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Law as expressed iBM” (p. 217). Part 1 closes might reflect the quality of the editorial work
with an excursion into Haeckel's anthropology.rather than that of the author.

Part 2 (“Unity”) is devoted to Haeckel in the GEORGYS. LEVIT
post-Gegenbaur era. In this period, Haeckel tried
to create an interdisciplinary synthesis based oMatthias Dorries (Editor).Michael Frayn’sCo-
his monistic methodology. This approach als@enhagein Debate: Historical Essays and Doc-
determined the character of Haeckel's influencaiments on the 1941 Meeting between Niels Bohr
In contrast to Carl Gegenbaur, who created a scind Werner HeisenbergBerkeley Papers in
entific school based on a certairethodHaeckel History of Science, 20.) viii+ 195 pp., illus.,
constructed aystemwhich his students and col- bibl., index. Berkeley: Office for History of Sci-
leagues could either accept or reject. Thus hignce and Technology, University of California,
former students often opposed his views; AntofBerkeley, 2005. $12 (paper).

Dohrn is an example. Di Gregorio also discusseﬁuring the rehearsals for the New York produc-
the work of figures important for the develop-

ment of Haeckel'dNeltanschauung-fer exam- tion of Copenhagerthe veteran Broadway and

. N - film actor Philip Bosco was uncharacteristically
\F;:)er; gg:’r'gr::“edmh Strauss and Bartholassa nervous. Not only was he afraid that he would

. 3 o a ., stumble over some of the technical terms in his
The third part ( Ete_rnlty ) “covers }he penqd lines; he and the whole cast and crew feared that
that sees the completion of Haeckel's three flnq e play would not draw much of an audience.
works 'synthe5|5|ng h|§ monistic thoug.ht.wnhSurel the play was a success in London, and Mi-
The Riddle of the Univers@nd other similar g Frayn had so far been a popular play-
works, th_e Gr_eat War and the aptly-entltl_ed PaMyright—but thenNoises Offwas a comedy and
phlet Ewigkeit (p. 24). Here Di Gregorio de- pot'a serious mediation about science, history,
scribes Haeckel's expeditions, where he gathye jimits of knowledge, and the moral ambi-
ered empirical data in support of his new systergities of wartime. The expectation was that
of nature. Haeckel's ultimate aim was “to showgnce the physicists—some of whom were in-

the dependence of culture on its biological oriygyed in production-related events—had seen
gins, which meant that the system of the universg,e show, nobody else would come.
was a reflection of the system of living things” A it turned out, Bosco was wrong. The play
(p. 449). . ) ) ) . became something of a sensation. Its critical ac-
Along these lines, Di Gregorio arrives at hisclaim was followed by audience demand and a
conclusions, which are difficult to summarize inpyplic debate about its topic. The combination
a few sentences. Perhaps the most importagt the bomb and a meeting shrouded in mystery
statement here is that Haeckel viewed science @$rned out to be a winner. The question of what
a means rather th.an an end but that at the SaM@ppened during the fateful meeting between
time “Haeckel's ideology seemed to favourwerner Heisenberg and Niels Bohr in Copen-
human responsibility towards the universe” (phagen brought a whole suite of related issues into
571). focus. The only public record of the meeting to
From Here to Eternityis a worthy contribu- that point was Heisenberg's version of these
tion to English-language Haeckeliana. It makegvents in his autobiography and a similar ac-
available significant and generously translategount in Robert Jungk’s book on the atomic
parts of Haeckel's correspondence and other higomb, Brighter Than a Thousand Sungirst
torical documents. Yet the book also has severglublished in 1956 in German. On the basis of
shortcomings. The three major parts have nghese sources, it seemed that Heisenberg’s pur-
concluding chapters, which makes it difficult topose in arranging the meeting with his longtime
follow the general theme of the book. There argnentor and collaborator was to bring about an
also too many factual mistakes and typographiagreement among physicists—who, before the
cal errors. For example, in the bibliographyrise of the Nazis, had been a tightly knit com-
Haeckel'sGenerelle Morphologiés said to have munity—to hold off building an atomic bomb.
been printed in 1865 (wrong), but in the chro-The meeting was a failure. Heisenberg came to
nology the date is given as 1866 (correct). AnCopenhagen as afficial representative of an
other example is the reference to a paper by Uweccupying power, a situation that was only made
Hoffeld and Lennart Olsson: it is quoted severakorse by the fact that Bohr, who was half Jew-
times, but the authors’ names are never giveish, was under constant surveillance and suspi-
correctly (appearing, e.g., as “Hol3feld and Larseion. The meeting did not go well. But what ex-
son” or as “Hol3feld and Ollson”). However, thisactly happened?
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As it turned out, the Germans did not build anas well as postscripts to all the previous essays.
atomic bomb. Why? And, more generally, whatWe can thus see how new evidence is incorpo-
was the status of nuclear research in Nazi Gerated into historical interpretations. Needless to
many? This subject had been the focus of twesay, it did not result in a dramatic convergence
books on Heisenberg published in the 1990%f opinion. But this is exactly the point. And
Thomas Powers'Heisenberg’s War(Knopf, Dorries and his contributors should be applauded
1993) and Paul Lawrence Roseeisenberg for showing us these fundamental problems of
and the Nazi Atomic Bom(€alifornia, 1998). In  historical interpretation. However, we should not
addition, the Farm Hall transcripts—documentforget that all these debates were triggered by a
ing the secretly taped conversations of capturedork of art and the imagination.

German physicists—were declassified in the Finally, | want to offer one further observa-
early 1990s. But, ironically, even as more infortion. In 2003 a small Berlin theater also staged
mation became available, the situation only bea production ofCopenhagenTwo veteran actors
came murkier. of the famed Berliner Ensemble—the late Ek-

Understanding Heisenberg is clearly a formikehard Schall, Brecht's son-in-law, and Chris-
dable challenge. Ambitious, competitive, bril-tine Gloger—played Niels and Margrethe Bohr.
liant, a German patriot who chose to stay in Nazihe setting was intimate, a small stage in a cul-
Germany, a self-identified product of the Gertural center in an East Berlin housing project,
man culture ofDichter and Denker,he clearly close to many of the former centers of Nazi
had a Mephistophelian side. Bohr, on the othegpower. Seeing the play in German, through the
hand, was a respected mentor, communitgyes of actors trained in Brecht’s “scientific ap-
builder, and moral authority. But the latter evenproach” to theater and embedded within all the
tually became part of the project that built thelayers of postwar German history, added dimen-
atomic bomb, while the former did not. Was thissions of meaning that cannot be captured in even
because Heisenberg was too blinded by his athe best of historical accounts. Therefore, what
rogance to see that he had made some basic mégdl the essays in Doies’s collection ultimately
takes, or was it because he did not want to buildhow is that for some questions, at least, the art-
a bomb and chose not to lobby for the vast reist is closer to the truth than the historian.

sources such a project would require? And, MANFRED D. LAUBICHLER
again, what was the purpose of the failed meet-
ing in Copenhagen in the fall of 194172 Denis Forest.Histoire des aphasies: Une ana-

The moral ambiguity of these events is clearlfomie de I'expressiorix + 355 pp., figs., bibl.,
the stuff of drama. Frayn’s dramatic “trick” is to index. Paris: Presses Universitaires de France,
cast his exploration of the events after the death®05.€23 (paper).
of all the participants, who try to relive those ) ) )
fateful hours. Even after two attempts to figuré?€nis Forest'dHistory of the Aphasiagakes us
out what happened, we don’t know the “truth.”0n & whirlwind tour of the psychological, neu-
We see possibilities, and—not unlike in the scifological, and philosophical literature on aphasia
ence itself—the more we try to figure out oneacross Europe and America in the last two cen-
side of the story, the murkier the other becomeduries. It is part historical study and part philo-
Uncertainty, indeed. sophical analysis, with chapters arranged the-

After several successful productions ofmatically, each with its own chronology. Rather
Frayn's play, the drama continued offstage. Théan paint a picture of the study of aphasia at a
Bohr estate agreed to an early release of sevefrticular historical moment, Forest layers older
documents—multiple drafts of a letter to Hei-views with current developments, resulting in a
senberg addressing his version of the meeting @astiche of nineteenth-century anatomo-clinical
it was presented in Jungk’s book. None of thesgtudies, twentieth-century research in linguistics
letters was ever sent to Heisenberg. These draf@d the structure of language, and current mod-
further highlight the difficulties of historical els in the fields of psycho- and neurolinguistics.
memory and its interpretation. And there is yeHis philosophical interest in the ways in which
another layer of complexity. Matthias'Diées’s  language both speaks for a subject and also gives
volume first appeared in German (in conjunctiorvoice to the body is perhaps one of the most
with a production sponsored by the Max Plancknteresting themes to emerge here.

Institute for the History of Science and the In his first chapter, Forest tells the familiar
Hochschule fu Schauspielkunst “Ernst Busch”) story of Paul Broca’'s 1861 localization of the
before the release of the Bohr letters. The Encapacity for language articulation to the third
glish edition now contains the new documentsgonvolution of the left frontal lobe. Forest marks



