City. The remaining Christian candidates born in the US 
came from the Northern Division, except for Holmes Beckwith, who was born 
in the Hawaiian Islands.98 Seven candidates were born abroad, of whom six can-
didates studied at other colleges, universities and/or seminaries in the US before 
joining Columbia.99 Sidney Zandrstra, for example, was born in The Nether-

95 See United States Federal Census, Adrian, Lenawee, Michigan, Family History, 1880, 
0078.

96 See Fletcher Swift, A history of public permanent common school funds in the United 
States, 1795-1905, 1905, CXO Sw55.

97 See Floyd Appleton, Church philanthropy in New York; a study of the philanthropic in-
stitutions of the Protestant Episcopal church in the city of New York, 1906, CWO Ap5.

98 See Holmes Beckwith, German industrial education and its lessons, 1913, CWO B384.
99 The only exception was Julius Bewer. See Julius Bewer, The history of the New Testa-

ment canon in the Syrian church, 1900, CXO B46.
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lands in 1883 but received his primary education in Chicago. After receiving a 
bachelor’s degree from Hope College, Michigan, in 1903, he joined Princeton 
Theological Seminary and received a Bachelor of Divinity degree in 1907, while 
working as a Scholar of the Presbyterian Church. He joined Columbia in 1907 
and received his PhD in 1909.100

The Christian PhD candidates, whose information was acquired through 
other sources, were, on average 30.01 years old. The geographical background 
of these 23 candidates is far more diverse compared to the other two categories. 
This is most likely related to the diversity of the sources. Only three were born 
in the State of New York and only one, Jacob Hartmann, was born in New York 
City. He mentions in his CV that he was born to “American, Lutheran parents” 
in 1881. He was a tutor at the College of the City of New York and professor 
at the Imperial High Commercial School in Kobe, Japan. He received his PhD 
from Columbia in 1912 while being a lecturer at the College of the City of New 
York.101 Five of the 23 PhD candidates were born outside the US. One was born 
in the German Empire, one in in the Austrian-Hungarian Empire and three in 
Canada. Benjamin Simpson, for example was born in Drumbo, 1877, Canada, 
and received his in 1912,102 three years after he got married.103

5.5.2 The Jews

The percentage of Jewish PhD candidates for both periods combined was 
23.21%. It is important to note that the careers of Jews are far better documen-
ted compared to those of the members of other religions through sources like 
the Encyclopedia Judaica, first published in 1971, the Jewish Encyclopedia, pu-
blished in 1906, and The Jews of Capitol Hill: A Compendium of Jewish Congres-
sional Members, published in 2010. Although not every Jewish PhD candidate 
is featured in these encyclopaedias and studies, there was a high chance that a 

100 See Sidney Zandstra, The witness of the Vulgate, Peshitta and Septuagint to the text of 
Zephaniah, 1909, CXO Y17.

101 Although he states his parents were American, he attended the Freie Deutsche Schule 
in New York City but was forced to change to the public school as the other school 
closed in 1893. He travelled to Russia and Germany after his appointment as professor 
in Japan ended before joining Columbia in the summer of 1908. See Jacob Hartmann, 
The Go̧ngu-Hrólfssaga, a study in Old Norse philology, 1912, CXO H25.

102 See Benjamin Simpson, Correlations of mental abilities, 1912, CXO Si58.
103 See Archives of Ontario, Ontario, Canada, Marriages, 1801-1928, Series: MS932; 

Reel: 144.
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family member or relative of a Jewish PhD candidate was added due to their 
accomplishments, especially as the encyclopaedias focused not only on religious 
scholars but on all members of the Jewish community.

Of the 17 Jewish candidates after 1900, six were born aboard, while of 
the nine Jewish candidates before 1900, four were born outside the United 
States.104 Of the 16 American Jewish PhD candidates, eight were born in the 
State of New York. Meyer Jacobstein, for example, was born in 1880 in New 
York City and studied at Columbia College from 1902 to 1904. The same year, 
he entered Columbia’s Graduate School, receiving a master’s degree in 1905 
and a PhD degree in 1907.105 The only two American-born Jewish PhD can-
didates who were not born in one of the Eastern American states were Martin 
Meyer,106 who was born in 1879 in San Francisco, where his father worked as a 
rabbi,107 and Victor Rosewater, who was born in 1871 in Omaha, Nebraska,108 
where his father had founded newspaper.109

Of the ten foreign-born Jewish PhD candidates, seven were born in Russia 
and one each in Romania, Hungary, and Germany. The candidate from Germa-
ny, Max Radin, left his home country as a child and was educated in New York 
City.110 He studied at the City College of New York and later took up law at 
Columbia, from which he received a bachelor’s degree in 1902. After working 
as a lawyer and teacher, he continued his studies at Columbia and received 
his PhD in 1907.111 Of the four Russian Jewish PhD candidates after 1900, 
two received their primary education in the US. William Leiserson as well as 
Abram Lispky left their homeland while still a child. The other two candidates 
left Russia at the age of 15, in the case of Charles Elson, and 18, in the case of 
Israel Davidson. While Charles Elson was educated by private teachers before 

104 It was not possible to confirm the place of birth of Stephan Wise.
105 See Kurt F. Stone, The Jews of Capitol Hill: A compendium of Jewish congressional 

members (Lanham (MD): Scarecrow Press, 2011), 123-125.
106 See Jacobstein Meyer, The tobacco industry in the United States, 1907, CWO J15.
107 See National Archives and Records Administration (NARA), NARA Series: Passport 

Applications, January 2, 1906 - March 31, 1925, Roll #: 551; Volume #: Roll 0551 - 
Certificates: 26000-26249, 12th Jul 1918-15th Jul 1918.

108 See Victor Rosewater, Special assessments; a study in municipal finance, 1893, 
CWO R72.

109 See ibid.
110 See Ward W. Briggs, “Radin, Max,” in Biographical dictionary of North American clas-

sicists, Ward W. Briggs, ed. (Westport (CT): Greenwood Press, 1994), 514-515.
111 See Max Radin, The legislation of the Greeks and Romans on corporations, 1907, 

CXO R11.
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arriving in the US,112 Israel Davidson was educated in “Talmud and Rabbinic 
Literature” by his uncle, a Rabbi, following the early death of his parents.113

Four Jewish PhD candidates studied at a Jewish seminary during or before 
their studies at Columbia. The afore-mentioned Martin Meyer studied at the 
Hebrew Union College and graduated in 1901. Joseph Gorfinkle, who was 
born in Boston in 1890, is also one of the rare cases who also mentions not 
only his father but also his employment, as well as his mother in his thesis.114 
He studied for three years at the Hebrew Union College but does not menti-
on if he acquired a degree. Gorfinkle is the only Jewish PhD candidate who 
mentions that he was employed as a preacher. In 1908, the year before he ac-
quired his PhD from Columbia, he was “called to the pulpit of Sinai Temple”, 
New York.115 Israel Davidson worked as an instructor at the Jewish Theological 
Seminary of America but, unlike Joseph Gorfinkle, does not mention any en-
gagements as a preacher or similar employment.116 Finally, Joseph Hertz, who 
was born in Rebrin, Hungary, in 1872, and migrated to the US by the age of 
twelve, was a student at the Jewish Theological Seminary in New York City. He 
acquired a rabbinical degree in 1894, the same year he acquired his PhD degree 
from Columbia.117

5.6 Social Background118

As in the case of religion, a few adjustments of the categorisation system were 
required. The first is due to the higher average age of PhD candidates at Colum-
bia compared to Berlin, which meant that PhD candidates at Columbia might 
have had already relevant working experience. This means that he may have 

112 See Charles Elson, Wieland and Shaftesbury, 1913, CXO E17.
113 See Israel Davidson, Innocence regained; seventeenth century reinterpretations of the 

Fall of man, 1902, CXO D28.
114 See United States Federal Census, Boston, Massachusetts, Suffolt, 1910, 1077.
115 See Joseph Gorfinkle, The eight chapters of Maimonides on ethics (Shemonah per-

aḳim), a psychological and ethical treatise, 1907, CXO G67.
116 See Israel Davidson, Parody in Jewish literature, 1902, CXO D28.
117 See Joseph Hertz, The ethical system of James Martineau, 1894, CXO H44.
118 While Columbia did not record the social background of its students, it established an 

own committee in 1894 that supported and kept track students who wished or need-
ed to work while studying. Interestingly, it took ten years until the committee got its 
chapter in Columbia’s yearly report. See Columbia University, Annual Reports of the 
President and Treasurer to the Trustees with Accompanying Documents: For the Year 
Ending June 30, 1904 (New York (NY): Columbia University Press, 1904).
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been less dependent on the financial and social status of his family than a PhD 
candidate in Berlin. Harrison Ross Steeves, for example, obtained his bachelor’s 
and master’s degree as well his PhD degree before acquiring his PhD degree in 
1913, but started working as an assistant and lecturer at Columbia right after 
he acquired his master’s degree in 1904.119

It is likely that these differences, the higher average age and the early careers 
of the PhD candidates, were the reasons why many candidates did not add any 
information about their social background to their CV. Simply put, they alrea-
dy had a career and it was no longer required for them to prove their capability 
by referencing their social background. This is even more likely because even in 
the US a PhD candidate, whose father was part of a lower social class than his 
aspiring son, would not have shared his social background as it would not have 
benefited him.

Another important adjustment was required due to the differences bet-
ween the education systems, which, at the same, also shows the challenges of 
categorising data and why context is so important. Most higher education in-
stitutions, universities as well as colleges, in the US during the late 19th and 
early 20th century were private institutions. The fathers of PhD candidates, who 
worked at such an institution, were, unlike in the German Empire, not state 
employees and, as a result, were counted as being businessmen. Additionally, 
the relationship between the bachelor’s degree and the German Abitur is impor-
tant too. As the later was equivalent to the bachelor’s degree, college teachers 
were counted as German Gymnasium teachers.

Due to these change, academics and colleges teachers are being classified 
as being businessmen. This might seem odd as one might not expect them to 
amass wealth. However, it is important to remember that the definition of busi-
nessmen not only includes wealth but also acquiring reputation through success 
in one’s career, competition within the group but also the ability to join this 
social group through one’s success as well as to drop out if one is not successful 
enough. Combining this with the differences between the German Empire and 
the United States regarding higher education, it makes sense, in the case of 
Columbia, to add academics and colleges teachers to the group of businessmen. 
In the German Empire, academics and teachers were not only employed and 
therefore protected by the state, the degree they acquired to be an academic or 

119 See Harrison Steeves, Learned societies and English literary scholarship in Great Britain 
and the United States, 1913, CXO St32.
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teacher was also conferred by it. In the US, most academics and college teachers 
were employed by private institutions and the reputation of the quality of the 
degrees they acquired was not protected by the state. Although they were not 
competing for monetary gain as much as other members of the group of busi-
nessmen did, they were competing for employment and positions at the most 
prestigious colleges and universities.

As the clear majority of PhD candidates did not share the social status of 
their father, the most important source was the US Census Records for the social 
background of the PhD candidates at Columbia. One of the very few excep-
tions was John Pickett Turner, who received his PhD in 1910. He stated within 
his CV he was “the son of Reverend Allen Turner”.120 Regarding the US Census 
Records, it is important to remember that, unlike the CVs of the PhD candi-
dates at the University of Berlin as well as the teachers’ records of the German 
Empire, it was not the PhD candidates themselves but an independent person 
who wrote the entry.

There are also linguistical challenges regarding the classification system. The 
most important one is the definition of ‘labourer’. None of the German candi-
dates used this term to describe the employment situation of his father, prefer-
ring to use more descriptive terms like Zimmermann [carpenter]121 or Schriftset-
zer [typesetter].122 The problem is that such terms fail to indicate whether the 
father was employed, had his own small business or worked independently.123 
The US Census Records used for the PhD candidates at Columbia, on the other 
hand, do use the term ‘labourer’, which indicates employment but not what 
kind of.124 Due to this, the new subcategory ‘working class of the lower middle 
class’ was created for PhD candidates at Columbia, whose father was employed 
and to separate these candidates from those whose fathers were self-employed 
craftsmen.

120 John Pickett Turner, Idealistic beginnings in England, 1910, CXO T855.
121 See Ludwig Meinecke, Michael Altenburg (1584-1640), 1903, 385.
122 See Emil Dickhoff, Das zweigliedrige Wort-Asyndeton in der älteren deutschen Sprache 

[The bipartide word-asyndeton in the older German language], 1905, 404.
123 The only exception was James Douglas Drummond who received his PhD in 1905 and 

whose father was a fabric worker. However, Drummond was not born in the German 
Empire but in Bradford, Great Britain, in 1875. See James Douglas Drummond, Stud-
ien zur Kriegsgeschichte Englands im 12. Jahrhundert [Studies about England’s history 
of war in the 12th century], 1905, 404.

124 By 1910, the census records began to note whether a person was employed or self-em-
ployed.
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The same problem affected the classification of preachers and farmers. The 
US Census Records uses terms like ‘clergyman’ and ‘minister’ which do not ne-
cessarily indicate the professional level, or ‘farmer’ for people active in the ag-
ricultural sector, but without any indication about the income. The German 
PhD candidates used, on the other hand, terms that made it possible to sepa-
rate small-scale farmers from those who owned large tracts of land as well to 
distinguish between the various levels of clergymen, preachers and ministers. 
As mentioned, the various churches in the US were not organised or directly 
controlled by the state, as was the case in Germany. They were independent or-
ganisations and, while some of them formed part of a larger network or associa-
tion, like the Presbyterian Church in the US founded in 1861, others remained 
independent. As the records do not distinguish between those who were part of 
a smaller or larger church, nor between those of lower or higher ranking, they 
were all combined in the same group and defined as being part of the group of 
self-employed of the upper middle class.

5.6.1 The Upper Class

When analysing the upper class at Columbia, two significant differences from 
Berlin must be kept in mind. The first difference is that there was no gentry 
in the US. The second difference is that separating the small farmers from the 
big land owners, who in the German Empire were often part of the gentry, was 
mostly impossible for the candidates at Columbia due to the lack of informa-
tion. As a result, farmers were, if no information was found that would have 
indicated a higher income, defined as belonging to the lower middle class.

Ten PhD candidates at Columbia were categorised as being part of the up-
per class, one of whom received his PhD before 1900. This means that, prior to 
1900, 1.89% of the PhD candidates at Columbia were part of the upper class. 
During the following period, this number rose to 3.90%.125 The growth of PhD 
candidates from the upper class is unsurprising as the reputation of the PhD de-
gree grew during the late 19th century even among the upper class. One reason 
was the increasing number of American students at universities in the German 
Empire who returned after completing their PhD. Another was the increasing 
requirements for staff members at higher education institutions like Columbia.

125 Interestingly, female PhD candidates form the majority of the upper class during the 
period from 1900 until 1913. Of the nine PhD candidates in this category, five were 
women.
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The average age of PhD candidates from the upper class was 31.11 years, 
which was similar to the average age of all PhD candidates. Being born into a 
wealthy and influential family did not seem to have been beneficial regarding 
the time required to get a PhD at Columbia. On the other hand, no can-
didate was over forty years old. The oldest candidate, Frederick Davenport, 
whose father had retired and who was living off his own income at the time of 
Frederick’s graduation,126 was born in 1866 in Massachusetts and was 39 when 
he received his PhD in 1905.127 The youngest candidate was Lindley Miller Ke-
asbey, who was born in 1867 in Newark, New Jersey. He received his PhD from 
Columbia in 1890 at the age of 23. His father, Anthony Quinton Keasbey, was 
state attorney of New Jersey.128

Only two PhD candidates from the upper class were not born in the North 
Atlantic Division. One was Warner Brown, who was born in 1882 in Greens-
boro, Georgia, and graduated in 1908 at the age of 26.129 His father, Jacob 
Conklin Brown, was first a farmer130 and later a cotton factory owner in Cali-
fornia.131 The other was Charles Merriam, who was born in Hopkinton, Iowa in 
1876 and received his PhD in 1900.132 His father, Charles E. Merriam, owned a 
dry goods store, was post master, and president of the school board of his home-
town.133 Merriam is further the only PhD candidate in this group who went 
abroad before completing his PhD. He studied in Paris and at the University 
of Berlin in 1899 while simultaneously finishing his thesis.134 Of the remaining 
eight candidates, four were born in the State of New York, three in Massachu-
setts, and one, the afore-mentioned Anthony Quinton Keasbey, in New Jersey. 
Of the four candidates from New York, two (Savilla Elkus, whose father was a 

126 See United States Federal Census, State of New York, New York City, Manhattan Ward, 
1910, 0272.

127 See Frank M. Teti, Profile of a Progressive: The Life of Frederick Morgan Davenport. 
(Syracuse (NY): Syracuse University, 1966).

128 See Lindley Keasbey, Diplomatic History of Nicaragua Canal, 1890, CKO K21.
129 See Warner Brown, Time in English verse rhythm; an empirical study of typical verses 

by the graphic method, 1908, CXO B812.
130 See United States Federal Census, Georgia, Greene, Greensboro, 1880, 0441.
131 See ibid., California, Alameda, Berkley Ward 2, 1900, 0396.
132 See Charles Merriam, History of the theory of sovereignty since Rousseau, 1900, 

CWO M55.
133 See John F. Merry, History of Delaware County, Iowa, and its people (Chicago (IL): The 

S.J. Clarke. Publishing Company, 1914), 519.
134 See Patrick D. Reagan, Designing a new America: The origins of New Deal planning, 

1890-1943, Political development of the American nation (Amherst (MA): University 
of Massachusetts Press, 1999), 57.
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clothing manufacturer,135 and Bertha Putnahm, whose father was an author and 
publisher)136 were born in New York City.

Of the ten candidates of the upper class, three had a pre-PhD career as 
teachers at colleges or high schools. Frederick Davenport, for example, worked 
as a professor in sociology and law at Hamilton College from 1904 to 1905. As 
he received his PhD in 1905, it is likely that he had finished his thesis by 1904 
and was employed by Hamilton College while his PhD was still being pro-
cessed by Columbia’s administration.137 Warner Brown worked as an assistant 
at Columbia’s Psychological Laboratory from 1904 to 1906, as an assistant in 
Philosophy from 1906 to 1907 and finally as an assistant in Psychology from 
1907 to 1908. Although he does not indicate any teaching responsibilities, he 
was certainly in contact with master’s students at Columbia.138

5.6.2 The Middle Class

It is unsurprising that the middle class was by far the largest group. Until 1900, 
98.15% of the PhD candidates belonged to of this class. During the following 
period, this number dropped by only 1.35% to 96.70%.

Up until 1900, getting a PhD at Columbia seems to have been an attractive 
and affordable opportunity for members of both the upper and lower middle 
class, as there was an equal number of candidates from each. Until 1900, the 
average age of the PhD candidates from the upper middle class was 27.96 years 
and for the lower middle class 28.69 years. Twenty-seven PhD candidates or 
50.94% of the middle class were part of the upper while 26 or 49.04% of the 
part of lower middle class. During the following period, ninety-eight PhD can-
didates or 44.14% of the middle class PhD candidates were now part of the up-
per middle class, while the number of lower middle class PhD candidates rose 
to 119 or 55.68%. At the same time, the average age of the upper middle class 
PhD candidates rose to 31.28 while the average age of the lower middle class 
PhD candidates rose to 33.75 years. One might assume that this development 
means that Columbia became more open to students from the lower middle 

135 United States Federal Census, State of New York, New York City, New York, 1880, 
0373.

136 See Margaret Hasting and Elisabeth G. Kimball, “Two Distinguished Medievalists - 
Nellie Neilson and Bertha Putnam,” The Journal of British Studies 18, no. 2 (1979).

137 See Frederick Morgan Davenport, Primitive traits in religious revivals: a study in mental 
and social evolution, 1905, CWO D27.

138 See Warner Brown, Time in English verse rhythm; an empirical study of typical verses 
by the graphic method, 1908, CXO B812.
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class. On the other hand, the difference between the periods is, regarding the 
percentages, within the margin of error. Additionally, the fact that PhD candi-
dates of the upper middle class were still slightly younger, indicates that they 
benefited from the additional economic resources of their fathers. It would be 
required to include additional data especially on PhD candidates post-1913 to 
confirm the shift towards the lower middle class.

5.6.2.1 The Middle Class until 1900

Up until 1900, the majority of the fathers of the upper as well as the lower 
middle class PhD candidates were self-employed. Fourteen or 51.83% of the 
upper middle class PhD candidates’ fathers were self-employed, followed by 11 
or 40.74% who were businessmen while only two PhD candidates or 7.41% 
had a father who was employed by the state. These two candidates state emplo-
yees William Shepherd and John Neal whose fathers were both employed by the 
military. William Shepherd, who received his PhD in 1896, was born in 1871 
in South Carolina. His father was an officer of the Confederate Army during 
the American Civil War.139 John Neal, born in 1959 in Tennessee, received his 
PhD three years after William Shepherd, in 1899.140 His father was also an 
officer in the Confederate Army and became a member of the Congress as a 
member of the Democratic Party from 1886 to 1889.141

Out of the 14 PhD candidates from the upper middle class whose fathers 
were self-employed, eight had a father who worked as a preacher. Alfred Mol-
denke, who received his PhD in 1893, mentioned his father’s name142 and work 
as a reverend.143 Another candidate, Clement Morrey Lacey Sites, born in 1865 
in Fuchow, China, and who received his PhD in 1899, mentions besides his 
father’s name and work also his religious affiliation.144 Only two of these eight 

139 See William Shepherd, History of proprietary government in Pennsylvania, 1896, 
CWO Sh4.

140 See John Neal, Disunion and restoration in Tennessee, 1899, CWO N25.
141 See United States Congress, Biographical Directory of the United States Congress, 

1774-2005 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 2005).
142 See Alfred Moldenke, Babylonian contract tablets in the Metropolitan Museum of Art, 

1893, CZO M733.
143 Alfred succeeded his father as reverend of New York three years after his PhD. See Ira 

Spar and Eva von Dassow, Cuneiform Texts in The Metropolitan Museum of Art: Pri-
vate Archive Texts from the First Millennium B.C. (New York (NY): The Metropolitcan 
Museum of Art, 2001), XII.

144 See Clement Site, Centralized administration of liquor laws in the American common-
wealth, 1899, CWO Si8.
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PhD candidates mention professional experience before or during acquiring 
their PhD degree. The first was the afore-mentioned Clement Sites, who was 
appointed as instructor in 1887 and three years later became principal of the 
Capitol Hill High School in Washington D.C. He later accepted an appoint-
ment as a professor at the Fan Yang College in Shanghai.145 The second is John 
Martin Littlejohn. He was born in Scotland, Great Britain, in 1867 and recei-
ved his PhD in 1896. His father was a Presbyterian Preacher in Scotland.146 
John followed in his father’s footsteps and studied at the Reformed Presbyterian 
Seminary, Belfast, and at the University of Glasgow, from which he acquired 
a master’s degree in 1889 and a Bachelor of Divinity the following year. After 
acquiring an LLB degree from the same institution two years later, he started 
studying at Columbia in 1892 as a fellow in political philosophy. While at 
Columbia, he was joint editor of a Christian newspaper in New York City.147

The best-known father of the upper middle class PhD candidates before 
1900 was the probably the father of PhD candidate Robert Seligman. He was 
born in 1861 in New York City and was the son of Joseph Seligman, one of 
the leading financiers of the railroad after the end of the American Civil War.148 
Edwin graduated from Columbia in 1885 after studying in Paris and Berlin.149 
The only PhD candidate who mentions her father’s employment as a banker 
was Elsie Parsons. Parsons worked as a history teacher at Horace Man High 
School before acquiring a PhD degree from Columbia in 1899.150 Before 1900, 
it seemed to have been uncommon for upper middle class PhD candidates to 
have a pre PhD career. Among the PhD candidates whose fathers were executive 
employees, Allen Johnson mentions that he had acquired working experience 
before joining Columbia. After he acquired a bachelor’s degree from Amherst 

145 He accepted the appointment before he received his PhD but started working after 
he received his PhD from Columbia Woman’s Missionary Friend, “Personal Report,” 
Woman’s Missionary Friend, 1899, 1, 12.

146 See Parish Records, Kilbrandon and Kilchattan, ED: 2, Page: 3, Line: 2, 
Roll: CSSCT1871_91.

147 See John Martin Littlejohn, The political theory of the schoolmen and Grotius, 1896, 
CWO L73.

148 See Harriet Rochlin and Fred Rochlin, Pioneer Jews: A new life in the Far West (Bos-
ton (MA): Houghton Mifflin Co., 2000), 74.

149 See Edwin Robert Seligman, Medieval Guilds in England, 1885, n/a, and Encyclopaedia 
of World Biography, Edwin Robert Anderson Seligman, accessed 11th October 2017, 
http://www.encyclopedia.com/people/social-sciences-and-law/economics-biographies/
edwin-robert-anderson-seligman

150 See Elsie Parsons, Educational legislation and administration of the colonial govern-
ments, 1899, CXO P25.
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College in 1892, he worked as an English and history teacher for two years. In 
1895, he received a master’s degree in 1895 from Amherst College and went 
Leipzig to study history for 18 months, after which he continued his studies in 
Paris for a further six months. In 1897, he started his studies at Columbia and 
acquired a PhD two years later, in 1899.151 Mortimer Lamson Earle is a coun-
terexample. He did not acquire any pre-PhD working experience but studied at 
the University of Bonn and the American School of Classical Studies in Athens, 
Greece, from 1887 to 1888. Earle acquired a master’s degree from Columbia in 
1887 and, two years later, a PhD.152

As in the case of the upper middle class, the PhD candidates of the lower 
middle class whose fathers were employed by the state were the smallest group 
with only one PhD candidate. William Tamblyn’s father was a school principal 
in Ontario, Canada, the same province where William was born in 1874.153 The 
fathers of four PhD candidates were classified as being part of the working class. 
Only one of them, George Germann, mentions a pre-PhD teaching career. Ger-
mann taught in grammar schools in Brooklyn from 1889 to 1891, which was 
where he had been born in 1872. He started his studies at Columbia University 
in 1894. While his studies focused at first on Mathematics, his focus shifted 
subsequently to education and received his PhD degree five years later.154

The largest group of the lower middle class were the PhD candidates whose 
fathers were self-employed, of which the PhD candidates whose fathers were 
farmers were the largest group with nine PhD candidates. Unsurprisingly, these 
nine also represent the most diverse group regarding geographical background 
as they were born in eight different states. The only exception is the State of 
New York, where Adna Weber, who also studied at the University of Berlin 
from 1895 to 1896,155 as well as Frederic Cooper were born. Compared to other 
groups, having working experience seemed to have been more common among 
this group as three of the nine PhD candidates mention that they had working 
experience as primary school teachers before joining Columbia to acquire a 
PhD degree.

151 See Allen Johnson, The intendant as a political agent under Louis XIV, 1899 CWO J62.
152 While he mentions his father, Mortimer Lent Earle, who died the same year his son 

acquired his PhD, he focuses more on his ancestors and how they settled in America 
in the early 17th century. See Mortimer Lamson Earle, Mortimer Lamson Earle papers, 
1884-1905, 1889, MS#0376.

153 See William Tamblyn, The establishment of Roman power in Britain, 1899, CXO T15.
154 See George Germann, National legislation concerning education, 1899, CXO G31.
155 See Adna Ferrin Weber, The growth of cities in the nineteenth century, 1899, 

CWO W38.
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Another other large group of the lower middle class was the one of PhD 
candidates whose fathers were tradesmen with eight PhD candidates. Four of 
them were born in the State of New York, two of whom in New York City. Two 
candidates were born on Rhode Island and one each in Nebraska and Illinois. 
Only two candidates had any pre-PhD working experience. One of them was 
Charles Douglas, born on Rhode Island in 1856. He started his career as a 
history teacher after acquiring a bachelor’s degree in 1879 and a master’s de-
gree in 1882 from Brown University. He was an instructor at the University of 
Wisconsin from 1882 to 1884 and, during the following year, taught history 
and political science at Milwaukee High School. In 1885, he started teaching in 
Brooklyn and joined Columbia three years later. He received his PhD in 1892 
while he was still teaching at a Boys’ High School in Brooklyn.156 The other was 
Charles Chadsey, who was born in Nebraska in 1870. He started working as 
a principal at the high school of Durango, Colorado, an appointment he still 
had when he received his PhD degree in 1896 from Columbia.157 One PhD 
candidate of this group, Norman Wilde, studied at the University of Berlin for 
three semesters from 1891 to 1893, after which he returned to the US to join 
Harvard for the winter term of 1893 to 1894. He received his PhD the same 
year from Columbia.158

Four candidates of the lower middle class had fathers who were craftsmen. 
Two of them were born in New York City and one each in Massachusetts and 
Ohio. Francis Burke Brandt and William Zabina Ripley, whose fathers were 
craftsmen, worked both as teachers before acquiring their PhD degree. Burke, 
after acquiring a bachelor’s degree from Harvard in 1892, accepted an appoint-
ment as an instructor at Columbia Grammar School while at the same time 
pursuing his studies at Columbia. He acquired his PhD degree in 1895. 159 
Ripley acquired a Bachelor of Science degree from MIT in 1890, after which 
he joined Columbia. He was appointed, while still studying, as an instructor at 
MIT in 1891, and received first his master’s degree in 1892 and the following 
year his PhD degree from Columbia.160

156 See Charles Douglas, Financial history of Massachusetts from the organization of the 
Massachusetts Bay Colony to the American, 1892, CWO D7.

157 See Charles Ernest Chadsey, The struggle between President Johnson and Congress over 
reconstruction, 1896, CWO C34.

158 See Norman Wilde, Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi, 1894, CXO W64.
159 See Francis Burke Brandt, Friedrich Edward Beneke, 1895, CXO B73.
160 See Sabina Ripley, The financial history of Virginia, 1609-1776, 1893, CWO R48.
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5.6.2.2 The Middle Class after 1900

After 1900, the PhD candidates whose fathers were self-employed became the 
largest group of the upper middle class, with 58 candidates, followed by the 
businessmen with 37 candidates. Meanwhile, only three PhD candidates of the 
upper middle class had a father who was a state employee. Two of them, Burdet-
te Buckingham and Martha Conant, had a father who was employed in the law 
sector. The other candidate was Harvey Thayer. His father, Henry Otis Thayer, 
was a historical records curator in Portland, Maine, the state Harvey was born. 
Harvey graduated from Bowdoin College in 1895 and studied at Harvard the 
following year, after which he studied at the University of Leipzig for two seme-
sters before receiving his PhD in 1905 at the age of 32.161

Unlike the period before 1900, the bankers now formed only the third lar-
gest group within the group of businessmen. The majority of these came from 
the Northern Divisions. An exception was Harry Paul. He was born in in 1874 
in New Orleans, Mississippi, and was the only PhD candidate from this state 
until 1913. After acquiring a master’s degree from the University of Chicago 
in 1901, he worked as an instructor in English until 1904, the year he joined 
Columbia University.162 Four had a pre-PhD career as teachers at high schools 
or colleges. One of them was William Johnson. He graduated from Princeton 
in 1888, which at that time was called the College of New Jersey and later 
joined the Princeton Theological Seminary from which he graduated in 1896.
He received his PhD in 1902 at the age of 37.163

The second largest group of the businessmen were the eleven PhD candi-
dates whose fathers were executive employees. Four were born abroad, two in 
Ohio and one in Massachusetts, while the remaining four candidates were born 
in the State of New York, two of whom were born in New York City. Only three 
candidates of this group do not mention any pre-PhD working experience. 
Two of them, Naomi Norwsworthy164 and Felix Arnold,165 were born in New 
York City while the third, William Burke,166 was born in Ohio. Seven PhD 

161 See Harvey Thayer, Laurence Sterne in Germany; a contribution to the study of the 
literary relations of England and Germany in the eighteenth century, 1905, CXO T33.

162 See Paul Harry, John Dennis, his life and criticism, 1911, CXO P283.
163 The Princeton Theological Seminary was, at that time, and remains an independent 

institution and is not part of Princeton University.
164 See Naomi Northsworty, The psychology of mentally deficient children, 1904, 
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165 See Felix Arnold, The psychology of association, 1905, CXO Ar63.
166 See William Murray, History and functions of central labor unions, 1900, CWO B91.
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candidates of this group had working experience as teachers. Another three 
candidates of the same group studied at German universities before acquiring 
their PhD degree from Columbia. David Muzzey, for example, who received his 
PhD in 1907, studied at the University of Berlin and at the Sorbonne, Paris, as 
a fellow of the Union Theological Seminary from 1897 to 1898.167

The largest group within the group of businessmen were now the child-
ren of wholesale merchants with twelve PhD candidates. Apart from Gertrude 
Hirst, all the candidates in this category were born in the Northern Divisions of 
the US. Seven of the twelve PhD candidates had a pre-PhD teaching career. Eu-
gene Agger, for example, was born in 1879 in Cincinnati, Ohio, and acquired 
his PhD from Columbia in 1907. He joined the university of his hometown 
and acquired a bachelor’s degree in 1901. During the following year, he was 
a teaching fellow and acquired a master’s degree from the same institution.168

While no PhD candidate before 1900 had a father, who taught at a col-
lege or university, there were now eight candidates whose fathers were col-
lege or university teachers or lecturers. This reflects the professionalization 
of the higher education institutions in the US during the late 19th and early 
20th centuries, when more researchers and professors could earn enough from 
their employment. Three PhD candidates had fathers who were college teachers 
and the fathers of five candidates were university lecturers. Interestingly, none 
of these candidates was born in New York City or the State of New York but 
none was born outside the US either. All PhD candidates whose fathers were 
university lecturers were born in the Northern States; three were born in 
Massachusetts and two in Ohio. The most prominent was most likely the father 
of John Maurice Clark, John Bates Clark. He was a professor of economics 
at Columbia. John Maurice studied first at Amherst College in 1901 and 
acquired a bachelor’s degree from said institution in 1905. He joined Columbia 
immediately afterwards and acquired his PhD in 1911.169 Two PhD candidates 
had pre-PhD teaching experience and one of them, Robert Chapin, studied at 
the University of Berlin, between 1894 and 1895, while being professor of eco-
nomics at Beloit College. In 1906, he joined Columbia and received his PhD 
three years later, in 1909.170

167 See David Muzzey, The spiritual Franciscans, 1908, CWO M98.
168 See Eugene Agger, The budget in the American commonwealths, 1907, CWO Ag3.
169 See John Clarke, Chronological outline of the life of Robert Greene, 1911, 

MA 1911 v.12.
170 See Robert Chapin, The standard of living among workingmen’s families in New York 

City, 1909, CWO C36.
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With nearly two thirds, the PhD candidates whose fathers were self-emplo-
yed was the largest category from the upper middle class. As in the case of the 
businessmen, the diversification increased, although the PhD candidates whose 
fathers were categorised as preachers remained the largest. Of the 58 fathers 
of PhD candidates who were classified as a self-employed, 33 were preachers. 
However, any information about whether the father of a PhD candidate was 
employed by a larger religious organisation or if his religious community was 
independent was unavailable.171

Regarding the preachers, the term that was most frequently used by far in 
the US Census Records was ‘clergyman’, which was used in twelve cases. This is 
three times more often as the next three terms, ‘rabbi’, ‘reverend’ and ‘missiona-
ry’, which were all used four times. Other terms used were ‘minister’, ‘preacher’ 
and ‘pastor’. The PhD candidates of this group had a very diverse geographical 
background. While eight were born in the State of New York, five of whom in 
New York City, twenty candidates came from all over the US and seven can-
didates were born outside the US, one each in Canada, Syria, Germany, and 
Japan, and three in India. The fathers of two of the three candidates born in In-
dia were Christian missionaries apart from the afore-mentioned Manekji Dhala 
whose father was a Hindu priest. The only PhD candidate of this group whose 
father was a missionary but who was born in the US was Holmes Beckwith, who 
was born on the Hawaiian Islands in 1884.172 Twenty-three PhD candidates in 
this category had a pre-PhD career. Most of these PhD candidates were enga-
ged as lecturers or teachers in high schools or colleges. Some PhD candidates 
were, however, not very precise about their employment. Will Chamberlain, 
for example, was one of two PhD candidates who was born in India and whose 
father was a missionary. He graduated from Rutgers College in 1882 and, four 
years later, from the Theological Seminary in New Brunswick, New Jersey. He 
returned to India and “engaged in education and other work” but returned to 
America in 1898 and received his PhD from Columbia in 1900.173 Others men-
tion no employment at all. Martin Meyer visited McMicken University and the 
Hebrew Union College in Cincinnati, Ohio. He graduated from the university 

171 The information about the employment situation regarding preachers is challenging as 
even an independent preacher was employed by his church; it was simply not part of a 
larger organisation of churches.

172 See Homes Beckwith, German Industrial Education and Its Lesson for the United 
States, 1913, CWO B384.

173 See Will Chamberlain, Education in India, 1900, CXO C35.
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in 1899 and from the seminary in 1901 but does not mention being ordained 
as a rabbi. After that, he went to Jerusalem to study at the American School of 
Oriental Study and Research, but returned after a year to continue his studies 
at Columbia, where he received his PhD in 1907.174

Compared to the other categories, fewer PhD candidates of this group 
went abroad before acquiring their PhD. Of the 33 PhD candidates, only five 
mention any travel or studies abroad. Two of them were born outside the US. 
One was, as stated, Will Chamberlain. The other was Alfred Dennis, who was 
born to American missionaries in Beirut, Syria/Lebanon, in 1874. He attended 
schools in New Jersey and New York City, receiving his bachelor’s degree in 
1896 from Princeton. He joined Columbia but went to Heidelberg, Germany, 
for one semester in 1897, after which he returned to Columbia and received 
his PhD in 1901.175

The second largest group in this category were the eleven PhD candidates 
whose fathers were physicians. Of these eleven candidates, only Mary Cushing 
was born abroad. Eight had a pre-PhD career while only one went abroad to 
study. Guy Ford, who was also one of the few to mention his father’s name 
on his CV, was born in 1873 in Wisconsin, received a bachelor’s degree from 
the University of Wisconsin in 1898 and continued his studies from 1899 to 
1900 at the University of Berlin and the Universities of Leipzig, Gottingen, and 
Nancy. In 1900, he joined Columbia and received his PhD degree in 1904.176

As in the case of the upper middle class, the group of PhD candidates who-
se fathers were self-employed was the largest category of the lower middle class 
after 1900. In fact, this sector was dominant, with 83.06% of the PhD candi-
dates of the lower middle class. Of the remaining 16.94%, 15.32% were part of 
the working class and 1.62% were state employees. The later includes Blanche 
Williams and James McConaughy, who both received their PhD in 1913 and 
whose fathers were both schoolteachers.177

The number of PhD candidates whose fathers were part of the working 
class rose to 19. The only foreign student whose father was part of the working 

174 See Martin Meyer, History of the city of Gaza from the earliest times to the present day, 
1907, CXO M57.

175 See Alfred Dennis, Eastern problems at the close of the eighteenth century, 1901, 
CWO D42.

176 See Guy Ford, Hanover and Prussia, 1795-1803, 1904, CWO F75.
177 For James McConaughy see United States Federal Census, Massachusetts, Gill, Frank-

lin, 1910, 0497. For information about Blanche Williams, see the chapter about female 
PhD candidates.
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class was Isaac Kandel.178Of the remaining eighteen candidates, four were born 
in the State of New York and another four were born in Pennsylvania. Fifteen 
PhD candidates had a pre-PhD career as teachers and two studied abroad. Le-
wis Chase, who received his PhD in 1903, studied at the University of Grenoble 
in 1900 after receiving a master’s degree the year before from Columbia.179 
The other candidate was Edward Elliott, who studied at the University of Jena 
during the summer semester of 1905 before receiving his PhD from Columbia 
during the same year.180

As before 1900, the group of PhD candidates of the lower middle class 
whose fathers were self-employed consisted mostly of farmers, with 62, tra-
desman, with 28, and craftsmen, with 12 PhD candidates. The inability to se-
parate small and large farmers explains the substantial number but also shows 
the increasing importance and recognition of higher education among this 
group. Only three candidates, whose fathers were farmers, were born abroad. 
Over half of the PhD candidates, 32 to be precise, whose fathers were farmers, 
were born in the North Central Division, which, regarding the industrialisa-
tion of the North-Eastern states in the late 19th century, is unsurprising. Of 
the remaining candidates whose fathers were farmers but who were not born 
in a state of the North Central Division or abroad, eleven were born in the 
South and ten in the North Atlantic Division. While the candidates from 
the South Atlantic Division were mostly evenly distributed among the states 
of the division, eight of the ten PhD candidates from the North Atlantic 
Division were born in the State of New York, although none was born in 
New York City.

As with the other groups, most of the PhD candidates whose fathers were 
farmers had a pre-PhD career. Fifty-one were employed as teachers, instructors 
or professors. Three candidates had a non-teaching career as translators, editors 
or ministers. James Lichtenberg had even a career as a minister as well as a lec-
turer. He was born in 1870 in Illinois and, after receiving a master’s degree from 
Hiram College, Ohio, in 1902, held pastorates in Buffalo and New York City. 
In 1903, he joined Columbia but continued to work as a pastor until 1908 
when he joined Columbia as a lecturer in political science. In 1909, he joined 

178 See Null J. Wesley, Peerless educator: The life and work of Isaac Leon Kandel, History 
of schools and schooling, vol. 47 (New York (NY): Peter Lang, 2007), 305.

179 See Lewis Chase, The English heroic play, 1903, CXO C38.
180 See Edward Elliott, Some fiscal aspects of public education in American cities, 1903, 

CXO El15.



203Columbia University

the University of Pennsylvania as assistant professor in sociology. The following 
year, he received his PhD from Columbia.181

Eight PhD candidates of this group went abroad to study, five of them went 
to study at the University of Berlin. Another place of interest was Paris, where 
three PhD candidates went to study. Nuba Fletcher studied at three foreign 
universities before acquiring his PhD from Columbia. He was born in 1880 in 
Illinois and graduated from the University of Illinois in 1901. After working as 
an instructor at the Syrian Protestant College of Beirut from 1901 to 1904, he 
continued his studies at the University of Heidelberg, the University of Berlin 
and Sorbonne during the following year. In 1905, he joined Columbia and 
received his PhD in 1907.182

The second largest group, the PhD candidates whose fathers were classi-
fied as being tradesmen, were mostly born in the northern parts of the United 
States. Of the 28 PhD candidates of this group, 21 had a pre-PhD career as 
instructors or teachers. Four PhD candidates of this group were born abroad, 
while eleven were born in the North Atlantic Division and seven in the State 
of New York of which five came from New York City. Nine were born in the 
Northern Central Division. The remaining American PhD candidates were all 
born in the South Atlantic Division. One of the foreigners of this groups was 
Gerhard Lomer who was in Montreal, Canada, in 1882. He began his studies 
at McGill University in his hometown and received a bachelor’s degree in 1903 
and a master’s degree in 1904. Afterwards, he moved to New York City, where 
he studied at Columbia and Teachers College, where he was also an instructor 
during the summer session of 1909. He received his PhD in 1910 while wor-
king as an instructor in English.183

Only three candidates whose fathers were tradesmen went abroad to study 
before acquiring their PhD. One of them was Alvan Tenney. He was born in 
1876 in Brooklyn and received a bachelor’s degree from Columbia College in 
1898 and later, in 1899, a master’s degree from Columbia University. During 
the academic year 1900 to 1901, he first studied at the University of Berlin and 
later at the Collège of France, Paris. He returned to Columbia in the summer 
of 1901 and passed the required examination in the following years. It took, 

181 See Patrick Lichtenberger, Divorce; a study in social causation, 1910, CWO L61.
182 See Nuba Fletcher, Some chapters from the history of the Rhine country, 1907, 

CWO P71.
183 See Gerhard Lomer, The concept of method, 1910, CXO L838.
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however, five additional years for him to get his PhD, which he received in 
1907.184

Regarding the craftsmen, there was no singular dominant state and only one 
was born abroad. Twelve PhD candidates from this group were born in the state 
of the North Atlantic Division, three were born in the State of New York and 
two of whom were born in New York City. Another two candidates were born 
in Maine. Another five candidates were born in the Northern Division. Eight 
PhD candidates had a pre-PhD career in teaching. The only candidate with non-
teaching working experience was Philip Jacobs who was born in 1879 in Syracu-
se, New York. After graduating from the university of his hometown in 1903, he 
worked as a journalist for two years. He joined the Drew Theological seminary, 
from which he graduated in 1908. Afterwards, he joined Columbia and received 
his PhD in 1910.185 Three candidates studied or went abroad before receiving 
their PhD degree from Columbia. Alexander Luther studied in Leipzig while 
Ida Thallon went to an excavation site in Attica, Greece,186 and George Danton 
studied in Munich. Danton was born in 1880 in New York City and studied at 
Columbia College. After graduating in 1902, he worked as a teacher at Harvard. 
He moved to Munich where he studied in spring 1905. Back in the US, he joined 
Columbia and worked as an instructor at the College for Women, Western Re-
serve University, in Ohio, and received his PhD in 1907.187

5.7 Conclusion

The PhD degree was a title that was new to Columbia as well as to the higher 
education system of the United States when it was introduced towards the end 
of the 19th century. The data on PhD candidates at Columbia represents the 
“early adopters” and the development of this first group of upcoming scholars 
from 1871 to 1913. During these more than forty years, the number of PhD 
candidates not only grew but also diversified as to their geographical and social 
background while the average age at graduation grew to today’s level.188

184 See Alvan Tenney, Social democracy and population, 1907, CWO T25.
185 See Philip Jacobs, German sociology, 1910, CWO J16.
186 See Ida Thallon, Lycosura and the date of Damophon, 1905, CXO T32.
187 See George Danton, The nature sense in the writings of Ludwig Tieck, 1907, CXO D23.
188 See National Science Foundation, Median age of doctorate recipients, by broad field 
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According to the available data, the prototypical PhD candidate at Colum-
bia until 1900 was 27.73 years old on average and Protestant. He was born in 
the Northern Divisions of the US, probably in New York City, although the 
chance of him being born abroad was higher compared to Berlin. His father was 
part of the middle class and, as such, was likely to be a businessman. During 
the following period up until 1913, the prototypical PhD candidate was about 
four years older on average as he usually received his PhD degree at 32 years of 
age. He was still a Protestant, although his chance of being Jewish had incre-
ased. Unlike at Berlin University, where the chance of being born abroad rose 
during the second period, the prototypical PhD candidate at Columbia was 
more likely to be born in the US compared with the period up until 1900. On 
the other hand, he was also more likely to be born in the southern and western 
states of the US. Furthermore, he was still part of the middle class but, unlike 
before, more likely to be the son of a farmer, teacher or businessman compared 
to the period before. It seems that the goal of Barnard’s “inclusive vision” for 
Columbia College and Low’s as well as Butler’s shared view that if “Columbia 
was to become the best American university, it must also become the biggest” 
opened PhD program of Columbia to other social classes too.189

The growth of PhD candidates in the Humanities and in Sciences was in 
line with the overall development of the university until 1913. While, at first, 
there were more PhD candidates in the Sciences than in the Humanities, the 
latter outgrew the Science candidates in numbers in the late 19th century. Given 
the reforms of this period, this is unsurprising as the newly established schools 
and faculties, such as the School of Political Science established by Burgess, 
were primarily focused on studies and research in the Humanities. It took, 
however, a few years until the Humanities benefited from the reforms of the late 
19th century and the number of PhD candidates started to grow steadily, although 
yearly fluctuations remained. It might be worth comparing these results with 
the foundation of the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences in 1979 and if the 
latter initiative led to further changes in the overall number of PhD candidates 
as well as in the balance of PhD candidates in the Humanities and in Sciences. 
Additionally, one must consider the unparalleled research opportunities in New 
York City with the New York Public Library, the Metropolitan Museum, the 
American Museum of Natural History and the Bronx Botanical Garden in 
comparison to Columbia’s competitors, Harvard and Yale. Not least because of 

189 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 225-226.
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these opportunities Columbia became the nation’s largest producer of PhDs in 
the early 20th century.190

Comparing the overall student numbers and the PhD candidates does not 
make sense until the separation of undergraduate and graduate students was 
finally accomplished in 1897 with the foundation of Columbia College and the 
end of double registrations in 1901. While the number of PhD candidates both 
in Science and the Humanities grew but fluctuated, the number of students 
at Columbia’s Graduate School increased continuously. This change occurred 
during the “Knickerbocker” debate when influential and wealthy New Yorker 
families sent their children to colleges outside New York but expected them to 
return to professional study at Columbia’s Graduate Schools. While this was in 
line with Barnard’s strategy to extend Columbia’s professional schools, his suc-
cessor Seth Low focused on opening the college to all New Yorkers. As the elitist 
Knickerbocker did not support this change in the university policy, they sent 
their sons to colleges outside of New York City.191 The disproportionate growth 
of graduate students as well as PhD candidates after 1900 at Columbia seems 
to have been a result of this change.  Butler, who succeeded Low in 1902, had 
no intention of changing this development and supported Barnard’s statement 
that “if Columbia was to become the best American university, it must also 
become the biggest.”192

This change in focus at Columbia from the teaching-only British model to 
the teaching and researching German one is also reflected in the background 
of the PhD candidates, as having a pre-PhD career or employment was not un-
common for PhD candidates at Columbia. The fact that Columbia “pressured 
the New York State Legislature to require more and more education for admis-
sion to each licensed profession” does not only explain the growing number 
of graduate and research students but also the increasing average age.193 Addi-
tionally, New York City had a reputation of being an inappropriate place for 
undergraduates but providing many career opportunities for professionals. This 
supported Columbia’s efforts to become a good place for graduate and research 
students.194

190 See National Archive of Science, A century of doctorates (Washington D.C., National 
Archive of Science: 1978).

191 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 260.
192 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 260.
193 Harold S. Wechsler, The Qualified Student, A History of Selective College Admission 

in America (New Brunswick: Transaction Publishers, 2014), 228.
194 See ibid., 227.
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Keeping in mind Seth Low’s goal of opening the university to New York’s 
middle class, one might assume that the increasing diverse geographical back-
ground of American-born PhD candidates contradicted his goals. However, 
Low’s effort concentrated on Columbia College, not the graduate and profes-
sional schools, which, due a lack of accommodation and the already mentioned 
reputation of New York City as being unsuitable for undergraduates, primarily 
recruited students from the city itself. The increasing diversity supports however 
Robert McCaughey’s statement that “Columbia’s professional and graduate 
schools differed from Harvard’s and Yale’s in being less dependent on the un-
dergraduate college for students.”195 Due to the attractiveness of New York City, 
the myriad career opportunities for students with a Master’s or PhD degree from 
Columbia and the fact that the university promoted the PhD as a degree for 
teaching in colleges and universities, Columbia managed to extend its recruiting 
area beyond New York City and the North Atlantic Division of the United States.

Many PhD candidates at Columbia went to Germany in general and the 
University of Berlin in particular before or during their time as PhD candidates 
at Columbia for research or study. In most cases, however, it is unclear if they 
went by themselves or within an exchange program, for example as part of the 
professorial one between Columbia and the University of Berlin, as no infor-
mation is provided by the PhD candidates. It can be said that the exchange 
program had no effect on the PhD candidates at Columbia.196

None of the PhD candidates from Columbia who visited the University 
of Berlin or another German university acquired a degree. This supports the 
changing paradigm outlined by Anja Werner who has argued that before 1890 
American students went to Germany to acquire a degree while those after 1890 
went primarily for research197 Moreover, they wished to improve their language 
skills, as German was still the leading language in the academic.198 This could be 

195 Harold S. Wechsler, The Qualified Student, A History of Selective College Admission 
in America, 227.

196 See vom Bernhard vom Brocke, “Der deutsch-amerikanische Professorenaustaus-
ch,” Zeitschrift für Kulturaustausch [The German-American exchange of professors], 
Zeitschrift für Kulturaustausch [Journal for cultural exchange] 31, no. 1 (1981), 137-
142.

197 See Anja Werner, The transatlantic world of higher education: Americans at German 
universities, 1776-1914, European studies in American history, 4 (New York (NY): 
Berghahn Books, 2013, 22.

198 See Ulrich Ammon, The dominance of English as a language of science: Effects on other 
languages and language communities, Contributions to the sociology of language, vol. 
84 (Berlin, New York (NY): Mouton de Gruyter, 2001), 344.
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another reason why, besides a lack of professionalism and reputation, the presti-
gious universities in the United Kingdom played no role for PhD candidates at 
Columbia until 1913, as going merely to improve one’s English language skills 
at a university in the United Kingdom was pointless. Additionally, one can also 
argue that there was no ‘international academic community’ of equals in deve-
lopment. As soon as the American universities were being seen on the same level 
as the German ones, American PhD candidates preferred to acquire their degree 
from an institution of their own country. Like the American students before 
1890 in the German Empire preferred to stay among their own during their 
time abroad, so did after 1890 the American PhD by acquiring their degree no 
longer abroad but at home.199

The question of the religious background of Columbia’s students, staff 
and even trustees was an on-going and heated debate in the late 19th  and 
early 20th centuries, not least due to Burgess anti-Semitic and anti-Feministic 
statements and publications towards the end of his life,200 although it only re-
ached its peak after the First World War. In those years, conspicuous presence 
of Jews201 at Columbia while at the same time no Jew was a Trustee could no 
longer be ignored. Due to this, most studies of religion and social class at Co-
lumbia have concentrated on the interwar period202 While he argues that Co-
lumbia discriminated against Jews in the interwar period, Robert McCaughey 
contends that Columbia “was more accommodating and less hostile to Jewish 
students than were the other major eastern universities”.203

It is important to keep these different perspectives on the post-1917 period 
in mind when investigating the religious background of the PhD candidates at 
Columbia before 1913. First and foremost, it can be said that Burgess’s vision 
of an ‘elitist’ non-Jewish male-only Columbia was undermined not only by the 
growing number of lower middle-class PhD candidates and the foundation of 
Barnard College, but also by the comparably high percentage of Jewish PhD 

199 See Gabriele Lingelbach, “Intercultural Transfer and Comparative History: The Benefits 
and Limits of Two Approaches”, in Traversea, 1 (2011), 46-59, 51.

200 See Rosalind Rosenberg, Changing the subject: How the women of Columbia shaped 
the way we think about sex and politics (New York (NY): Columbia University Press, 
2004), 31-32.

201 In 1917, it is estamited that between 25% and 40% of the students at Columbia Col-
lege were Jewish. See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 257.

202 Especially Harold S. Wechsler, The Qualified Student, A History of Selective College 
Admission in America (New Brunswick: Transaction Publishers, 2014), 227.

203 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 257.
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candidates at Columbia before the First World War. There are several reasons 
for this development. The first one is that members of the Jewish community 
were keen to use the education system to improve their position in society 
and did not see the “Protestant” identity of Columbia as an obstacle. This was 
different among the Catholic immigrants who established their own parallel ed-
ucation system topped by Fordham as their university.204 As Columbia did not 
request students or PhD candidates to disclose their religious affiliation and the 
only religious institution affiliated to Columbia at that time was the compara-
bly liberal Union Theological Seminary,205 Jewish students and PhD candidates 
might have decided to acquire a degree from Columbia. The fast-growing Je-
wish community in New York City and the foundation of the Jewish Seminary 
in 1886 are other factors that could have helped to increase the number of 
Jewish PhD candidates at Columbia. 

Although the first known reference to Columbia’s “Hebrew problem” was 
made in 1910 by the Frederick P. Keppel (at that time the Dean), it took ano-
ther five to ten years until the question of a Jewish member of the Board of 
Trustees and on the number of Jewish students intensified.206 Unfortunately, 
the McCaughey’s as well as Wechsler’s research has focussed primarily on the 
college students and the board of trustees but  not on the Master students 
and PhD candidates before or during the interwar period.207 One reason for is 
most like the possible lack of data (as Columbia did not maintain its students 
records) as well as the fact that the “Hebrew problem” became immanent with 
the sudden increase in the percentage of Jewish students at Columbia College 
when dozens of undergraduates left for military service in 1917. After all, the 
“early 20th century academic anti-Semitism has not wanted for chroniclers”.208 
However, it might be worthwhile to include the religious background of the-
se PhD candidates as well as Master students before and during the interwar 
period into future studies about Jews at Columbia to see how the debates did 
not only affect Columbia College but also the Graduate School and its research 
students. 

204 See Harold S. Wechsler, The Qualified Student, A History of Selective College Admis-
sion in America, 230.

205 Robert T. Handy, A History of Union Theological Seminar in New York, 95-120.
206 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 257.
207 Harold S. Wechsler, The Qualified Student, A History of Selective College Admission 
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The larger number of PhD candidates from the lower middle class compa-
red to the upper middle class after 1900 can be interpreted in three ways. The 
first is that the success of Columbia in attracting students from outside New 
York City also attracted students from various parts of society. The second is 
that the lower middle class saw the importance of higher education for a suc-
cessful career combined with the fact that more and more positions in educa-
tion, research and state were only available to people with a PhD degree due to 
increasing professionalisation of higher education as advocated and promoted 
by Columbia. Finally, the substantial number of PhD candidates whose fathers 
were farmers could also be a ‘flaw’ in the data because it was not possible to 
separate small farmer from those owning large pieces of land.

Putting these results into the perspective of the overall development of 
New York’s society as well as Columbia, there are two points worth mentio-
ning. First and foremost, the comparably high number of PhD candidates 
who came from households which encouraged education, such as preachers 
and teachers, supports the finding that Columbia increased the standards of 
recruitment not only of its own staff but also those of other higher education 
institutions. Having a Master’s degree was no longer sufficient for a student 
to follow in his father’s footsteps as a teacher at a college or university or as 
a preacher at a seminary. A PhD, that proved one’s capability as a researcher 
as well as an academic teacher, was now a requirement too.209 The fact that 
Columbia had, with the Teachers College, its own Faculty of Education, and 
with the Union Theological Seminary its own Faculty of Theology, parallel to 
its Graduate School might have helped to attract especially PhD candidates 
whose fathers were part of the education and religious sector. By promoting the 
PhD as a degree required to teach on the highest level of education on the one 
hand and connecting this degree to opportunity to be educated at Columbia’s 
Teachers College, Columbia established a system of professionalisation and 
self-recruitment among the academic elite in the United States in late 19th and 
early 20th centuries by promoting. I might be worth to extend this research to 
the PhD candidates from the interwar period especially with regard to their 
connection to Columbia’s Teachers College.

The growing percentage of PhD candidates from the lower middle class 
must be seen in connection with the increasing number of ‘Knickerbocker’ 
families who sent their sons to colleges outside New York City to study. Colum-

209 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 194.
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bia College attracted students from New York public schools. At the same time, 
more and more upper class families from New York City who saw Columbia as 
their ‘home institution’ sent their children to study at colleges outside of New 
York City. The more the PhD candidate’s social background diversified too,210 
The admission reforms of Butler and Low seemed to have attracted not only 
New Yorkers to the college but also increased the social diversity among PhD 
candidates in the early 20th century as the middle class more and more began to 
recognise opportunities of higher education for upward.211

In the end, Columbia became an ‘elite’ university and the “center for the 
training of the nation’s future leaders”212 not because it excluded specific so-
cial and religious groups or aimed to become the largest of all the American 
universities or pushed for the PhD to be required for teachers and researchers 
in higher education. It was rather because of the diversity of its students, the 
professionalism of its staff and its quality of teaching and learning in the early 
20th century.

210 See ibid., 261.
211 See Harold S. Wechsler, The Qualified Student, A History of Selective College Admis-

sion in America, 228.
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6. Female PhD Candidates

6.1 The Admission of Women in Berlin and at Columbia University

The development of the co-education of men and women and the admission of 
women to the universities and colleges differed greatly at the University of Ber-
lin and at Columbia University. After all, it was the result of on-going debates 
within society about the role of women and the role of education in general 
in the late 19th and early 20th centuries in Germany and the USA. Christine 
D. Myers has described this development in her study University Coeducation 
in the Victorian Era, published 2010, comparing development at twelve high-
er education institutions in England and the United States. The development 
of university education for women in Germany has been analysed by Patricia 
Mazón in her study Gender and the Modern Research University, published in 
2003. However, a comparison between the admission of women in the United 
States and the German Empire has not been made so far.

In the German Empire, the admission of women was the prerogative 
of each state. Baden was the first state which decided to fully admit women 
in 1900. In Prussia, women were not fully admitted to the universities un-
til 1908.1 In Berlin, they were even officially banned from applying to attend 
lectures by a change in the constitution of the university on 1stOctober 1879.2 
However, women still had the option of getting special permission from the 
Department of Education. To do so, they had to prove that their knowledge on 
the topics of their studies was sufficient and that they had received the approval 
of the dean of the university. Each professor had the right not to allow women 
in his lectures and seminars. Another obstacle was that female candidates had 
to describe why the topics chosen were important to the future career of the 
applicants. The final decision about an application was not up to the university 
but the Department of Education. This was, however, a formal procedure. In 

1 According to the ministerial order of 18th August 1908 regarding the admission of 
women to university, the Minister of Education still had the right to withdraw the right 
to matriculation from a woman due to “special reason“. See Friedrich-Wilhelms-Uni-
versität zu Berlin, Zulassung der Frauen zu den Universitätsvorlesungen [Admission 
of Women to University Lectures], December 1898, UK 154, Archive of the Hum-
boldt-University, 34.

2 See Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, Statuten der Universität zu Berlin [Cons-
titution oft he University of Berlin] (Berlin: Norddeutsche Buchdruckerei und Verlags-
anstalt, 1912), 39.



213Female PhD Candidates

1896 the ministry had decided that it only needed a list of all women applying 
rather than detailed information about each applicant, due to the increasing 
workload. When approved, women received the status of non-registered Prus-
sians and non-Prussians who had the right to study from the director of the 
university, and they had to reapply every year for admission.3

This special status is, however, a problem regarding documentation. In 
most cases, women do not appear in official statistics of Prussian universities 
before 1908.4 If women are mentioned in the years before, the data provided 
is lacking any additional information such as their place of birth or their social 
background because they were counted as guest students within the statistics. 
In some cases, not even an exact number of female students is mentioned but 
just the word “some”.5 Additionally, women who started studying before 1908 
had in most cases no diploma from a German Gymnasium and therefore still 
needed to reapply for their special permission every year, even after 1908.6

With some rare exceptions,7 women could make a request for an ‘excep-
tional doctoral thesis’ in Prussia but not before 1894.8 This was of enormous 

3 See Patricia M. Mazón, Gender and the Modern Research University: The Admission of 
Women to German Higher Education, 1865-1914 (Stanford (CA): Stanford University 
Press, 2003).

4 See Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, Chronik der Königlichen Friedrich-Wil-
helms-Universität zu Berlin für das Rechnungsjahr 1908 [History of the Royal Friedrich-
Wilhelms University Berlin for the Year 1908] (Halle a. S.: Buchdruckerei des Waisen-
hauses, 1908), 18.

5 See Uwe Czech, Die Staats-, Kamera- und Gewerbewissenschaften an der Friedrich-Wil-
helms-Universität zu Berlin von 1871 bis 1918 [The State, Policy and Economy Studies 
at the Friedrich-Wilhelms University Berlin from 1871 to 1918] (Berlin, 2007), 16.

6 The first time, women are mentioned in the official statistics of all Prussian universi-
ties is a volume of 1911/1912, starting with the summer term 1909. See Verlag des 
Königlichen Statistischen Landesamts, Statistik der preussischen Landesuniversitäten mit 
Einschluss des Lyceum zu Braunsberg, der bischöflichen Klerikalseminare und der Kaiser-
Wilhelms-Akademie für das militärische Bildungswesen zu Berlin für das Studienjahr zu 
Ostern 1911/1912 [Statistic of the Prussian National Universities including the Lyceum 
of Braunsberg, the eposcipalian clerical Seminaries and the Kaiser Wilhelms Academy 
for the Military Education in Berlin for the Easter Year 1911/1912] (Berlin: Königlich 
Preußisches Statistisches Bureau, 1912), 29.

7 One of these exceptions is Sofia Kovaleskaia from Russia who got her PhD in absentia in 
Mathematics in 1873 from the University of Gottingen. See Patricia M. Mazón, Gender 
and the Modern Research University, 118.

8 See Zentrum für transdisziplinäre Geschlechterstudien der HU Berlin und Projektgrup-
pe Edition Frauenstudium, Störgrösse „F“, Frauenstudium und Wissenschaftlerinnenkar-
rieren an der Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität Berlin, 1892 bis 1945: Eine kommentierte 
Aktenedition [Disturbance Variable ”F”, the Admission of Women and Careers of Fe-
male Scholars at the University of Berlin, 1892 until 1945: A commentated Collection 
of Records] (Berlin: Trafo Verlag, 2010), 59.
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importance as it was the only title and certificate that a Prussian university could 
provide to a woman until 1908. Until that time, women were not allowed to 
get any record of study or degree from the university.9 Women could apply for 
the teacher ‘s certificate which was opened to women in 1905, three years before 
women could study at the University of Berlin. This was a certificate awarded by 
the state, not by the university, and it did not testify to any academic capability 
as it simply allowed women to apply for positions at the German Gymnasium 
and related secondary education institutions in Prussia. While male candidates 
for the teacher’s certificate needed to be registered at a university, female can-
didates could apply for this exam without having visited a university, until the 
regular admission of women. Instead of lowering the demand from women to 
gain full access to university, as they could get jobs in education, without the 
requirement to have been studying before, it increased the pressure from female 
interest groups as the number of female Gymnasiums grew due to the rising 
number of female teachers.10 Another challenge was the number of German 
women studying abroad, especially those studying medicine. Until 1899, wom-
en who had studied medicine outside of Germany were not allowed to practice 
as physicians in most parts of the German Empire, while at the same time the 
need for gynaecologists was increasing.11 This discrepancy and the fact that the 
middle classes, who sent their young women to the Gymnasium, lent stronger 
support to the admission of women to the university, were the main reasons in 
Germany for admitting women to university in the early 20th century.

In contrast to other European countries like Britain, most female doctor-
al candidates did not see themselves as pioneers for the admission of women 
at German universities. One of the very few exceptions was Alice Salomon12 

9 See ibid., 61.
10 Women could get their Abitur as externals in the 1890s and the first female Gymna-

sium was established in 1900. While higher education institutions for women already 
existed, they were not able to grant women the Abitur as they were in most cases private 
institutions and did not have the right to grant this degree. See Patricia M. Mazón, “Die 
erste Generation von Studentinnen und die Zulassung der „besseren Elemente“ 1890 – 
1914,” in Das Geschlecht der Wissenschaften: Zur Geschichte von Akademikerinnen im 19. 
und 20. Jahrhundert [The gender of Science: about the history of female academics in 
the 19th and 20th century], Ulrike Auga, ed. (Frankfurt am Main et. al.: Campus Verlag 
GmbH, 2010), 113-125, 116.

11 See David Blackbourn, History of Germany, 1870-1918: The Long Nineteenth Century, 
2nd Edition (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2003), 281.

12 Due to the prominent role of Alice Salomon regarding the history of the German 
feminist movement, several biographies about her life and influence on the feminist 
movement and the education of women have been published over the past centuries 
including a biography written by Alice Salomon herself.
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who wrote her thesis The Causes of Unequal Payment for Men’s and Women’s 
Work13 at the University of Berlin in 1906 and became a very prominent 
figure within the national and international women’s movement.14 Before ap-
plying for a doctor’s title, she published a book on the feminist movement 
in 1901 and another on the social duties of women in 1902. However, her 
prominent role as an active feminist led to debates within the university and 
with the Department of Education in 1905, as she needed a derogation from 
the requirement to have a high-school degree. While most members of the 
philosophical faculty supported her request, the department insisted that the 
decision had to be unanimous. The members of the faculty protested and out-
lined the fact that if the faculty always had to take unanimous decisions in the 
case of requests from female students, one member of the faculty could block 
any female student from getting a doctoral degree.15 Adolf Erman, professor 
of Egyptology in Berlin, was even willing to protest in person and sent a letter 
to the dean of the faculty that he would mention his position when meeting 
the minister.16

However, Alice Salomon was an exception. Most female students and 
doctoral candidates before 1908 supported stronger regulations regarding the 
admission of women. They feared that the growing number of foreigners at 
German universities, females in particular, would lower standards and under-
mine the fight of German women for regular admission. In the case of Berlin, 
the German female students and PhD candidates suggested leaving the city to 
study in other countries like France, where the regular admission of women 
had already been granted in the 1860s,17 or other parts of the German Em-
pire where the full admission of women had already been established and the 
standards were higher, as in Baden, if standards for the admission of (female) 

13 See Alice Salomon, Die Ursachen der ungleichen Entlohnung von Männer- und Frauenar-
beit [The reason for the unequal payment of Men and Women], 1906, 389/415.

14 Alice Salomon did not only lose her German citizenship but also her doctor’s title in 
1938 due to her opposition to the Nazi regime and the fact that she was born Jewish. 
She had to leave Germany and moved to the United States. See ibid.

15 See Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, Supporting letters for Alice Salomon, 
Phil. Fak. No. 398, 1905, Archive of the Humboldt-University, 691-692.

16 See ibid., 687-688.
17 See Hans-Ulrich Wehler, Deutsche Gesellschaftsgeschichte: Von der „Deutschen Doppelrevo-

lution“ bis zum Beginn des Ersten Weltkrieges 1849 – 1914 [German History of Society: 
From the «German Double Revolution» until the beginning of the First World War 
1849-1913] [(München: Beck, 2008), 1218.
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foreigners to Berlin were not increased.18 This position was influenced by grow-
ing anti-Semitic attitudes and tension towards people from Eastern Europe, 
especially as any increase in admission standards for women would have merely 
affected in most cases female Jews from Russia. Males on the other hand were 
caught in a tricky situation. Besides discussing the mental fitness of women to 
study, they opposed the admission of women as they feared their competition 
on the job market. In order to keep it free from women as long as possible, they 
limited the financial resources available for female Gymnasiums in order to less-
en the opportunities for women to get the necessary education for admission to 
university. Furthermore, the universities in Prussia began to lower the number 
of female foreigners admitted to university. In 1909, the number of foreign 
males studying in the German Empire was 3.4% of all students; seven times 
higher than the number of foreign females.19

Another big obstacle for women was getting the financial support necessary 
not only for studying but also for writing a PhD thesis. This was used against 
admitting women. Without a family, that was open-minded about the educa-
tion of women and had the necessary financial resources, going to university 
was impossible. Some female students tried to cover their costs by working 
while studying. Else Frobenius, one of the most prominent female students 
before 1908, worked as a journalist in order to be more independent from her 
father.20 Women could also get support from their husbands were they to marry 
during their studies. Helene Herrmann got her PhD in 1904 for her thesis The 
psychological Views of young Goethe and his Time while her husband, Max Herr-
mann, who supported her financially, was at the same time a private lecturer 
in Berlin.21 Another female PhD candidate who got married before she recei-
ved her doctoral degree was Erna Meyer. Her marriage was in June 1913 right 

18 See Zentrum für transdisziplinäre Geschlechterstudien der HU Berlin und Projektgrup-
pe Edition Frauenstudium, Störgrösse „F“, Gesuch von bereits zugelassenen Hörerinnen, 
nur Frauen mit ausreichender Vorbildung zum Studium. zuzulassen [Request of already 
admitted female listeners, only to admit Women with sufficient preparation to the Uni-
versity], 49.

19 See Patricia M. Mazón, Das Geschlecht der Wissenschaften, 120.
20 See Silke Hellin, “Schlaglichter auf eine frühe Journalistin und politische Lobbyistin: 

Else Frobenius (1875 – 1952)” [Highlights about an early Journalist and political Lob-
byist: Else Frobenius (1875-1952)], in Das Geschlecht der Wissenschaften: Zur Geschichte 
von Akademikerinnen im 19. und 20. Jahrhundert, Ulrike Auga, ed. (Frankfurt am Main 
et. al.: Campus Verlag GmbH, 2010), 141-156, 147.

21 See Helene Herrmann, Die psychologischen Anschauungen des jungen Goethe und seiner 
Zeit [The pychocological views of young Goethe and his time], 1904, 389.
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before she had to defend her thesis in public. However, in contrast to Helene 
Herrmann, she did not mention any information about her husband, which 
implies that he did not have any connections to the University of Berlin.22 It 
must be noted that, while very unlikely, it is possible that other female doctoral 
candidates in Berlin were married or got married during their time of study. In 
contrast for example to the United Kingdom, where universities had a special 
register to note any changes of names of current and former students, such a 
register did not exist in Berlin.

Even after 1908, it was very uncommon for a female scholar to have an 
academic career in the German Empire. Besides the restricted access to higher 
education, German society just did not expect a woman to go into academia. 
Even if a woman, after getting her PhD, published books or articles in journals, 
she did it as a side-line or within an academic project that was affiliated to a uni-
versity but not counted as being part of it.23 It was expected that women would 
choose jobs, which were more suitable for their “talents” such as a physician 
or teacher. This was especially the case for female Jews such as the above-men-
tioned Helene Herrmann who worked as a teacher after her PhD. Even those 
women who supported the regular admission of women were of the opinion 
that it was an educated woman’s duty to work for her nation and to maintain 
her femininity.24 At the same time, female students and doctoral candidates or-
ganised themselves into various political and religious associations to promote 
their goals even before their regular admission in 1908.25

Besides the social barriers, there were also legal issues. In the German Em-
pire, the title of professor was connected to the completion of military service. 
As women were excluded from this service, they were also excluded from being 
promoted to this title until 1920. This included the venia legendi which was 
necessary to teach at a university as a professor. It must be noted, however, 

22 See Erna Meyer born Pollack, Der Haushalt eines höheren Beamten in den Jahren 
1880 – 1906 untersucht an Hand von Wirtschaftsrechnungen [The household of higher 
public officers between 1880 and 1906 based upon their accounts], 1913, 541.

23 See Alexandra Tischel, “Wissenschaft jenseits des Berufes – Teilhabe und Ausschluss am 
Beispiel der Germanistin Helene Herrmann” [Science beyond the Occupation – Partici-
pation and Exclusion shown trough the example of the Germanist Helene Herrmann], 
in Das Geschlecht der Wissenschaften: Zur Geschichte von Akademikerinnen im 19. und 20. 
Jahrhundert, Ulrike Auga, ed. (Frankfurt am Main et. al.: Campus Verlag GmbH, 2010), 
127-140, 128.

24 See Patricia M. Mazón, Das Geschlecht der Wissenschaften, 120.
25 See Zentrum für transdisziplinäre Geschlechterstudien der HU Berlin und Projektgrup-

pe Edition Frauenstudium, Störgrösse „F“, Frauenstudium und Wissenschaftlerinnenkar-
rieren an der Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität Berlin, 1892 bis 1945, 109.
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that according to the regulations, the necessity to complete military service was 
only required by German nationals. Foreigners were able to get promoted and 
acquire the venia legendi without any military service.26 This means, from a legal 
perspective, that a female foreigner would have been able to get her promotion 
while a German woman would not. There are, however, no known foreign fe-
males who were promoted before the reform of 1920. Due to this, women who 
wanted to stay in academia had to work within a state-funded research project 
or in a research institution that was not part of a university like the Prussian 
Academy of Science in Berlin. While it had very strong ties to the university, the 
scholars there were not employed or paid by it. They, therefore, did not appear 
within the official documents of the university. By the 1890s, female scholars 
who had been studying abroad, either German nationals or foreigners, were 
working on projects at these institutions. After women were allowed to do a 
PhD in Berlin, they were often placed in the mentioned academy due to its 
close ties to the university. In some cases, male scholars, who changed from the 
university to the academy, took their whole team, including their female staff 
members, with them. Still, female scholars were not employed as researchers. 
Although they were part of the academy, they were often doing work that was 
not academic, in other words neither related to their qualification nor the focus 
of the academy as a research institute. Even with a PhD, they were employed as 
research assistants rather than scholars.27

In the United States, the situation facing female pupils and students was 
part of the research project of Nicholas Murray Butler’s Monographs on Edu-
cation in the United States. While the first parts of the study were released in 
1900 during the World’s Fair in Paris, the full analysis of Thomas M. Carey, 
at that time president of Bryn Mawr College, about the Education of Women 
was released four years later in 1904 during the World’s Fair of the same year 
in St. Louis. When looking at the admission of women in the United States 

26 See Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, Habilitationsbestimmungen für die Philo-
sophische Fakultät der Königlichen Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin [Postdoctoral 
Regulations for the Faculty of Philosophy of the Royal Friedrichs-Wilhelms University 
Berlin], 1stJune 1908, UK 443, Archive of the Humboldt-University.

27 See Petra Hoffmann, “Der Übergang vom universitären Ausbildungs- ins Wissen-
schaftssystem. Das Beispiel der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin” 
[The Transition of the academic Educationsystem to the academic Researchsystem 
shown by the example of the Prussian Academy of Science in Berlin], in Das Geschlecht 
der Wissenschaften: Zur Geschichte von Akademikerinnen im 19. und 20.  Jahrhundert, 
Ulrike Auga, ed. (Frankfurt am Main et. al.: Campus Verlag GmbH, 2010), 157-182, 
162.
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compared to the German Empire, it is important to be aware of the fact that, 
unlike in the latter, most colleges and universities, especially in the east, were 
established as private institutions. As in the case of other topics, like admission 
criteria, all private (and sometimes even religious) colleges and universities took 
decisions about the admittance of women independently. Another important 
situation to be aware of was the division between the western, eastern and sou-
thern states. While the western and southern states were open-minded regar-
ding coeducation, the institutions of higher education in the east were much 
more hesitant to admit women.28 Overall, the number of coeducational insti-
tutions were growing. In 1870, 30.7% of the colleges were coeducational. This 
rose to 51.3% in 1880 and 65.5% in 1890.29 According to the US education 
report of 1897-1898, out of 480 colleges 336 or 70% were coeducational. Ho-
wever, these coeducational institutions were not distributed equally among the 
United States. Although the first college to admit men and women was Oberlin 
College, Ohio, the eastern institutions of higher education were much more re-
luctant to admit women.30 Out of the 217 colleges in the western states, 182 or 
84% were coeducational. In the southern states, 125 of the 182 or 69% of the 
colleges were coeducational. Meanwhile, in the eastern states, only 29 out of the 
81 or 36% of the colleges were coeducational.31 One can compare this situation 
with the German Empire, where it was up to each state to admit women to its 
colleges and universities. The important difference is, however, that the decision 
by the states to admit women only affected the state universities and not private 
institutions like Columbia University.

Second, the civil war affected the role of women within education in the 
United States. This was even recognized by contemporary witnesses. Thomas 
M. Carey wrote in his part of the Monographs on Education in the United States 
about the Education of Women in 1900:

“The five years of the civil war, which drained all the northern and western states of 
men, caused women teachers to be employed in the public and private schools in large 

28 See Thomas M. Carey, “Education of Women,” in Monographs on Education in the Unit-
ed States, Nicholas M. Butler, ed. (New York (NY): J. B. Lyon & Company, 1900), 
321-358, 328.

29 See ibid., 330.
30 Oberlin College admitted women as students in coeducation curriculum in 1837. It 

was further the first college to admit African-American students in 1844. 
31 See Commissioner of Education, Report of the Commissioner of Education for the Year 

1897-1898, vol. 2 (Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1899), 1816-
1841.
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numbers, and in the first reports of the national bureau of education, organized after 
the war, we see that there were already fewer men than women teaching in the public 
schools of the United States. This result proved not to be temporary, but permanent, 
and from 1865 until the present time not only the elementary teaching of boys and girls 
but the secondary education of both has been increasingly in the hands of women.”32

This affected the foundation of the state colleges and universities founded in 
the west after the civil war. There it was already a common sight for boys and 
girls to attend school together and for the teachers to be female. Due to this, it 
would have been difficult to explain why women were able to visit and work as 
high school teachers but not to study at the newly founded mostly state funded 
colleges. On the other hand, the admission of women would have been a break 
with tradition for the primarily privately funded and men-only colleges and 
universities in the eastern states as it was for the European universities.33

Meanwhile, Columbia University used another method to include women. 
Instead of admitting them as students like Berlin, it created a new institution af-
filiated to the university whose goal was to teach women according to the same 
curriculum: Barnard College. The college was founded in 1889 and was solely 
for female students. The goal of Barnard College was to teach each undergra-
duate according to the same curriculum as if they were studying at Columbia 
University.34 While, on the one hand, it allowed women to pursue degrees awar-
ded by Columbia University and opened the university to female researchers 
and staff members in the years to come, it also delayed the full coeducation of 
men and women for nearly a century.35 One could argue that Columbia Uni-
versity was much more conservative compared to Berlin regarding the question 
to admit women. Berlin required 98 years to admit women as full students. 
Columbia University required 229 years to open all of its courses and schools 
to female students. In 1983, Columbia College, the last male-only domain at 
Columbia University and its affiliated institutions, opened its doors to female 
students, while Barnard College remains an all-female institution until today.

32 Thomas M. Carey, Monographs on Education in the United States, 323.
33 See ibid. 324.
34 As in Berlin, some lecturers allowed female students in their courses as long as no op-

position arose among the students’ present. This changed towards the late 1870s when 
one of trustees found out that his own daughter was visiting courses at Columbia. See 
Annie Nathan Meyer, Barnard Beginnings (Boston (MA), New York (NY): Houghton 
Mifflin Company; The Riverside Press Cambridge, 1935), 5.

35 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia: A History of Columbia University in the City 
of New York, 1754-2004 (New York (NY): Columbia University Press, 2003), 168.
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The hesitation of Columbia to admit women and the foundation of Bar-
nard College was a result of the overall more conservative stance of the private 
institutions and their trustees in the north-east of the United States. However, 
the special situation of Columbia University was the competition between John 
William Burgess and the then president of Columbia University Frederick Bar-
nard. Barnard supported Burgess’s efforts to professionalise Columbia Univer-
sity. However, they had very different views on the expansion and inclusiveness 
of the institution.

Burgess was, to put it plainly, a white supremacist and Anti-Semite. He 
was not the only but certainly was the most powerful opponent to Barnard at 
Columbia University. Burgess saw the university as an elitist and exclusive insti-
tution. Opening it to other social groups like women, Jews or African-Ameri-
cans would have undermined this principle.36 According to Burgess, admitting 
women to the university would “make the college a female seminary, and a He-
brew female seminary, in the character of the student body, at that.”37 Barnard’s 
vision of Columbia University and its college was much more democratic and 
inclusive. One reason was his overall positive experience with professional and 
intelligent women as well as the dominant role of women within his own ed-
ucation and life. He was convinced that “in the interests of society, the mental 
culture of women should be not inferior in character to that of men.” He fur-
ther states that “[t]he demand has been made, and its reasonableness has been 
generally conceded, that the same educational advantages should be offered to 
young women which young men enjoy.”38 Additionally, the increasing number 
of colleges in New York City heightened competition to get the brightest stu-
dents and made it necessary for Columbia University to extend its reach further 
afield than New York City as well beyond the white male only candidate basis.39

Although Barnard was well respected as the president of Columbia Uni-
versity, his call for coeducation was not successful. The Collegiate Course for 

36 The assumption that women were inferior to men was already statistically disproven in 
the late 19th century. The University of Wisconsin, e.g., stated that women ranked most 
often beyond the men when applying for scholarships. Thomas M. Carey, Monographs 
on Education in the United States, 323-334.

37 See John W. Burgess, Reminiscences of an American Scholar: The Beginnings of Columbia 
University (New York (NY): Columbia University Press, 1943), 241-242.

38 Frederick A.P. Barnard, “Frederick A. P. Barnard on the Education of Women, 1879-
1881,” Columbia College, accessed 14th October 2017 https://edblogs.columbia.edu/
histx3570-001-2014-1/primary-documents/frederick-a-p-barnard-on-the-education-
of-women-1879-1881/.

39 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 166.
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Women, which allowed women to study according to the Columbia curricu-
lum but outside of Columbia’s campus at evening and night classes, proved pro-
blematic. This program ran for only six years with only four women receiving a 
Columbia degree until its closure in 1885.40

While Barnard continued to insist on establishing Columbia as a fully 
coeducational institution of higher learning, some of his supporters began to 
promote the idea of separate but affiliated institution solely for women. Annie 
Meyer Nathan, great-granddaughter of the first Jewish trustee Abraham Seixas, 
outlined in an article published in 1888 in Nation her vision of an affiliated 
college for women of the type that was planned and already established at com-
peting institutions like Harvard.41 The idea proved to be fruitful. In January 
1889, the Columbia board of trustees supported the idea of establishing an 
affiliated college for women in general and only three months later, in April, it 
approved the resolution to establish Barnard College. In October, half a year 
later, Barnard College opened its first classes just five blocks south of Columbia 
University. Sadly, Barnard himself did not see this happen. He died three weeks 
after the board adopted the resolution to establish the college. Although he was 
heavily in favour of coeducation at Columbia University, he agreed that the 
college would bear his name.42

While Barnard College was not what those supporting coeducation at Co-
lumbia University had hoped to achieve, it was ultimately a great success. Co-
lumbia University became far less of a ‘male-bastion’ than the other big private 
colleges and universities did in the east in the late 19th and early 20th century. 
Two years after the foundation of Barnard College, the Faculty of Philosophy, 
founded a year after the foundation of Barnard, admitted women to its classes, 
if the instructors agreed, and allowed women to apply for PhDs. In 1896, the 
first woman joined the Columbia teaching staff: Flora Harpham.43 An agree-
ment between Columbia and Barnard College, adopted in 1900 by the board of 
trustees, significantly increased the number of female staff members at Colum-

40 While not unlikely, it would require further research to prove if the increasing number 
of coeducational colleges lowered the attraction of Columbia’s Collegiate Course for 
Women. See ibid.167.

41 See Annie Nathan Meyer, Barnard Beginnings, 41.
42 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 168.
43 She got a bachelor’s degree from Carlton College and master’s degree from the same 

institution. At Columbia, she was working at Columbia’s observatory. See Mary R. S. 
Creese, “American and British women in science, 1800-1900: A survey of their contri-
butions to research”, in Ladies in the laboratory?, Mary R. S. Creese, ed., with contribu-
tions by Thomas M. Creese (Lanham (MD): Scarecrow Press, 1998), 234-235.
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bia. The biggest blow to the adversaries of coeducation like Burgess however 
had already happened two years before in 1898, when the faculty of the School 
of Political Science admitted women as staff members and gave them the right 
to apply for a PhD. The dean of the school at that moment was Burgess.

Barnard College’s independent status allowed it to prosper further, covering 
the debate as well as the research topics that Columbia could or would not pur-
sue but later adopted and promoted like the study of gender. Further, Barnard 
College could develop mostly unaffected by any struggles within Columbia 
University following Barnard’s death and the discussions regarding the separa-
tion of Columbia College and Columbia University. Finally, and as shown by 
Rosalind Rosenberg in her study on the influence of Columbia women, Bar-
nard College did not only influence Columbia University, but the City of New 
York and the United States. New York City became the “capital of the female 
worker” where already in 1898 one out of three women was a breadwinner. 
The nearest competitor, Chicago, “provided employment to fewer than half as 
many”.44 After the turn of the century, the professionally educated women of 
Barnard College and Columbia became more and more influential in politics 
and social movements in New York City and beyond.45

6.2 Female PhD Candidates

The typical female candidate in Berlin between 1900 and 1913 was 31 years of 
age, from Berlin, Protestant and part of the upper middle class. Altogether, 22 
PhD degrees or 3.6% of the degrees awarded by the University of Berlin were 
awarded to women between 1900 and 1913.46 It must be noted that due to the 

44 See Rosalind Rosenberg, Changing the subject: How the women of Columbia shaped the 
way we think about sex and politics (New York (NY): Columbia University Press, 2004), 
93.

45 See ibid., 313.
46 Anette Vogt counted in her study, published in 2003, 22 PhDs awarded to women 

until 1908, of which 17 were studying Humanities and 5 Science. However, the re-
search in the archive in Berlin made clear that there is an additional woman, Grace 
Fleming-Swearing, who, described as Miss, got her PhD 1904. See Anette Vogt, “Die 
Ausnahmepromovendinnen (1899 – 1909)” [The Exceptional Female PhD Candidates 
(1899-1909)], in Von der Ausnahme zur Alltäglichkeit: Frauen an der Berliner Universität 
Unter den Linden, Zentrum f. i. F. an zu Ausstellungsgruppe der Humboldt-Universität 
Berlin, ed. (Berlin: Trafo Verlag, 2003), 33-38, and Grace Fleming Swearingen, Die en-
glische Schriftsprache bei Coverdale [The English written language in Cloverdale], 1904, 
392.
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extreme differences between the number of male and female candidates, the 
following comparisons must be made with caution. To get more reliable results, 
it would be necessary to include data from other German universities, especially 
those that allowed the regular admission of women before 1908.

The first PhD was not awarded to a German woman but to an American. 
Caroline T. Steward received her PhD in 1901 for her thesis Grammatische Dar-
stellung der Sprache des St. Pauler Glossars zu Lukas [Grammatical Presentation 
of the Language of St. Paul’s Luke’ Glossary]. She started studying in Berlin 
in 1898 with a fellowship granted by the Women‘s Education Association in 
Boston. According to her CV, she finished the PhD program within three ye-
ars. Like most of the American students in Berlin, she had already visited other 
colleges in the United States of America, like Bryn Mawr College, Pennsylvania, 
as a student or worked as a teacher before starting her studies at the University 
of Berlin. To get admitted to Berlin, she enlisted the support of the American 
Ambassador in Berlin who stated that “[t]here is no institution for women in 
the United States which stands higher than Bryn-Mawr College. Studies such 
as Miss Stewart claims to have made in the institutions above named would, in 
my opinion, thoroughly prepare her for the course she has been taking at the 
University of Berlin.”47

In the 1890s, 77 female guest students were admitted in Prussia. Their 
number increased to 777 within 10 years.48 After the regular admission of 
women, 1814 female students or 3.5% of all students in the Michaelmas term 
1909/1910 were women and Berlin was by far the most favoured place to stu-
dy for women as more than half of those female students started their studies 
there.49 In the Michaelmas term 1911/1912, the number of female PhD can-
didates increased to 2727, which means that 5% of all students in Prussia were 
female.50 In comparison to male PhD candidates, women were much more 
often part of the upper middle class. Additionally, it was nearly two-and-a-half 
times more likely that a female PhD candidate was Jewish than a male PhD 

47 See Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, Letter of the American ambassador in Ber-
lin to support Miss Stewart, Phil. Fak. No. 362, 1901, Archive of the Humboldt-Univer-
sity.

48 See Patricia M. Mazón, Gender and the modern research university, 120.
49 See Verlag des Königlichen Statistischen Landesamts, Statistik der Preussischen Landes-

universitaten, 1910/1911, 275.
50 According to official statistics, guest students and „listeners“ were counted. See Verlag 

des Königlichen Statistischen Landesamts, Statistik der Preussischen, 1911/1912, 29.
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candidate.51 On the other hand, there were no female PhD candidates from 
a Christian-orthodox family while the differences between male and female 
Catholics as well as Protestant PhD candidates regarding social background is 
minimal.

As regards the social background, it can be said that even in the upper 
middle classes those women who had a father with a higher education degree 
were more likely to undertake a PhD than those who did not. As in the case of 
the first generation of female students, most of the female doctoral candidates 
had fathers who were self-employed or part of the group of businessmen. The 
will of these groups to invest in the education of their daughters, even if the 
available sources were limited, was much higher than in any other.52 A compa-
rison with male PhD candidates in Berlin makes this more obvious. 48% of 
all male PhD candidates between 1900 and 1913 were from families of state 
officials, another 42% from the group of businessmen and 10% had a father 
who was self-employed. In the case of the female PhD candidates, those with 
a self-employed father was still the smallest group represented, with 24%; it is, 
however, nearly two-and-a-half times as big as in the case of male PhD candi-
dates. Physicians were especially supportive, as half of the female PhD candi-
dates from this group had a physician as a father. In the case of the male PhD 
candidates, it was only a third.

In the case of the businessmen, the percentage of female PhD candidates 
from this group is, with 40 per cent, the same as the number of male PhD can-
didates. As in the case of male PhD candidates, female PhD candidates from 
this group benefited from the financial resources, which were in this class much 
higher than in the other two. It enabled them to start studying financially inde-
pendently within a male-dominated higher education system.53 The percentage 
of women whose fathers were employed by the state was 36%, more than 10% 
lower than in the case of male candidates. While the overall lower percentage 
might be coincidental, the comparably high percentage of female PhD candi-
dates whose father was a state official indicates that they recognised the career 

51 The number of Jewish females living in Berlin within this period was nearly three times 
higher than the number of female Catholics. The reason is that Berlin was one of the 
main centres of modern Jewish life in the German Empire. See ibid. 145.

52 See Zentrum für transdisziplinäre Geschlechterstudien der HU Berlin und Projektgrup-
pe Edition Frauenstudium, Störgrösse „F“, Frauenstudium und Wissenschaftlerinnenkar-
rieren an der Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität Berlin, 1892 bis 1945, 107.

53 See David Blackbourn, History of Germany, 1870-1918: The Long Nineteenth Century, 
281.
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opportunities a PhD offered. In the case of the gentry, only one female was part 
of this group. This was Maria Grunewald, who obtained her PhD in 1912. She 
was born in the district of Tilsit, East Prussia, and her father was an owner of an 
estate in this region.54 Only three female PhD candidates were part of the lower 
middle class. Two of them had an employee as father, the father of the third 
one was a farmer. It is a little bit surprising that no female PhD candidate had 
a father who worked as a lower civil servant, especially due to the newly created 
and growing group of post office and national railway clerks towards the end 
of the 19th century.

A comparison of these results with the official statistics of the Prussian 
universities after the regular admission in 1908 shows that the percentage of 
female PhD candidates from the lower classes was lower than among all female 
students at the University of Berlin. In case of the latter, it was more than a 
third, while in the case of female PhD candidates, it was with three out of 36 
less than 10 per cent.55 In the case of the whole German Empire, only 17% of 
all female students had fathers who were businessmen, which means that this 
social group was over-represented at the University of Berlin.56 There are two 
possible reasons for this difference. The first is that women who were part of the 
lower middle classes believed a master’s degree was enough to advance in the 
job market as it opened the opportunity to be a high school teacher so that a 
PhD was not necessary. The second is that women of this class were either not 
willing or not able to pay the additional costs incurred doing a PhD. According 
to the statisticians, the question of whether a study enabled the student to get 
a decent job was of upmost importance in the case of female students. Due to 
this, women focused on topics that were of use for them when applying to teach 
at a Gymnasium, such as mathematics, science and especially philology, without 
focusing on research. Even the statisticians ignored the fact that a woman who 
studied these topics could start a career in research.57

54 See Maria Grunewald, Die Entwicklung des Karnationskolorites in der venezianischen 
Malerei von den Anfängen bis auf Tiepolo [The development of the Karnationskolorites in 
the Venezian paintings from their beginnings until Tiepolo], 1912, 509.

55 See Verlag des Königlichen Statistischen Landesamts, Statistik der Preussischen Landes-
universitaten, 1908/1909, 194.

56 Wehler called this group not businessmen but the new middle class. See Hans-Ul-
rich Wehler, Deutsche Gesellschaftsgeschichte, 1219.

57 In 1911/1912, nearly 60% of all women were studying Philology, 17% more Mathe-
matics and Science and only 12% Medicine. See Verlag des Königlichen Statistischen 
Landesamts, Statistik der Preussischen Landesuniversitaten, 1911/1912, 194.
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At the beginning, a female PhD candidate in Berlin was on average 30.9 
years and therefore 4.5 years older than the average male candidate within the 
same period. The difference between male and female students decreased con-
tinuously in the years after 1908 as men and women received the same kind of 
education.58 The difference was most likely caused by the fact that most female 
PhD candidates within this period had to get the above-mentioned special ad-
mission, which increased the time needed to finish their theses. Furthermore, 
most female candidates until 1908 made their Abitur not, like males, at a re-
gular Gymnasium, but at private institutions after they finished their regular 
education.

The other big difference between male and female PhD candidates was 
their geographical origin.59 Over 36% of all female PhD candidates were fo-
reigners, nearly half of them Americans. This means that the number of foreig-
ners among female PhD candidates was nearly three times as high as among 
male candidates within the same period. The percentage of female candidates 
from the German Empire or the Prussian States was, accordingly, 20% lower 
in comparison to males. Most female students and PhD candidates came from 
foreign countries which either did not allow the admission of women to higher 
education or had even more restrictions than the University of Berlin, like most 
universities in the United State or Russia.60

However, the above mentioned increasing admission standards for guest 
students lowered the number of foreign female students before 1908 and the-
refore the number of female PhD candidates as well until 1908. More than 
the half of all female PhD candidates were foreigners, but between 1909 and 
1913, the number dropped to two out of 18. It can be said that the measures 
implemented to lower the number of foreign female guest students directly  

58 See Zentrum für transdisziplinäre Geschlechterstudien der HU Berlin und Projektgrup-
pe Edition Frauenstudium, Störgrösse „F“, Frauenstudium und Wissenschaftlerinnenkar-
rieren an der Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität Berlin, 1892 bis 1945, 107.

59 The system of geographical origin will be outlined in detail within the methodology 
chapter. For Germany, the borders of the national states and provinces are taken as of 
1871. The only exception is Berlin. In this case, the borders of Great Berlin, established 
in 1920, were taken.

60 In Russia, specialized women’s universities were founded. See Trude Maurer, “Emanzi-
pierte Untertaninnen: Frauenstudium im Russischen Reich” [Emancipated female Sub-
jects: The Admission of Women in the Russian Empire], in Der Weg an die Universität: 
Höhere Frauenstudien bis zum 20. Jahrhundert [The way to university: higher education 
and women until the 20th century], Trude Maurer, ed. (Göttingen: Wallstein Verlag, 
2010), 135.
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affected the number of foreign female PhD candidates as well. This was espe-
cially true regarding the United States. While no female American was awarded 
a PhD in Berlin after 1908, the number of female Americans living in the Ger-
man Empire was increasing.61 The number of female students from the United 
States, however, was already falling in 1900. While they were by far the majority 
among foreign female students in the 1890s, they had already lost their leading 
position to the Russians before the turn of the century.62 Regarding the German 
female PhD candidates it can be said that the regular admission of women led 
to more diversity regarding their geographical background. Between 1900 and 
1913 twelve or more than a third of female candidates were born in Berlin; 
another eight were born outside Berlin but still within Prussia. This means that 
20 out of 23 German female candidates were Prussian. However, the number 
of female doctoral candidates born in Berlin dropped from more than half the 
total number before 1908 to a third thereafter.

Regarding the PhD, Patricia Mazón’s argument that the higher standards 
for the admission of women were especially used to discriminate against fe-
male Jews from Russia can, however, neither be confirmed nor disproved.63 
One reason is that the number of female PhD candidates in Berlin was just 
too small. The other reason is that the only female PhD candidate from Russia, 
Frida Bielschowsky, was Jewish and would therefore defy Mazón’s argument on 
both levels. She got her PhD in 1911, three years after the regular admission 
of women, and had previously studied in Heidelberg and Breslau, which were 
both Prussian universities.64 Still, German female students and PhD candidates 
did not see foreigners, especially Russians but also Germans from the Baltic 
with German citizenship, like Else Frobenius, as equals and excluded them 
from their societies.65

The difference regarding the social background and religion between male 
and female PhD candidates in Berlin also represents the more critical views 

61 In 1900, 50% of all Americans living in the German Empire were female. Ten years 
later, in 1910, the percentage increased to 52%. See Kaiserliches Statistisches Amt, 
Statistisches Jahrbuch des Deutschen Reiches 1904 (Berlin: Puttkammer & Mühlbrecht, 
1903), 9.

62 See Patricia M. Mazón, Gender and the modern research university, 121.
63 See ibid., Das Geschlecht der Wissenschaften, 118.
64 See Frida Bielschowsky, Die Textilindustrie des Lodzer Rayons. Ihr werden und ihre Be-

deutung [The textile industry in the area of Lodz: ist creation and ist importance], 1911, 
501.

65 See Patricia M. Mazón, Gender and the Modern Research University, 120.



229Female PhD Candidates

towards state and society of the female compared to the male PhD candidates. 
Women, more than men, were much more often Jewish and were therefore 
not part of the Christian and especially not of the Protestant majority in Ber-
lin, Prussia and the German Empire in general. Furthermore, the fathers of 
female PhD candidates, while part of the upper middle class, were also part 
of the group of self-employed. They were not part of the state-employees or 
businessmen. Additionally, they did not learn only from their parents about 
the importance of education. Especially in the case of Jewish female PhD can-
didates, it was much more likely that they had siblings who went to higher 
education institutions and functioned as examples for younger sisters compared 
to Christian female PhD candidates. Additionally, it is important to note that 
a decline in the birth rate came much earlier in Judaism than in Christianity. 
Due to this, the available financial resources per child within the reformed Je-
wish community were much higher. This allowed Jewish families to financially 
support their daughters during their studies, even if there were sons within the 
family as well.66 This led, too, to an emancipation of Jewish females within the 
Jewish community, where previously they had had a lower standing and fewer 
rights than within regular German society.67

It must be noted that the father of every third female guest and later regular 
student had died before they started studying at a university. This meant that 
the opposition of family, especially male family members, to the wishes of a 
daughter to go to university was less. However, it also meant that a woman 
might have to finance her life without the support of her father if she was 
not entitled an inheritance. This could, however, have increased the desire of 
a female PhD candidate to get a higher education to increase her chances wi-
thin the job market.68 Additionally, there were female students who wanted to 
finance their studies on their own in order to be more independent from their 
family. One of the best-known examples is Else Frobenius. She worked for the 
conservative Kreuz-Zeitung as a journalist while studying in Berlin, even though 
her father offered to support her.69

66 See Alexandra Tischel, Das Geschlecht der Wissenschaften, 130.
67 See Andreas Hoffmann-Ocon, “Pionierinnen – Mitstreiterinnen – Ausgegrenzte: Jüdi-

sche Lehrerinnen und Studentinnen in Deutschland” [Pioneers – Companions – Exclu-
ded: Jewish female Teachers and Students in Germany], in Der Weg an die Universität: 
Höhere Frauenstudien bis zum 20. Jahrhundert, Trude Maurer, ed. (Göttingen: Wallstein 
Verlag, 2010), 211-235, 214.

68 See Patricia M. Mazón, Gender and the modern research university, 146.
69 See Silke Hellin, Das Geschlecht der Wissenschaften, 147.
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When comparing the education of the female PhD candidates in Berlin 
one must bear in mind that in most cases women were not able to go to high 
school and get an Abitur before 1900. Of importance regarding the Abitur for 
German women was the Gymnasialkurs für Frauen [High School Course for 
Women], organised by Helena Lange in Berlin. This course was visited by se-
veral female PhD candidates in Berlin before 1908, such as Anna Lüderitz or 
Helene Herrman. Another important course was organised by the Allgemeine 
Deutschen Frauenverein [General German Association for Women] in Leipzig, 
which was attended by Maria Schuette and Martha Bälz. Another option was 
to be trained as a teacher before entering the university. Since the teacher’s exam 
was, as mentioned before, organised by the state, it was one of very few options 
for women to prove their knowledge with an officially recognised degree. After 
1908, the Abitur became more and more important. While some female PhD 
candidates were able to obtain it directly from a high school, like Hermine 
Brauner-Plazikowski, others obtained this degree as externals. As with the male 
PhD candidates, the females studied at other universities either before or duri-
ng their studies in Berlin, especially after 1908. Among the various universities, 
Munich and Paris were, as in the case of men, visited by several female PhD 
candidates. A good example is Ella Spiero, who got her doctor’s title in 1912. 
She studied first in Nancy and at the Sorbonne, before returning to Germany 
where she studied at four different universities, including Berlin and Munich, 
before she finished her thesis.70

In the case of foreign female PhD candidates, the Americans are of parti-
cular interest to this study. Compared to the Germans, there was no college or 
preparation course for an American female PhD candidate to be enrolled in 
before coming to Berlin available in the United States. However, all of them 
obtained their academic education at American colleges before coming to Ger-
many, and some of them were even registered at other German universities be-
fore studying in Berlin. As all of them already had a bachelor’s degree, they did 
not face any conflicts regarding the rising standards in Berlin.71 Grace Fleming 

70 See Ella Spiero, Florians Fabeln in ihrem Verhältnisse zu den Fabeln La Fontaines, [Flori-
an’s fables and their relationship to Fontane’s fables], 1912, 519.

71 Berlin increased its standards during the period of this study regarding American stu-
dents. While at the beginning a high school degree was sufficient, a Bachelor degree 
was necessary to get registered later. The institutional development in Berlin will be 
outline in detail in the relevant chapter of the thesis. See Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität 
zu Berlin, Increasing requirements for non-German students, Phil. Fak. No. 438, 1907, 
Archive of the Humboldt-University.
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Swearingen, for example, first studied in Heidelberg before going to Berlin.72 In 
contrast to American male PhD candidates, none of the American females had 
a master’s degree, worked as a lecturer or even as a professor at a university in 
the United States before or during her stay at the University of Berlin. However, 
some of them were working as teachers. Jane B. Sherzer, who received her PhD 
in 1902 for her dissertation on The Isle of Ladies, was Principal of the Academy 
for Young Women at Oxford College in Oxford, Ohio.73 Mary Williams Mont-
gomery, who was the second woman awarded PhD degree in Berlin, was born 
in Turkey. Her parents moved to the United States while she was a child. She 
took her bachelor’s degree at Wellesley College and moved afterwards to Turkey 
where she lived for two years before moving to Berlin. It is unclear why her 
parents were in Turkey when she was born and why they moved to the United 
States.74

After the foundation of Barnard College in 1889, one would expect the 
first PhDs awarded to women by Columbia University to appear toward the 
end of the century. However, the first PhD awarded to a woman was Winfried 
Edgerton who got her PhD in astronomy in 1886, three years before Barnard 
College was established. She had, however, to apply twice and she got the title 
by decision of the board of trustees as no faculty allowed women to apply for 
a PhD at that time.75 Still, as it was up the faculties of Columbia University to 
admit women and the fact that a PhD candidate had to acquire a bachelor’s and 
a master degree in order to apply for a PhD, it took a few years until women 
got momentum on their side to apply for PhDs at Columbia University.76 The 
first woman to get a PhD in Humanities was, as in Berlin, a foreigner. Lucia 

72 See Grace Fleming Swearingen, Die englische Schriftsprache bei Coverdale, 1904, 392.
73 See Jane B. Sherzer, The Jle of Ladies, herausgegeben nach einer HS des Marquis von Bath 

Longleat, dem MS audit. 10303 des Britischen Museums und Speghts Druck von 1598 
[The Jle of Ladies, published after a HS of the Marquis of Bath Longleat, the MS audit 
10303 of the British Museum and Speghts Print of 1598], 1902, 376.

74 In her CV, she only mentions “the Orient”. See Mary Williams Montgomery, Briefe aus 
der Zeit des babylonischen Königs Hammurabi (ca. 2250. v. Chr.) [Letters from the time 
of the Babylonian King Hammurabi (approx. 2250 B.C.)], 1901, 367.

75 The fact that she declined an offer by Wellesey College, where she graduated, to work as 
professor because she planned to marry Professor James Merril from Columbia’s School 
of Mines was seen with satisfaction by opponents of coeducation like Burgess. See Rob-
ert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 165-166.

76 The second PhD awarded to a female PhD candidate was in the field of Science as well. 
It was awarded to Anna Stockton Pettit in 1895. See Columbia University, List of Theses 
Submitted by Candidates for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Columbia University: 
1872-1910 (New York (NY): Columbia University Bulletins of Information, 1910), 8.



232 Female PhD Candidates

Catherine Graeme Grieve was born in 1862 in Dublin, Ireland. Like Egerton, 
she graduated from Wellesey College in 1883. Unlike Edgerton, however, she 
did not immediately pursue her research. She worked as a teacher in various se-

Figure 32 PhDs awarded to women in the Humanities at Columbia University until 1913

Figure 33 Overall PhDs awarded in Humanities and to female PhD candidates 
at Columbia University
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minaries like the Freehold Young Ladies Seminary in Freehold, New Jersey. She 
joined Columbia University in 1893 and got her PhD, after an interruption of 
a year to study at Oxford University, in 1898 for her thesis about Death and 
Burial in Attic tragedy.77

Until 1913, 64 women got a PhD from Columbia University. Overall, 
16% of all Humanity PhDs were awarded to women between 1898 and 1913. 
The number of PhDs awarded to women rose and fell in tandem with PhDs 
awarded. The percentages show that there is no clear momentum until 1913. 
The highest percentage was achieved in 1910 with 24 per cent. The lowest in 
1903 with only 4% but already a year later it rose again to 20 per cent. Still, it 
is important to note that while the numbers as well as percentages were grow-
ing, it was still a “highly unusual achievement for a woman” to get a PhD at all 
until 1913.78

The average female PhD candidate at Columbia was about a year younger 
than a male PhD candidate. They were on average 30.62 years old at the time of 
their graduation. The second female PhD candidate in the Humanities, Helene 
Whiton, was also the youngest. Born in Lynn, Massachusetts, in 1874, she was 
24 years old when she got her PhD in 1898.79The oldest candidate was Romiett 
Stevens. She was born in Middleburg, New York, in 1866 and got her PhD in 
1912, when she was 46.80

There was never a large community of foreign female PhD candidates at 
Columbia. Only eight were born outside of the United States. Three of them 
came from the United Kingdom. Getrude Hirst was the first British female 
PhD candidate. She was born in Huddersfield, West Yorkshire, and got her 
PhD in 1902.81 The other two candidates, Mary Whitley and Caroline Ruutz-
Rees, were all born in London. All British female PhD candidates were in-
structed at British institutions before moving to the United States. Hirst atten-
ded Newnham College at Cambridge University and Whitley took the Senior 

77 See ibid., 10.
78 Mary V. Dearborn, Mistress of modernism: The life of Peggy Guggenheim (Boston (MA), 

New York (NY): Houghton Mifflin, 2004), 29
79 See Helen Whiton, The coordinate and subordinate conjunctions in Chaucer’s Troilus and 

Criseyde: with a comparison of the Romaunt of the Rose, CXO W61.
80 See Romiett Stevens, The question as a measure of efficiency in instruction; a critical study 

of class-room practice, CXO St474. Her father, William Stevens, who was a water works 
keeper, established a legacy in the amount of $23.988 to the Teacher’s College for 
the Romiett Stevens Fund. See Columbia Daily Spectator, Volume LIV, Number 36, 
14th November 1930, 1.

81 See Gertrude Hirst, The Cults of Olbia, 1902, CXO H61.



234 Female PhD Candidates

Cambridge Local Examinations at the same institution after being instructed 
at home and private institutions.82 Ruutz-Rees, on the other hand, got only her 
primary education in Britain after which she moved to the United States where 
she worked as a teacher. She attended graduate courses at Yale University from 
1896 to 1898 but did not seem to acquire a degree. In 1904, she got an LLA83 
degree by examination from the University of St. Andrews, Scotland.84

The remaining five foreign-born female PhD candidates were born in 
Ireland, Japan, Canada, France and Austria. Lucia Grieve, as it has been out-
lined, was the first female PhD candidate in the Humanities and was born in 
Dublin, Ireland, of Scottish parents. Mary Gertrude Cushing was the second 
non-British foreign female PhD candidate. She received her PhD in 1908. She 
was born in Montreal, Canada, and her parents were American citizens. She 
was educated in Boston, Massachusetts, and attended Wellesley College from 
which she received her bachelor’s degree in 1892 and her master’s degree in 
1895.85 The same applies to Louise Loomis who received her PhD a year before 
in 1907. She was born in Yokohama, Japan in 1874.86 Meanwhile, Mathilde 
Laigle, who received her PhD in 1912, was from Vandencourt, France. After 
receiving a bachelor’s degree in France, she moved to the United States, where 
she worked as a governess for the governor of Iowa. She joined Columbia Uni-
versity in 1905.87 Martha Ornstein, who later married Jacob Bronfenbrenner, a 
Columbia PhD candidate in Science from 1912, was from Austria and received 
her PhD in 1913. She was born in 1876 in Vienna where she received her high 
school degree before moving to the United States in 1895. Already a year later, 
she was admitted to Barnard College and graduated with a master’s degree in 

82 See Mary Theodora Whitley: An empirical study of certain tests for individual differences, 
1911 CXO W594.

83 The Lady Literature in Arts was introduced by the time female students were not al-
lowed to graduate the same way as male students and remained popular as it was pos-
sible to get degree without attending any courses. Susan Sellers, ”Mischievous to the 
Public Interest: The Lady Literate in Arts Diploma and the Admission of Women to 
the University of St. Andrews in Launch-Site for English Studies” in Launch-site for 
English studies: Three centuries of literary studies at the University of St. Andrews, Robert 
Crawford, ed. (St. Andrews: Verse, 1997).

84 See Caroline Ruutz- Rees: Charles de Sainte-Marthe, 1911 CXO R946.
85 See John W. Leonard, Woman’s who’s who of America, a biographical dictionary of con-

temporary women of the United States and Canada, 1914-1915 (New York (NY): The 
American Commonwealth Company, 1976), 224

86 See United States Federal Census, California, San Rafael, Marin, 1880, 0235.
87 See Isabelle Ernot: L’histoire des femmes et ses premières historiennes (XIXe -début XXe siè-

cle) [History of Women and the first female historians (19th and early 20th centuries)], 
Revue d’histoire des sciences humaines, Sciences Humaines, no. 16, 2007, 165-194.
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1900 after which she worked as teacher before applying for a PhD at Colum-
bia.88

As in the case of the male PhD candidates at Columbia University, the 
archival situation regarding the and religious background of female PhD candi-
dates is rather difficult ascertain. Nevertheless, there are a few interesting disco-
veries worth mentioning. While the different structure of state and society must 
be kept in mind, the low number of state employees among the upper middle 
class is striking. Only the father of Martha Pike Conant, who got her PhD in 
1908,89 worked for the state as a probate judge.90 Meanwhile, only two female 
PhD candidates’ fathers worked in the field of education. One was the father of 
Blanche Williams, who was a primary school teacher,91 the other was the father 
of Dorothea Canfield, who was a professor and later president of Ohio State 
University.92 Another important point is that the lower middle class are small in 
representation. Besides the already mentioned father of Blanche Williams, only 
eight were part of this class of which just one, the father of Cora Castle, was a 
day labourer.93

Taking the social background into account, it is striking that no female 
PhD candidate had a rabbi as a father. On the other hand, the fathers of five 
female PhD candidates were active within the church as preachers or biblical 
scholars. The most famous was most likely the father of Winfried Smith, Henry 
Preserved Smith. He studied in Berlin from 1872 to 1874 without acquiring 
a degree and became a professor of theology at the Andover Theological Semi-
nary, the Meadville Theological Seminary, and at Amherst College.94 Winfried 
Smith got her PhD in 1912,95 five years after her brother Preserved Smith also 

88 See Martha Ornstein, The Role of Scientific Studies in the Seventeenth Century, 3rd Edition 
(London, Hamden: Archon Books, 1963), vii-viii.

89 See Martha Conant Pike, The Oriental tale in England in the eighteenth century, 1908, 
CXO C74.

90 See United States Federal Census, Massachusetts, Franklin, Gill, 1880, 0688.
91 See Martha H. Swain, Elizabeth Anne Payne and Marjorie Julian Spruill, Mississippi 

Women: Their Histories, Their Lives, vol. 1, 116.
92 See the collection of James Hulme Canfield for more information: http://cdi.uvm.edu/

findingaids/collection/canfieldjh.ead.xml
93 See United States of America, Bureau of the Census Twelfth Census of the United States, 

1900. 1900; Census Place: Spring Lake, Scott, Minnesota; Roll: 789; Page: 1B; Enu-
meration District: 0179; FHL microfilm: 1240789

94 See Julius A. Bewer, “Henry Preserved Smith,” The American Journal of Semitic Languag-
es and Literatures 43, no. 4 (1927), 249-254.

95 She thanks her brother who in 1912 was a history professor at Amherst College for 
reading the manuscript of her thesis. See Winfried Smith, The commedia dell’arte; a study 
in Italian popular comedy, 1912, CXO Sm68.
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received his PhD from Columbia. While Preserved Smith studied, like his fa-
ther, at Amherst College before joining Columbia, Winfried Smith studied at 
Vassar College because Amherst did not admit women until 1976.96

Regarding the American-born female PhD candidates; 30 were born in the 
North Atlantic Division, nine in the North Central Division, three in the We-
stern Division and one each in the South Atlantic and South Central Division. 
Although the recruitment of female students from New York City was an im-
portant topic for Columbia, most female PhD candidates came from the State of 
New York. Out of 30 female PhD candidates from the North Atlantic Division, 
sixteen were born in the State of New York of which four were born in Manhat-
tan and three in Brooklyn. No other state was as dominant as New York.

The research also demonstrates the growing importance of Barnard College 
for recruitment of female postgraduate and PhD students from New York City.97 
Four out of the seven female PhD candidates from Manhattan and Brooklyn 
studied at Barnard for their bachelor’s and at Columbia for their master’s degree. 
Savilla Alice Elkus received her bachelor’s degree at Normal College,98 New York 
City, while Bertha Putnam studied at Bryn Mawr. Both moved to Columbia 
University for their master’s degree before continuing with their PhD degree.

The only exception was Ida Charlton Thallon Hill. She started her studies at 
Vassar College, the affiliated women’s college of Yale, and received her bachelor’s 
degree in 1897. She received her master’s degree from the same institution after 
working on an excavation site at the cave of Vari in Attica, Greece, from 1899 to 
1901.99 However, Barnard College was not only important for the recruitment 
of women from New York City but also beyond. Excluding the female PhD 
candidates from New York City, sixteen female PhD candidates were connected 
to Barnard College. Ten got their bachelor’s degree from Barnard College while 
six were working as teaching assistant before or during their time as PhD candi-

96 See Preserved Smith: Luther’s table talk; a critical study, 1907, CWO Sm52.
97 Although Barnard was officially affiliated with Columbia, female PhD candidates who 

studied at Barnard before joining Columbia mention that they got their Bachelor’s de-
gree from Barnard and not from Columbia which further emphasizes the importance as 
well as reputation of Barnard. However, it might be required to see if women who got 
their PhD or Master’s degree at other institutions make the same separation or if solely 
female PhD candidates at Columbia did this due to the close connection between the 
two institutions.

98 After studying at Normal College, Savilla Alice Elkus studied at Teacher’s College and 
got a Bachelor of Science before starting her post-graduate studies at Columbia Univer-
sity.

99 See Ida Thallon Hill Charlton: Chalycosura and the date of Damophon, 1905, CXO T32.
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dates. Louise Loomis and Gertrude Mary Hirst were both teaching at Barnard 
College during their years as PhD candidates at Columbia University.100 The 
only foreign PhD candidate studying at Barnard College before joining Colum-
bia was Alice Ornstein who got a bachelor’s degree in 1899.101

An interesting case regarding former Barnard students is Juliana Catherine 
Shields Haskell who received her bachelor’s degree in 1904. She is the only fe-
male PhD candidate with a direct connection to Berlin. She was born in 1875 
in Norwich, Connecticut, and attended public schools in the same city. She 
attended the private school of Pauline Lange in Berlin, but it is unknown if she 
moved to Berlin due to her family or her own aspirations. She stayed in Berlin 
for four years and was one of the female guest students of Erich Schmidt at the 
University of Berlin.102

She is also interesting regarding the marriage of female PhD candidates at 
Columbia and the inconsistent state of sources. She married Henry S. Haskell, a 
Yale graduate of 1892, in 1899. His family name, Haskell, is also the only family 
name she mentions on the front page of her PhD thesis. In her CV, however, 
she mentions that she got married but calls herself Shields, her original family 
name.103The list of PhDs until 1910 provided and published by Columbia Uni-
versity usually mentioned if a female PhD candidate was married by including 
the abbreviation ‘Mrs.’ and the former family name in brackets. An example for 
this is Elsie Worthington Parsons, born Clews, who received her PhD 1899.104 
She was married the following year to Herbert Parsons,105 whose name was in-
cluded by Columbia in their list. However, no information about the marriage 
of Juliana Catherine Shields Haskell was included in this list.106 In fact, the list 
of Columbia mentioned only three ‘Mrs.’. This is an unusually low rate as the 
marriage rate of Barnard students was 10.4% in 1889 while a study released in 
1899, by the Association of Collegiate Alumnae, the predecessor of today’s Ame-

100 See Louise Ropes Loomis: Medieval Hellenism, 1906 CXO L87 and Gertrude Hirst: The 
Cults of Olbia, 1902, CXO H61.

101 See Martha Ornstein, The Role of Scientific Studies in the Seventeenth Century, vii–viii.
102 The archive of Columbia categorized her including both family names. See Juliana 

Catherine Shields Haskell, Bayard Taylor’s translation of Goethe’s Faust, 1908, CXO H27.
103 See Juliana Catherine Shields Haskell, Bayard Taylor’s translation of Goethe’s Faust, 1908, 

CXO H27.
104 See Elsie Worthington Clews Parsons, Educational legislation and administration of the 

colonial governments, 1899, CXO P25.
105 See The New York Times, Miss Clews is Marries; Wedded to Herbert Parsons in Her New-

port Home, Special to The New York Times, 2nd September 1900, Section, 5.
106 See Columbia University, List of Theses Submitted by Candidates for the Degree of Doctor 

of Philosophy in Columbia University, 30.



238 Female PhD Candidates

rican Association of University Women, shows that 23% of the female graduates 
in the United States were married.107 With all due respect to the progressiveness 
of Columbia University: It is unlikely that the percentage of married female PhD 
candidates is about 20% below the average of female graduates.

6.3 Conclusion

It is important to remember that this is only a comparison of the admission of 
women at Columbia and Berlin University and their female PhD candidates until 
1913. A more comprehensive comparison would be possible by including other 
colleges and universities and extending the time frame into the 1920s, when the 
suffrage movement and the economic crisis intensified the fear that men would 
lose their social standing.108 This would improve the understanding of the role of 
the first women who acquired a PhD at these universities even more.

However, comparing the female PhD candidates at the University of Berlin 
and Columbia enables a discussion of the value of the PhD as a degree for women 
at a time when coeducation was still heavily debated. The way it was achieved was 
different at both institutions. This allows one not only to compare how coeduca-
tion was achieved but also if and to what extent it can be called a success.

Columbia University was much more open-minded with regard to the ad-
mission of women and their careers as scholars, foreigners as well as Ameri-
cans than the University of Berlin. This explains the finding that three British 
women went to the United States to receive their PhD and stayed there after 
they had finished their studies.109 The average age of a female PhD candidate at 

107 See Thomas M. Carey, Monographs on Education in the United States, 356-359.
108 See Raewyn Connell, Masculinities (Berkeley (WV): University of California Press, 

1995), 84.
109 Gertrude Hirst became a lecturer in Greek and Latin at Barnard College until 1943 and 

died in New York. See William M. Calder III, “Hirst, Gertrude Mary, in Biographical 
Dictionary of North American Classicists, Ward W. Briggs, ed. (Westport (CT), Green-
wood Press, 1994) 285-286. Caroline Ruutz-Reese was the headmistress of the Rosemary 
Hall in Greenwich, Connecticut, and died in at the same place. See Tom Generous, Cho-
ate Rosemary Hall: A History of the School (Wallingford (CT), Choate Rosemary Hall, 
1997) and Connecticut Department of Health. Connecticut Death Index, 1949-2001 
(Hartford (CT): Connecticut Department of Health, s.n.) and Teachers College Record 
Volume 57 Number 8, 1956, 571-572. Mary Theodora Whitley became a lecturer at 
Teachers College and stayed there until her retirement in 1943. She died in Yonkers, New 
York, in 1956. See Helen M. Walker: “Mary Theodora Whitley, 1879-1956”, in Teachers 
College, Teachers Collge Records, Record Volume 57 Number 8, 1956, 571-572.
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Columbia was about the same as in Berlin, although it was required to receive 
a Master’s degree before applying for a PhD at Columbia. The number of PhDs 
awarded to women in the field of Humanities at Columbia was much higher 
than that at the University of Berlin. One reason was most likely the fact that 
universities like Columbia introduced the requirement to get a PhD in order 
to apply for a teaching position. After all, about every second female graduate 
in the US worked as a teacher after graduation and the master and later PhD 
degree was a requirement for a woman to extend her career opportunities.110 
Meanwhile, the universities in the German Empire, especially the University of 
Berlin, sent mixed signals. It allowed women to receive a PhD but not to study 
as regular students until 1908. Women were free to register as regular students 
while at the same time they were faced with increased requirements for recei-
ving a PhD. The University of Berlin awarded them an academic title, but did 
not employ them as teachers or researchers. 

Similarities do exist, as well. The most obvious one is the social background 
of the female doctoral candidates. Apart from Maria Grunewald, no PhD can-
didate in Berlin was born into the gentry. The group of businessmen, on the 
other hand, seem to have been the driving force of support for female PhD can-
didates. Additionally, it was at least no disadvantage coming from an educated 
background as the lower classes were only represented in a small way in Berlin 
as well as Columbia. The admission of women was a ‘gender empowerment’ but 
not a ‘social empowerment’. At least at the beginning it did not lead to a broad-
ening of the social composition of the PhD candidates as the upper middle class 
benefited most from the new opportunities.111

Being born in New York City or Berlin might have facilitated pursuing a 
PhD for women as well, as it was not necessary to look for different accommo-
dation during the time of study. This, nevertheless, could be a challenging task. 
Additionally, PhD candidates at Columbia already had a master’s degree and 
were working as teachers before or while studying. By contrast, female PhD 
candidates in Berlin most often acquired master and PhD degrees at the same 
time, at least after the official admission of women in 1908. Additionally, the 
question of marriage would need to be included especially in order to explain 
the age difference between male and female PhD candidates. Other similarities 
were the institutional obstacles female PhD candidates faced at the University 

110 See Thomas M. Carey, Monographs on Education in the United States, 358.
111 See Raewyn Connell, Masculinities, 84.
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of Berlin and at Columbia University before and during their studies. In Berlin, 
women needed to get special approval to be admitted to the university, as the 
Abitur was not available for women until the early 20th century. At Columbia, 
where females had to study at Barnard or an equivalent college, the admittance 
of women to Columbia College was still nearly a decade away.

Putting this into a more general perspective, it raises the question if these 
developments fit into the German Sonderweg-thesis. It might be required to 
make an overall comparison of the admission of women to higher education 
in the United States and the German Empire (and Europe) to answer this 
question. Especially the foundation of Barnard College increases the challenge 
to find a clear answer to this question. In a time when “active campaigns for 
coeducation were under way at both Harvard and Yale”112 and professors at 
Columbia already admitted women to their lectures, Columbia decided to sep-
arate male and female Bachelor students by establishing a new institution. On 
the one hand, it “deferred full coeducation at Columbia College for nearly a 
century” while, on the other hand, it can be seen “as the beginning of a substan-
tial and increasing presence of women students and later women faculty and 
administrative staff within the larger Columbia community.”113 However, fo-
cusing on the admission of female PhD candidates, it is safe to say that there is 
no German Sonderweg after 1908, when women were able to join any German 
university the way their male counterparts were able to do. Since then, female 
PhD candidates at both institutions were not only on the same level as male 
PhD candidates but also their social composition was also the same. 

112 See Rosalind Rosenberg, Changing the subject: How the women of Columbia shaped the 
way we think about sex and politics, 21.

113 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 168.
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7. The Rise of the Modern PhD

Writing a conclusion of a study that has dealt with a large amount of historical 
data and that needs to be aware of the developments of two different universi-
ties and societies is challenging due to the variety of information and sources 
used. It is therefore essential to focus on the information and the documents 
that have been available. Moreover, quantitative studies like this one usually do 
not tell a story of their own but allow one to establish a better understanding of 
changes and continuities.1 It is therefore important to note that the following 
summary focuses on those points that are sustainable enough to be contextua-
lized, especially as regards the comparison between the PhD candidates at the 
University of Berlin and Columbia University and with regard to the develop-
ment of the PhD as an academic degree in the late 19th and early 20th centuries.

It is also important to remember that this study includes all PhD candidates 
in the Humanities and their background at two of the most prestigious univer-
sities. By doing so, it covers a period and topic that most other studies have ten-
ded to ignore. One group of studies focused on the period before 1871,2 where 
quantitative data about students and PhD candidates is not available, or its qua-
lity is doubtful. Another group of studies discussed the development of higher 
education and universities after 1913, but focused on topics such as influential 
academics,3 specific group of students4 or the overall structural development of 
the university,5 while ignoring PhD candidates.6 Additionally, both institutions 

1 See Vincent Carpentier, “Quantitative source for the history of education”, in Journal of 
the History of Education 37, no. 5 (2008), 701-720, 709.

2 Carl Diehl’s study about American scholars in Germany until 1870, for example, has 
this problem as, although it includes nearly 250 cases, it relies on just about twelve very 
well documented students from Yale and Harvard. See Carl Diehl, Americans and Ger-
man scholarship 1770-1870, Yale historical publications. Miscellany 115 (New Haven 
(CN): Yale University Press, 1978).

3 See Rosalin Rosenberg, Changing the subject: How the women of Columbia shaped the way 
we think about sex and politics (New York (NY): Columbia University Press, 2004).

4 See Harold S. Wechsler, The Qualified Student, A History of Selective College Admission in 
America (New Brunswick: Transaction Publishers, 2014).

5 See Rüdiger vom Bruch and Heinz-Elmar Tenorth, eds., Geschichte der Universität zu 
Berlin 1810-2010: Biographie einer Institution, Praxis ihrer Disziplinen [History of the 
University of Berlin 1810-2010: Biography of an Institution, Practice of its Disciplines] 
(Berlin: Akademie Verlag Berlin, 2010).

6 Unlike at other American universities at the turn of the century, at Columbia “the uni-
versity [was] not dwarfed by the college”. Letter from H.C. Emery, Columbia Literary 
Monthly 2, no. 1 (October 1983), 145-146.
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recruited their researchers and teachers from their former PhD students.7 This 
study therefore fills this gap in the literature and, at the same time, tries to 
establish a bridge through its data for future studies about academics and the 
creation of the ‘academic world’ in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. This is, 
after all, the period when the ‘modern’ university became reality and with it the 
‘rise” of the modern PhD began.

The focus has been on the differences and the extent of analogy between 
Columbia and Berlin by concentrating on the overall development of the PhD 
candidates and, by keeping in mind the social and structural developments, 
answering the main question of this study: who were these ‘early-adopters’ at 
the University of Berlin and at Columbia University, the two institutions that 
shaped the modern PhD in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, and what does 
this tell us about the evolution of education and society?

One must keep in mind that this is only a comparison between Berlin and 
Columbia and that these results do not necessarily represent all PhD candidates 
in the German Empire and the United States of America, although both, Berlin 
and Columbia, were not only the leading institutions for graduate teaching and 
research in the Humanities but also the ones with the largest financial resour-
ces available.8 While the German Empire ensured the quality and recognition 
of the PhD nationwide, this was not the case in the United States of America 
where many PhD programs were of questionable quality.9 Although the profes-
sionalisation processes of university education in the United States was led by 
the social, economic and academic elite, it lacked a central institution which 
could have coordinated all the efforts.10 The professionally-organised PhD pro-
gramme at Columbia was an exception, not the rule.11 It is therefore safe to say 
that professionalisation of university education, led and coordinated by first the 

7 For the University of Berlin see Marita Baumgarten, Professoren und Universitäten im 
19. Jahrhundert, Kritische Studien zur Geschichtswissenschaft 121 [Professors and uni-
versities in the 19th century, critical studies in history], (Göttingen, Gießen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1997). For Columbia see See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia: 
A history of Columbia University in the City of New York, 1754-2004 (New York (NY): 
Columbia University Press, 2003).

8 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 229-231.
9 See Renate Simpson, How the PhD came to Britain: A century of struggle for postgrad-

uate education (Guildford: Society for Research into Higher Education, 1983), 19.
10 See Alain Touraine, The Academic System in American Society (New York (NY): Mc-

Graw-Hill, 1974), 34.
11 See William James, “The PhD octopus,” in Memoirs and Studies, ed. William James 

(London: Longmans Green & Co., 1911).
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Prussian and later the German state,12 facilitated these processes in the German 
Empire in comparison to the United States. However, the price was less free-
dom for the German universities to reform the way they deemed fit.

7.1 Numbers

Interestingly, the number of PhD candidates in the Humanities began to rise 
at both universities in the 1890s, although remaining quite volatile in relation 
to the total number of students, which constantly rose at both universities. It 
is noteworthy that the number of Science PhDs at the University of Berlin 
outnumbered those in the Humanities, whereas it was the other way around 
at Columbia. This is, after all, unsurprising. Although Columbia had with the 
School of Mines a prestigious science institution, it fell back in these fields of 
research towards the turn of the century, not least because its trustees were 
unwilling to expand the scope of its research and teachings for example by 
rejecting the appointment of a botanist for the School of Mines in 1881, while 
its Humanities-orientated institutions continued to expand to other fields of re-
search.13 Meanwhile, the University of Berlin was rivalled in the field of science 
by the Technical University which was granted the right to confer PhD degrees 
in 1899, which raises the question of the rivalry actually helped to promote the 
quality of research and teaching in Science at the University of Berlin.

When looking at the rising number of PhD candidates at Columbia, it 
is important to keep in mind the rise of the progressive education movement 
in the United States and the German Empire. One might assume that the 
development at Columbia contradicted the more ‘hands-on’ approach of the 
progressive movement regarding school education. However, the situation was 
more complex than this, especially as two very prominent representatives of 
the progressive education movement, John Dewey and Friedrich Paulsen, were 
teaching and researching at Columbia and the University of Berlin, respectively, 
in the late 19th  and early 20th  centuries. On the one hand, the “professional 

12 See Helmut Fend, Geschichte des Bildungswesens, Der Sonderweg im europäischen Kultur-
raum [History oft he educatio system, the Sonderweg in European cultural area] (Wies-
baden: VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften, 2006), 176-177.

13 For example, Columbia’s process of getting the leading institution for genetics in the 
early 20th century was started by Henry Fairfield Osborn and Edmund B. Wilson in 
the 1890s. However, it took them about 15 years to get there. See Robert McCaughey, 
Stand, Columbia, 197.
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faculties were no longer considered the higher faculties for which the arts and 
science facult[ies] served as mere preparation.”14 They were all on the same level 
and could confer the same degrees. This can be interpreted as meaning that the 
non-professional faculties were upgraded, or that the professional faculties were 
downgraded or both. On the other hand, a PhD, with its research and the-
sis, that adds new knowledge, was after all, the most ‘hands-on’ degree a non-
professional faculty has to offer and, more importantly, reflected the interest of 
the PhD candidate.15 In fact, the goal of the progressive education movement, 
as promoted by John Dewey, was close to the German university model, and 
especially the seminar, as developed by Wilhelm von Humboldt in the ear-
ly 19th century. It aimed to change education from authoritarian ex-cathedra 
teaching to a more practical orientated but also more professional approach, 
that encouraged the teacher to share his experience and methodologies, while 
also including the experience and knowledge of his students.16

When comparing the reforms of this period at both universities the situa-
tion gets even more complicated. Columbia seems to have had a clear plan by 
establishing new or merging with existing institutions such as Teachers College 
or the New York College of Pharmacy while at the same time expanding its 
Graduate School as the leading institution for graduate teaching and research.17 
This meant that the university aimed to separate professional training, which 
was done at these institutions, on the one side and research and teaching, which 
was done at the Graduate School, on the other. Berlin, however, was not ca-
pable of or willing to carry out such a reform. There were two reasons for this. 
One was the sheer size of the Faculty of Philosophy, which encompassed all 
academics besides law, theology and medicine. With regard to the number of 
its students, its professors and research output, it was the largest faculty in the 
university. It resisted any efforts to split the more professional-orientated disci-
plines, which Columbia subsumed, for example, from its Faculty of Pure Sci-
ence, which remained part of Columbia’s Graduate School.18 Another reason 

14 See Joseph Ben David, Centers of learning: Britain, France, Germany, United States, Repr. 
(London, New Brunswick (NJ): Transaction Publishers, 1977), 20.

15 See John Dewey, The School and Society (Chicago (IL): The University of Chicago Press, 
1897), 57.

16 See ibid., 35.
17 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 226.
18 Ben David, See Joseph Ben-David, “Science and the university system,” in Scientific 

Growth, in Scientific Growth: Essays on the Social Organization and Ethos of Science, Gad 
Freudentahl, ed. (Berkeley (WV) et al.: University of California Press, 1991) 159-173, 
161.
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was simply the fact that at the University of Berlin, the power to change the 
institution was shared among the professorial body. This means that, unlike 
at Columbia, where the president was capable of imposing his vision on the 
university, at Berlin the professorial oligarchy prevented any such reform.19 In 
fact, John Dewey had in Columbia’s Teachers College an institution that was 
particularly suited to instruct future teachers according to his vision, hence the 
idea of the progressive education movement. Friedrich Paulsen, although an 
influential and prominent philosopher and educator, had no such institution at 
his disposal at the University of Berlin.

Additionally, Berlin refused to include any professional training in its Fa-
culty of Philosophy while supporting the establishment of a technical school 
in Berlin, today’s Technical University of Berlin. It was founded in 1879 and 
included disciplines such as engineering and could even award its own PhDs 
from 1899 onwards. It seems that while Columbia was willing to compete with 
every other institution in every field, in some fields more successfully than in 
others, Berlin simply refused to do so until the 1960s when it was no longer 
possible to ignore professional training as part of a university’s portfolio.20 It 
seems that Columbia (and hence the American universities) saw professional 
training not as a competition to its ‘academic’ composure, but as an additional 
resource for teaching and research, while the ‘academic oligarchy’ in Berlin saw 
it otherwise. The fact that board of trustees of Columbia in the late 19th and 
early 20th centuries included numerous prestigious professionals, from lawyers 
to businessmen to engineers from New York City might have made it easier for 
Columbia to integrate professional and academic into its curriculum.21

7.2  Age

Looking more deeply into the PhD candidates, their average age appears to be 
the easiest of the four categories to compare. The main reason for the rising 
average age and, hence, the increasing gap between Berlin and Columbia was 
probably connected to the rising standards as well as admission criteria espe-

19 See Joseph Ben-David, The scientist’s role in society: A comparative study with a new intro-
duction (Chicago (IL): University of Chicago press, 1984), 130.

20 See Joseph Ben David, Centers of learning: Britain, France, Germany, United States, 48.
21 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 217.
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cially at Columbia University.22 Another important reason for the difference 
in the average age between the universities of Berlin and Columbia was the 
ways in which these two universities awarded PhDs. Berlin allowed students to 
acquire the title of Master of Arts as well as PhD simultaneously, after studying 
for three years, and candidates were not required to spend these three years at 
the same institution. Including the time spent in the writing and defence of the 
thesis and the related bureaucratic procedures, a PhD candidate in Berlin could 
acquire his PhD within four years, by the age of 22.23 Columbia, on the other 
hand, separated the PhD degree from its other degrees. No PhD candidate was 
found who acquired his PhD the same year as he received his master’s degree, 
although some were awarded their PhD the following year. This indicates that 
a connection between a PhD candidate’s Master and PhD thesis was possible.

Another reason for the age difference is that Columbia, unlike the University 
of Berlin, required its PhD candidates to have at least a bachelor’s degree before 
joining Columbia Graduate School. This fact was of such importance that the 
university included the list of degrees that its students had acquired before joi-
ning Columbia University in its reports. During the summer session of 1910, for 
example, a third of the students at the university, including the undergraduate 
students at the college, held at least one degree.24 Meanwhile, the University of 
Berlin, in fact the German university model in general, was far more flexible and 
open in this regard, as it allowed students to study with their high school diploma 
without any additional requirements. Even the constitution of the University of 
Berlin of 1912 stated that, while a student had to pass the examination in Ber-
lin to acquire his master’s degree, he was allowed to study at any other German 
university for three years before taking the exam. However, this was only possible 
because the higher education system in the German Empire was organised and 
controlled by the state while the organisation and recognition of degrees and 
curriculums in the United States was up to each university at least until the foun-
dation of the American Association of Universities in 1900.25

22 Frank Noble, who acquired his PhD in 1897, stated in his CV that the University 
Council regulations required to focus only on pre-PhD educational institution he at-
tended. See Frank Noble: Taxation in Iowa, 1897, CWO N66.

23 See Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, Statuten der Universität zu Berlin (Berlin: 
Norddeutsche Buchdruckerei und Verlagsanstalt, 1912), 43.

24 See Columbia University, Annual Reports of the Presidents and Treasurer to the Trustees 
with Accompanying Documents: For the Year Ending June 30, 1910 (New York (NY): 
Columbia University Press, 1910), 236.

25 See Alain Touraine, The Academic System in American Society, 34.
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The different systems had their benefits and disadvantages. While the in-
dependence of Columbia University from any central controlling institution 
facilitated efforts to reform and improve its structure as well as research and 
teaching capabilities compared to Berlin, it did not allow it to extend its sys-
tem to other institutions and, by doing so, allow students to study at whatever 
institution they wanted while still being eligible to acquire their degree from 
Columbia University. This inability is shown by the fact that no PhD candidate 
at Columbia mentioned that he studied at another American institution while 
pursuing a PhD at Columbia.

Meanwhile, students as well as PhD candidates in the German Empire 
had much more freedom to freely choose and switch universities compared to 
the United States. Yet the University of Berlin could not overhaul its curricu-
lum and study programmes without the support of the Ministry of Education. 
Apart from the resistance from the already mentioned “professorial oligarchy”,26 
this structural difference was the reason for the lack of reforms in Berlin, while 
Columbia was able to influence the development of the German PhD system. 
However, this argument can also be turned the other way around. While Co-
lumbia had to lobby for a mutual understanding regarding the requirements 
and value of the PhD degree among the American universities, which, in the 
end, led to the foundation of the American Association of Universities in 1900, 
any fundamental reform of the PhD system at the University of Berlin would 
have had to be extended to all other German universities. Alternatively, the 
University of Berlin would have endangered its own leadership among the Ger-
man universities, as its PhD degrees were no longer comparable.27

Both the University of Berlin and Columbia University saw their PhD de-
gree as a reward allowing those who received it to become part of academia. In 
contrast to Berlin, however, PhD candidates at Columbia had usually gained te-
aching experience before they acquired their PhD degree. This reiterates the fact 
that Columbia promoted its degree not only as one that proved a student’s capa-
bility as a researcher, but also as one that enabled a candidate to transfer teaching 
experience into the academic world, something the University of Berlin never 
did. Thus, Robert McCaughey has rightly described Columbia’s “PhD as a Meal 
Ticket” not least because it opened job opportunities in the whole academic 

26 See Joseph Ben-David, The scientist’s role in society: A comparative study with a new 
introduction, 130.

27 See Laurence Veysey, The Emergence of the American University (Chicago (IL): University 
of Chicago Press, 1970), 330.
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world by promoting mere high school teachers to become academic teachers and 
researchers.28 This indicated a relative openness of the job market in the United 
States especially in comparison to the German one, where the state controlled all 
levels of education from the primary school teacher to the university professor.

Although the data is not available as Columbia did not store the PhD appli-
cations it did not admit, it stands to reason that having acquired teaching expe-
rience before applying for a PhD degree at Columbia was beneficial to gaining 
admittance. After all, Columbia relied on its own PhD candidates to fill its own 
junior positions until the late 1890s when the PhD programs at other American 
universities had achieved an equivalent level.29 It therefore had a genuine interest 
in seeing that its PhD candidates were not only capable of research but also of 
teaching its own graduate students. Berlin, on the other hand, could fill its junior 
ranks from any other German university, as they were all part of the same system.

7.3 Geographical Diversity

Unlike the age of PhD candidates, there were no regulations or changes to 
the constitutions of both institutions that could have affected geographical 
background on a legal basis until 1913. Until 1900, the candidates of both 
universities were primarily born in the city in which the university was lo-
cated or the neighbouring regions. Strikingly, the percentage of foreign-born 
PhD candidates at Columbia was higher than at Berlin during both periods, 
although it dropped at the latter during the period up until 1913. Recruiting 
international students as PhD candidates was a way of showing the importance 
of a university and its success. Both universities were aware of the importance 
of their international reputation and exchange between each other as shown by 
the professorial exchange program. However, they were also aware of difficulties 
regarding the different structures and curricula but seemed to have been not 
efforts at the time to find a comprehensive and sustainable solution.30

28 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 194-196.
29 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 194-196.
30 In the report of 1911, Butler devoted several pages to the exchange with Berlin and 

the importance of these programmes but also included a letter from Johann Gustav 
Droysen to Burgess about the challenges of such an exchange due to the different edu-
cation systems in 1884, a few months before discussions about an official exchange were 
initiated. See Columbia University, Annual Reports of the Presidents and Treasurer to 
the Trustess with Accompanying Documents: For the Year Ending June 30, 1911 (New 
York (NY): Columbia University Press, 1911), 14-25.
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One might assume that the comparably significant percentage of foreign-
born PhD candidates at Columbia during both periods relative to Berlin shows 
that the former already enjoyed an international reputation for excellence and 
professionalism that outranked its German counterpart. This, however, ignores 
the fact that the US was, far more than the German Empire, a country of immi-
gration in the late 19th and early 20th century.31 Unlike the case of the foreign-
born PhD candidates at the University of Berlin, who had acquired their prima-
ry education in their home countries, most of those at Columbia University had 
moved to the United States not to study but to pursue their professional career 
(most often as teachers) and had then joined Columbia University. Additional-
ly, numerous PhD candidates at Columbia were born abroad and thus counted 
as foreign PhD candidates, although they had arrived in the US as children or 
teenagers and received their primary education already in the United States. 
Columbia also attracted second-generation immigrants, who counted as Ame-
ricans and wanted to elevate themselves in society by studying at Columbia. 
Although City College New York charged no fees and New York University 
was far cheaper than Columbia, its “growing academic reputation made that 
university particularly attractive to the upwardly mobile immigrant.”32

It is necessary to look at the geographical development in more detail to 
precisely and properly evaluate the development of German- and American-
born PhD candidates. In both cases, the number of PhD candidates born in 
parts of the country that are further away from the university increased during 
the second period. Columbia extended its recruitment area into the Southern 
and Western Divisions of the US. It also increased its influence in the states of 
the Northern Division.33 Berlin, on the other hand, included more students 
from the other German states, especially those in the south, and extended its 
recruitment region to the east, as the growing number of PhD candidates from 
Russia and Romania shows. One could argue that both universities were able to 
establish a nationwide reputation for professionalism and research.

31 See Vincent Carpentier, “Public expenditure and economics growth in the USA in the 
ninetheenth and twentieht centuries in comparative perspective”, in International Jour-
nal of the History of Education 42, no. 6 (2006), 683-706, 696.

32 Harold S. Wechsler, The Qualified Student, A History of Selective College Admission in 
America, 228.

33 It might be worth including data on the other universities of the same region to see if 
Columbia’s case was an exceptional one in the United States or if other universities of 
the same region were also able to extend the diversification of the geographical back-
ground of their American students.
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However, the extending reach of Columbia must also be seen in the context 
of the role of the American school system in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. 
The United States after the Civil War had promoted a (new) national identity 
through their education systems. Columbia did not just copy the German 
PhD model but reformed it by defining the country’s official language English 
and not Latin as the language to be used in the thesis right from the start 
and by promoting competition among PhD candidates and higher education 
institutions through the separation of Master students and PhD candidates. At 
Columbia, the PhD was not a degree available for every student as in Berlin 
but only available for those who qualified through their academic merit. This 
‘Americanisation’ of the German university model34 was even discussed by con-
temporary witnesses35 and is connected to the growing nativism in the Uni-
ted States in the late 19th and early 20th centuries.36 The growing number of 
American-educated PhD candidates at Columbia, compared to the dropping 
number of American PhD candidates at German universities as outlined by 
Anja Werner, also shows the growing self-confidence of American academics 
that their system and capabilities were on at least the same level as the German 
one.37

While Berlin expanded its recruitment to Russia and Romania, not least 
because of the interest of Russian intellectuals in German culture and research,38 
Columbia seems to have extended its reach towards Japan and China on the 

34 After all, “the perception of the German model was selective and partly distorting (more 
so in the United States than in France), and that the reception in turn can by no means 
be described as an “import” of unchanged elements, but at best as an adaptation of 
small parts of the German system, in many cases even rather as an enhancement of 
genuine approaches triggered by the discourse of the “German model.” See Gabriele 
Lingelbach, “Intercultural Transfer and Comparative History: The Benefits and Limits 
of Two Approaches”, in Traversea 1 (2011), 46-59, 54.

35 See Lawrence Cremin, The Transformation of the School: Progressivism in American Edu-
cation 1876-1957 (New York (NY): Vintage Books, 1961), 66.

36 See Philipp Gassert, Amerikanismus, Antiamerikanismus, Amerikanisierung, Archiv 
für Sozialgeschichte,  accessed  15th  January  2017, http://library.fes.de/jportal/servlets/
MCRFileNodeServlet/jportal_derivate_00021256/afs-1999-531.pdf

37 See Anja Werner, The transatlantic world of higher education: Americans at German uni-
versities, 1776-1914, European studies in American history, 4 (New York (NY): Ber-
ghahn Books, 2013), 22.

38 See Arthur Ellis, Reinhard Golz, Wolfgang Mayrhofer, “The Education Systems of Ger-
many and Other European Countries of the 19th Century in the View of American 
and Russian Classics: Horace Mann and Konstantin Ushinsky,” International Dialogues 
on Education: Past and Present, accessed 14th  October  2017, http://www.ide-journal.
org/article/ellis-golz-mayrhofer-education-in-19thcentury-europe-views-of-mann-and-
ushinsky-countries-of-the-19th-views-of-mann-and-ushinsky
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other side of the Pacific Ocean. While the role and exchange of Russian PhD 
candidates have already been studied, for example regarding the foundation of 
Russian universities in the late 19th and early 20th centuries,39 the rising number 
of PhD candidates from China at Columbia after 1900 has not been investiga-
ted so far. It would be worthwhile not only researching what happened to the 
PhD candidates from Japan and China that acquired their PhD from Columbia 
before 1913 but also to find out if the number of PhD candidates from both 
countries at Columbia continued to increase after 1913 and to look at their 
possible impact in Japan and China.

7.4 Religious Diversity

Comparing the religious background of the PhD candidates at both institutions 
is the most challenging task. One reason is the unequal data base for Columbia 
and for Berlin. Another complication is the different role of religion at the two 
universities. It is important to remember that, although Columbia had a chapel 
and until the late 19th century regulated the religious life of its students, it had 
no official faculty of theology. Robert McCaughey states that Columbia became 
“America’s first post-Protestant university” in the early 1930s when its student 
body as well as Board of Trustees were no longer predominantly Protestant.40 
However, religion, though not part of the curriculum, was at least indirectly an 
important dimension of Columbia’s social life until the late 1920s, even though 
the chapel visits had dropped from its constitution in the late 19th century.41

The exact opposite applies to the University of Berlin, which had no chapel 
but did possess a Faculty of Theology and where co-operation among resear-
chers of different religious affiliations was a widespread practice, as American 
visiting scholars clearly recognised.42 There were no regulations on religion in 

39 For example, by Klaus Meyer, “»Gründungswellen«: Von der zarischen zur sowjetischen 
Universitätspolitik“ [»Foundation Waves«: From the Tsar to the Sovjet university poli-
cy] in Neues und Bleibendes aus historischer Perspektive [New and lasting from a historical 
perspective], Dittmar Schorkwitz, ed. (Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang GmbH, 2008).

40 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 276.
41 The Union Theological Seminar serves as the Faculty of Theology of Columbia Uni-

versity since its affiliation in 1928. This means that from a legal as well geographical 
perspective, the Faculty of Theology is still not as integrated into Columbia University 
as the Faculty of Theology at the University of Berlin.

42 See William Beattie, ed., Life and Letter of Thomas Campbell: in two Volumes, 2 vols. 
2 (New York (NY): Harper & Brothers, Publishers, 1855), 128.
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the constitution apart from the requirement to mention one’s affiliation upon 
registration and in the PhD candidate’s CV. For Berlin, the information about a 
student’s religion seemed to be more important than whether and how he prac-
tised it. Maybe the most significant difference is that while Berlin had its own 
Faculty of Theology and therefore allowed at least Christian students to practice 
their religious beliefs at the university while PhD candidates at Columbia had 
no such opportunity.43 However, it is important not to overinterpret these dif-
ferences. After all, the University of Berlin was founded according to Wilhelm 
von Humboldt’s vision of a universitas litterarum, as an institution that provi-
ded education on all possible fields. Excluding or not including theology, one 
of the four basic faculties of all continental European universities, would have 
undermined this idea.

Due to these differences and the gaps in the information about PhD can-
didates at Columbia, a focus solely on numbers seems misplaced. The PhD 
candidates both at Columbia and at the University of Berlin were primarily 
Protestant and as such did not differ from the student body or the university in 
general. Nevertheless, having studied at a theological seminary seems to have 
been beneficial, as PhD candidates at both universities explicitly mentioned that 
they had been studying at religious seminaries before joining or while studying 
at their new university. However, one must remember that, unlike Berlin, Co-
lumbia required its PhD candidates already to have acquired a master’s degree. 
Getting a master’s degree from a seminary therefore allowed a PhD candidate at 
Columbia not only to pursue a career in his religion but also to apply for a PhD 
at Columbia University and, by doing so, to pursue a career in academia, too.

An important topic regarding both institutions is the question of Jewish and 
Catholic PhD candidates. While anti-Semitism was present at both institutions, 
it was expressed very differently. At Columbia, the growing number of Jewish 
students was subsumed under the term “Hebrew question” or “Jewish question”. 
University policies focused primarily on the challenges the increasing number 
of Jewish students caused regarding the reputation of the college, the student 
social life, the issue of Jewish holidays during exam periods or the question of 
whether a Jewish member could sit on the Board of Trustees. Still, anti-Semitism 
in (American) academia has not been the focus of research so far.44 Meanwhile, 

43 It might be interesting to see if the official affiliation of the Union Theological Seminary 
and its recognition as the Faculty of Theology of Columbia University led to a change 
regarding the visited seminaries of PhD candidates in the early and mid-20th century.

44 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 256.
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a “Catholic question” never arose, because Catholics were “more willing to enter 
fully into the social life” at Columbia.45 At Berlin, the discrimination against 
Jews and Catholics did not concentrate on the students. Unlike Columbia, there 
were no efforts at the University of Berlin to lower the number of Jewish or Ca-
tholics students by changing the admission requirements. However, they were 
discriminated against when trying to apply as researchers, not only at Berlin 
University but at all German universities. As Rüdiger vom Bruch has pointed 
out, “Catholic scientists [especially during the “Kulturkampf” (“cultural clash”)] 
had nearly no chance to get appointed at Protestantic universities [such as Ber-
lin] while Jews had no chance at all (with a few exception).”46

These different expressions of anti-Semitism and anti-Catholicism can ex-
plain the different developments at Berlin and at Columbia. The decrease in the 
number of Jewish PhD candidates in Berlin was arguably a result of the lower 
career chances in academia that Jews had in the German Empire and hence a 
result of growing anti-Semitism in the German Empire. Although this legal 
discrimination had formally already ended in 1871, there was still the pressure 
on Jews to change their religion if they wanted to pursue a career in acade-
mia.47 Meanwhile, the Catholic PhD candidates had more career opportunities 
than the Jewish PhD candidates because, there were Catholic universities such 
as the University of Munich. With the end of the “Kulturkampf” in the late 
1880s, the career chances of Catholic PhD candidates at Protestant universities 
increased significantly, although the typical professor at a German university 
remained Protestant.48

At Columbia, the discrimination of Jews focused primarily on the admis-
sion of College students. Additionally, anti-Semitism only began to increase 
at Columbia after the United States had joined the First World War and the 
proportion of the Jewish students at the College increased due to the number of 
undergraduates who had to leave for military service.49 Unfortunately, neither 
McCaughey nor Wechsler included PhD candidates or graduate students in 
their studies but focused solely on undergraduate students and their admission 
to Columbia College during the interwar period. A comparison of the results 

45 See ibid., 274.
46 See Rüdiger vom Bruch, German universities, past and future: Crisis or renewal, 15-16.
47 See Reut Yael Paz, A gateway between a distanz God and a cruel world, The contribution 

of Jewish German-speaking scholars to International Law (Leiden, Moston (MA): Nijhof, 
2013), 95.

48 See Marita Baumgarten, Professoren und Universitäten im 19. Jahrhundert, 270.
49 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 257.
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of this study is therefore difficult. However, it can be said that the number 
of Jewish PhD candidates increased, before the “Jewish question” was being 
discussed at Columbia. This is, after all, not surprising considering the lar-
ge number of Jewish immigrants to the Unites States and especially to New 
York City during the second half of the 19th century, initially from the German 
Empire and later from Russia.50 It might therefore be worth including PhD 
candidates after the First World War at Columbia when discussing the effect of 
anti-Semitism at Columbia so see if the PhD candidates were affected, as well.

7.5 Social Background

Before comparing the social background of PhD candidates at Columbia Uni-
versity and the University of Berlin, it is important to emphasize again that the 
number of Master’s degrees awarded rose faster at both institutions than that 
of PhDs awarded. At both institutions, it remained a degree that was acquired 
only by a comparably small group of students. It was exclusively pursued by 
those willing and able to invest the resources and time required. On the other 
hand, Columbia promoted the importance of the PhD degree, and ultimately 
its own PhD program,51 for researchers and teachers at higher education insti-
tutions towards the turn of the century.52 Meanwhile, there were no changes in 
the regulations at Berlin University to limit the number of PhDs awarded even 
though the debate in the German Empire on the high number of PhDs and 
their increasingly difficult career prospects in academia intensified during the 
early 20th century.53

The social background of the PhD candidates at both universities on the 
one hand reflects the openness of the institutions and shows which groups of 
society saw it as beneficial to invest their resources in acquiring such a degree. 
While the process of acquiring a PhD was, after all, the result of the efforts of 

50 For more details about Jewish migration to the United States in the late 19th and early 
20th centuries see for example Naomi W. Cohen, Encounter with Emancipation: The 
German Jews in the United States, 1830-1914 (Philadelphia (PA): Jewish Publication 
Society, 1984) or Hasia Diner, A Time for Gathering: The Second Migration, 1820-1880 
(Baltimore (MD): The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1992).

51 See Columbia University, Annual Reports of the Presidents and Treasurer to the Trustess 
with Accompanying Documents: For the Year Ending June 30, 1911, 106.

52 See Robert A. McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 192.
53 See Rüdiger vom Bruch, German universities, past and future: Crisis or renewal, 15-16.
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the PhD candidate himself, the social background of a candidate was a benefit 
with regard to the available support and resources during the period of study. 
The candidates’ social background therefore answers two questions at the same 
time: the openness of the university and the interest of specific groups of society 
regarding acquiring a PhD.

The substantial number of PhD candidates especially at Columbia whose 
fathers were farmers must also be noted when discussing the overall diversifi-
cation of Columbia’s clientele in the late 19th century. This can be interpreted 
as indicating that Columbia, and maybe even American society in general, was 
more open to PhD candidates regardless of their social background. Being born 
into a certain social category does not mean that one must stay within this 
category. Although, the question remains whether the result would be same if 
Columbia had asked its students about their social background, as Berlin did, it 
is safe to say that besides all the resistance of leading figures at Columbia such a 
Burgess, the PhD candidates at Columbia show increasing social mobility and 
openness at the highest level of education in the United States at the turn of 
the century.

However, it is safe to say that it was the PhD candidates whose fathers 
belonged to the middle class, who saw the greatest benefit in acquiring a PhD 
at both universities. Although the number of PhD candidates from the upper 
class rose after 1900, they remained, by percentage, a small group compared to 
the number of the middle-class PhD candidates. A notable difference between 
Berlin’s and Columbia’s middle-class PhD candidates is their relationship to the 
state. Most PhD candidates at the University of Berlin had a father who was 
employed by the state, while this was only true for very few of the PhD candi-
dates at Columbia. This is not necessarily surprising due to the different role of 
the state in the German Empire, where for example railway employees, teachers 
and the clergy were mostly employed by the state. Additionally, it supports 
Alain Touraine’s interpretation that “German universities were more closely 
connected with the state than the ruling class” while the “American colleges and 
universities, on the other hand, were closely connected to the ruling class and 
with social change.”54 However, it also evidences that the degree was recognised 
as an asset by both societal groups, independently of the role of the state. At 
least with regard to academic degrees and their recognition in the society there 
seems to have been no German Sonderweg towards the end of the 19th and the 

54 See Alain Touraine, The Academic System in American, 35.
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beginning of the 20th centuries as both societies were becoming more and more 
meritocratic.

Comparing the categories of the middle class, the first remarkable result 
is that, up until 1900, the number and percentage of PhD candidates at Co-
lumbia whose father was engaged in education or the clergy was remarkably 
low compared to Berlin. This changed after 1900, when the number of PhD 
candidates whose fathers were working at a college or university, or belonged 
to the clergy, rose. This development requires an explanation, too. One rea-
son is that the higher education institutions in the United States, private as 
well as state-funded, were still in development towards the end of the centu-
ry.55 Until late 19th century, only a few institutions, Columbia among them, 
had the required qualities of a university. Moreover, the progressive education 
movement, which promoted the professionalisation of teaching through new 
institutions such as the Teachers College Columbia was still in its early phase.56 
There were, put simply, insufficient opportunities to embark on a career as a 
scholar or teacher at a college or university in the US as compared to the Ger-
man Empire until the late 19th century. However, the rise of PhD candidates 
who came from an ‘educational household’ indicates the formation of a group 
of academics within society who ‘passed down› their mutual understanding of 
the importance of education to their children both in the United States and 
the German Empire.

This could be an argument against the German Sonderweg-thesis as in both 
countries universities were no longer dominated by a few ‘elitist’ families and 
became more meritocratic orientated regarding their PhD candidates and staff 
members.57 It would be worth including PhD candidates (as well as graduate 
students) in law and science of the same and especially the interwar period to 
see if this emerging group of academics, in both countries, is permeable regar-
ding their fields of research. It would be worth extending the research about 
PhD candidates to the interwar period, when the progressive education move-
ment, especially in the United States, began to be more and more influential, 
for example trough Teachers College Columbia. This would allow us to further 

55 See Laurence Veysey, The Emergence of the American University, 320-321.
56 See Bernhard Berelson, Graduate Education in the United States (New York (NY): Mc-

Graw-Hill, 1960), 15.
57 Even tough the ‘academic oligarchy’ remained in power at German universities, it was 

no longer dominated by few families as shown by Marita Baumgarten.
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analyse the interconnection between the professionalization of education and 
the professionalization of the PhD programs.58

Additionally, these developments at both universities show that the edu-
cation level of the father became more important compared to his career or 
social class. This indicates a shift in society, to which especially Columbia, being 
more aligned towards teaching the nation’s elite,59 was more predestined to be 
affected compared to Berlin, which was more aligned to the state and were 
reforms were more difficult to be undertaken.60 It is worth mentioning that 
these changes occurred at a time when Columbia College faced the challenge of 
being abandoned by its original clientele, New York’s upper class families, while 
more and more second generation immigrant middle class students from New 
York City joined the college, a development despised by Burgess and his allies.61 
Simply put; the German state ‘shielded’ the University of Berlin from shifts in 
society through its control of the education system while Columbia had no 
other choice than to cope with the changes if it wanted to become the leading 
higher education institution in the United States.

7.6 Female PhDs

The question of female students and PhD candidates was a topic of heated debate 
at both universities in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. Unlike other topics 
such as, for example, the question of anti-Semitism at Columbia, numerous 
studies on the question of co-education and the admittance of women at both 
institutions have been published. However, as none of these studies compared 
the two institutions, it is worth mentioning that the two institutions pursued a 
very different approach including women as students and later PhD candidates. 
In general Columbia was more open to women than the University of Berlin. 
Although Columbia separated men and women on College level, it admitted 
women as regular Master and PhD students to its Graduate School and even 
employed a woman as a member of its teaching staff in 1896, exactly the same 

58 For more information about the progressive education movement and John Dewey’s 
influence at Columbia see Robert Westbrook, John Dewey and American Democracy 
(Ithaca (NY): Cornell University Press, 1993).

59 Harold S. Wechsler, The Qualified Student, A History of Selective College Admission in 
America, 227.

60 See Alain Touraine, The Academic System in American Society, 35.
61 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 258.
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year that Columbia’s Graduate School was established.62 By contrast, the Uni-
versity of Berlin admitted women only as extraordinary students before 1908. 
They could only acquire a PhD, but no other university degrees. Additional-
ly, they were only allowed to follow a lecture if the lecturer agreed and if the 
Ministry of Education of the German Empire had no objections against these 
women joining the university. However, these different approaches can also be 
interpreted as a reflection of the different structure of the universities of Berlin 
and Columbia. As a state-funded and supervised institution, Berlin could not 
admit women earlier than 1908, even if it wanted to, as it was prohibited by 
law. Meanwhile, Columbia, as a primarily privately-funded and the most endo-
wed institution in the United States in the early 20th century,63 had the freedom 
to admit women the way, the Board of Trustees, deemed fit. Additionally, the 
fact that Columbia separated Bachelor students from its Master and PhD stu-
dents enabled the university to establish Barnard as a women-only institution 
and Columbia College as a man-only one, while ‘merging’ the two again at its 
Graduate School. Berlin’s curriculum did not allow for such separation. It could 
only admit women fully after, 1908.

While the higher number of female PhD candidates at Columbia reflects the 
more open approach of Columbia (as compared to Berlin), the important simi-
larity is the strong roots of the female PhD candidates within the middle class as 
well as their employment before receiving their PhD. In the case of the male PhD 
candidates, it was the members of the middle class who saw the benefit of acqui-
ring a PhD. Additionally, it reflects the beginning of change in society in the late 
19th and early 20th centuries. In the case of Columbia’s hometown, for example, 
this directly reflected the growing number of female breadwinners in New York 
City. According to Rosalind Rosenberg, “one in every three women over sixteen 
years of age […] qualified as a breadwinner” in, 1898.64 In Berlin, on the other 
hand, the decision to admit women “was a reaction to the social-political pressure 
created by the girl schools for the upper middle class, the demand for female doc-
tors and the fact that many of them went abroad to study.”65

62 See Mary R. S. Creese, “American and British women in science, 1800-1900: A survey 
of their contributions to research”, in Ladies in the labratory?, Mary R. S. Creese, ed., 
with contributions by Thomas M. Creese (Lanham (MD): Scarecrow Press, 1998), 234-
235.

63 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 229.
64 See Rosalind Rosenberg, Changing the subject: How the women of Columbia shaped the 

way we think about sex and politics, 93.
65 See Rüdiger vom Bruch, German universities, past and future: Crisis or renewal?, 17.
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7.7 The Meritocratic PhD System

It is first important to note that the assumption that the University of Berlin 
was unflexible or not open towards other universities and higher education 
institutions is incorrect. Unlike Comlumbia, it accepted all students from every 
German university and allowed them to continue studies that they had embar-
ked on at other institutions within the German Empire. This even included 
students from Switzerland and Austria and there were also procedures how to 
admit students from other countries such as the United States. There were mo-
reover no requirements to apply to become a PhD candidate, as every student 
who matriculated from the University of Berlin could write a thesis. Colum-
bia, on the other hand, selected its PhD candidates, as not every student was 
eligible to submit a thesis. Columbia seems to have been seeking experienced 
PhD candidates and took only those whom it deemed to be the most qualified. 
Ultimately, Columbia established today’s primarily meritocratic PhD system 
by requiring candidates to acquire a bachelor’s as well as master’s degree, and 
most often also teaching experience, before pursuing their PhD at Columbia, 
which is a policy that today every well-regarded university pursues vis-à-vis 
PhD candidates.

Comparing the quantitative data however, the picture gets more diverse.  
It is safe to say that at least with regard to the composition of the PhD can-
didates and the PhD procedure at the University of Berlin, there was no clear 
German Sonderweg in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. However, the small 
differences and similarities between the PhD candidates and the structures at 
Columbia and the University of Berlin make it challenging to assess the re-
sults of this study in detail. Take for example the female PhD candidates: while 
both, Berlin and Columbia, allowed women to acquire a PhD, the develop-
ments at both institutions were very different. Columbia established a college 
for women, where they acquired their Bachelor’s degree while being separated 
from male students who went to Columbia College, and admitted them to 
study directly for masters and PhD degrees. Women at the University of Berlin 
were required to acquire a special permission to start their studies until 1908. 
On the other hand, female PhD candidates in Berlin had the right to acquire a 
PhD without having to attend any courses and after 1908 female students had 
the same rights as their male counterparts, while at Columbia the genders were 
still partially separated. One could now argue that Columbia’s approach was 
pragmatic. By establishing a separated institution for Bachelor students, and 
hence allowing male and female Master students as well as PhD candidates to 
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study together at Columbia’s Graduate School, it was able to find a compromise 
between co-education supporter and opponents. Meanwhile, Berlin had only 
more radical options. It could either upkeep the ban of female students or allow 
them to matriculate as regular students. Any other option, especially establi-
shing female-only institutions such as Barnard College, would have meant an 
even more radical change of Germany’s higher education system. One could 
therefore argue that the, compared to Columbia, radical step to allow female 
students in 1908 was not because the German Empire wanted to create equal 
opportunities for women but simply because most other options would have 
been even more radical.

These challenges when assessing the development of the PhD candidates 
at Columbia and Berlin are of particular relevance regarding the social and ge-
ographical as well as religious background of the PhD candidates. Comparing 
only the quantitative data, it is safe to say that the diversity of PhD candidates 
at Columbia increased more compared to Berlin. It is, however, not that simple. 
While it was definitely beneficial to have acquired a religious higher education 
degree before pursuing a PhD at Columbia, this was only true for Protestants 
due to close relationship of Columbia with institutions such as the Union The-
ological Seminary. Meanwhile, Berlin did not discriminate against Catholics or 
Jews. Every student could, from a legal perspective, pursue a PhD independent 
from his religious background if the general requirements are fuflfilled. The 
reason for the different developments at Columbia and Berlin is therefore not 
a legal, but a social one: The lower career opportunities in higher education for 
Jews in the German Empire compared to the United States.66 German Jews 
were no longer willing to invest resources into a PhD if the predominantely 
protestantic society and state were unwilling to recognise them as equals. On 
the other hand, the question of religious discrimination at American instituti-
on of higher education is a topic that has not been in the focus of research so 
far.67 It would be worth to have additional data about the religious background 
of PhD candidates in Berlin and at Columbia available, especially with regard 
to the rising Anti-Semitism in the United States after 1914 and the interwar 
period.

Meanwhile, the social and geographical background of PhD candidates 
show not only the rise of the academic middle class, but also the detoriating 

66 See Rüdiger vom Bruch, German universities, past and future: Crisis or renewal, 15-16.
67 See Robert McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 257.
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relationship between the American and German society in the late 19th  and 
early 20th century. The rise of the academic middle class and its attractiveness as 
well as importance is shown by the increasing diversity of the PhD candidates 
social backgrounds at Berlin but especially at Columbia, as such class did not 
exist in the United States until the late 19th century. One would expect that this 
would also increase the exchange among American and German academics but 
that was not the case. While the American academics were still impressed by the 
quality of the German higher education institution, shown for example by the 
exchange agreement between American and German universities in 1904,68 the 
difference between the two societies became more and more apparent.69 The-
se changes are also reflected by the changing geographical background of the 
PhD candidates. While Berlin seemed to have focused on Eastern Europe and 
Russia, Columbia focused on the West and Pacific. How proactively both insti-
tutions were changing their geographical focus of recruitment is difficult to tell. 
The ‘academic oligarchy’ in Berlin most likely were not actively changing any 
of Berlin’s recuritument policies, and it stands to reason how aware they were 
of the changing geographical background of their PhD candidates. Columbia’s 
role in the Americanisation and professionalisation of the education system 
after the Civil War on the other hand makes it much more likely that the in-
creasing geographical diversification of Columbia’s PhD candidates happended 
due to an actively change of the institution’s recruitment policies.70

The differences regarding the number and average age of PhD candidates of 
both institutions show the different understanding and role of the PhD degree. 
A PhD candidate at Berlin usually acquired his degree as part of his studies, 
usually before embarking on career in academia, as a high school teacher or as 
a civil servant. At Columbia, on the other hand, most PhD candidates already 
had teaching and researching experience. Columbia aimed to not just create 
new academics but to combine its efforts to improve the teaching quality and 
capability trough its Teachers College with its efforts to, which, ultimatively, 
also improved the quality of research and teaching at its own Gruadate School. 
Meanwhile, Berlin refrained from any changes of its PhD program that would 

68 See Karl-Heinz Füssl, Deutsch-amerikanischer Kulturaustausch im 20. Jahrhundert: Bil-
dung, Wissenschaft, Politik, 52.

69 See See Anja Werner, The transatlantic world of higher education: Americans at German 
universities, 1776-1914, 22.

70 See Lawrence Cremin, The Transformation of the School: Progressivism in American Edu-
cation 1876-1957, 66.
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have increased its quality especially with regard to the teaching capabilities of 
future academics. One could argue that the more ‘modern’ approach of Co-
lumbia that allowed PhD candidates to combine their teaching with research 
experience was actually closer to Wilhelm von Humboldt’s understanding of 
the ‘unity of research and teaching’ than the PhD degree of Berlin ever was.

It is safe to say that although Columbia was inspired by the German uni-
versity model, it decided to amend, some would say ‘Americanised’,71 it where 
required, and, by doing so, established our understanding of the PhD degree as 
one that one pursues not only after finishing general studies, but also after ha-
ving acquired additional experience as a teacher or researcher. PhD candidates 
at both institutions had to write a thesis and thereby not only to contribute to 
their field of research, but they also earned the right to become part of acade-
mia. However, Columbia promoted the PhD as a ‘meal ticket’ for academics, by 
combining their teaching experience, which they were able to aquire and extend 
through Columbia’s Teachers College, with their research expertise.

The success of the American and hence Columbia’s PhD system cannot be 
denied at it was definitely able to avoid the problem of creating an “unchanging 
core of [an] intensively trained elite” by being more flexible regading political 
and social change even on its higher level72 but also by requiring its PhD can-
didates not just to be researchers but teachers too. On the other hand, it also 
demontrates that, by following Columbia’s example regarding criteria for PhD 
candidates and the PhD program in general, today’s PhD programs are less 
flexible and open-minded compared to the ones Berlin offered where, at least 
from a legal point of view, every student had the right to write and hand-in a 
PhD thesis. It could be a chance for today’s universities to reintroduce some of 
the flexibility of Berlin’s system while maintaining the professional approach 
developed by Columbia. After all, a PhD does not just one give the privilege of 
being part of the academia, but also commitment to share the knowledge and 
experience.

71 See Gabriele Lingelbach, “Intercultural Transfer and Comparative History: The Benefits 
and Limits of Two Approaches”, 54.

72 See Joseph Ben David, Centers of learning: Britain, France, Germany, United States, 66.
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9. Bibliography

This book relies heavily on primary sources especially regarding the candidates 
of the Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin and Columbia University. A 
list outlining the reports, statistics, biographies, encyclopaedias, newspapers, 
collections, census records and similar that were consulted for study can be 
found within the list of primary sources. All secondary literature can be found 
in the second sub chapter of this bibliography. Additionally, all German and 
French primary and secondary sources were translated each time they were in 
use in a chapter of the thesis for the first time. The list of PhD candidates, their 
theses and call numbers at the archive of Humboldt University and Columbia’s 
Rare Books & Manuscript Collections can be found in the Appendix.

9.1 Primary Sources

The primary sources used for this study are very diverse. This study includes 
various statistics and records published by various authorities of the German 
Empire and the United States of America but also from other countries. Addi-
tionally, the fact that some documents are primary as well as secondary sources 
makes the separation sometimes difficult. Silke Hellin’s Schlaglichter auf eine 
frühe Journalistin und politische Lobbyistin: Else Frobenius (1875 – 1952) for 
example provided information about the PhD candidate Else Frobenius but 
also insight about the admission of women at the University of Berlin and the 
challenges they faced. In cases like this, the documents were classified as prima-
ry or secondary sources depending on how they were primarily being used for 
this study. Additionally, some documents were useful for both universities while 
others only contained information viable for PhD candidates at the University 
of Berlin or Columbia University, or led to other sources, especially in cases of 
newspaper such as The New York Times or Chicago Tribune.

It was decided to separate the documents according to who was responsible 
for their creation and publication. All documents by Columbia University and the 
University of Berlin were separated into their own sub chapter. The following sub 
chapter lists all the official records by state institutions as well as newspapers and 
biographies or encyclopaedias. Finally, all documents that were not classified as of-
ficial records nor as being published by the University of Berlin or Columbia Uni-
versity are listed as well as those which are specifically mentioned within the thesis.
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Books & Manuscripts Collection of Columbia University. The list of PhD can-
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