
reicht – auch wenn oder weil man von Fall zu Fall
vielleicht nicht immer ganz einverstanden sein muss.
Wenn in Hirn und Zeit etwa die Labore von Helm-
holtz, Wundt oder du Bois-Reymond gegen die His-
toriographie der sogenannten ,laboratory revolution‘
in Stellung gebracht werden (S. 41), dann mag das
bei dem einen oder der anderen LeserIn durchaus
Bedenken auslçsen. Denn diese Historiographie war
ja nicht zuletzt gegen die Vorstellung gerichtet, dass
es nur oder vorwiegend Grçßen wie Helmholtz,
Wundt oder du Bois-Reymond waren, die die Wis-
senschaften von Kçrper und Geist auf Vordermann
gebracht h�tten; und ferner war sie gegen die Vor-
stellung gerichtet, dass diese Labore vor allem dazu
gut waren, Wissen zu produzieren – statt dieses zu
reproduzieren, zu vermitteln, zu testen, nutzbar zu
machen usw.

Schmidgens Laborwissenschaft erscheint in dieser
Hinsicht vergleichsweise unbefleckt und operiert jen-
seits des Tagesgesch�fts. Konsequenterweise pl�diert
Hirn und Zeit dann auch gegen eine Auflçsung der
Wissenschaftsgeschichte in die Allgemeingeschichte,
gegen eine Geschichtsschreibung, die fìr die „Kreati-
vit�t“ der Wissenschaft, Kunst und Philosophie
blind ist (S. 540). Schmidgens eigenes Programm
einer „Maschinen-Geschichte“ w�re allerdings
schlecht charakterisiert, wollte man es auf solche,
dezent am Rande gefìhrten Scharmìtzel begrenzen.
Im Begriff „Maschinen-Geschichte“, der gleicherma-
ßen gegen das oft Kleinkr�merische der ,instrument
studies‘ wie gegen die tendenziell unspezifische Rede
von diesem und jenem Medium gerichtet ist, kon-
densiert sich Schmidgens Bestreben, die Innenwelten
der Labore wieder zum Leben zu erwecken. Nicht
zuletzt generiert seine Version von „Maschinen-Ge-
schichte“ eine Beschreibungssprache, die es erlaubt,
sich den komplexen Verschaltungen von artifiziellen
und weniger artifiziellen Dingen zu n�hern – so
etwa die berìhmte Helmholtz’sche „Froschmaschi-
ne“ – oder diese jedenfalls auf bestimmte Weise
sichtbar zu machen. Von Installationen, Serien, Wie-
derholungen und „ready-mades“ ist da die Rede;
den synchronen, montageartigen Materialwelten des

Hirn-Zeit-Experiments wird das ebenso gerecht wie
dessen diachronen Filiationen, dessen ,longue dur¦e‘.

Selten wird man so dichte Beschreibungen experi-
menteller Praxis gelesen haben; gleichzeitig leistet
der so eingeschlagene Weg einer Form von östheti-
sierung Vorschub, die merklich eingrenzt, was ,Wis-
senschaft‘ ist, wo sie passiert und wie sie funktio-
niert. Das Bild, das Hirn und Zeit zeichnet, ist ein
romantisches, kein zynisches. Sicherlich ist das ge-
wollt – das hier relevante Außen der Labore, das
Gefìge von Uhren, Maschinen und Vermessungen
h�tte sich ohne weiteres ja auch etwa als (sagen wir)
,Disziplinarmacht‘ identifizieren lassen. Und inso-
fern ist es wohl kein Zufall, wenn, wie Schmidgen
verr�t, sich seine maßgeblichen Stichwortgeber, De-
leuze und Guattari, nicht zuletzt in der Kunstwelt
bedienten, um ihrerseits die Maschinen zu denken
(S. 55). The Machine as Seen at the End of the Mechan-
ical Age hieß die Ausstellung, die es den beiden be-
sonders angetan zu haben scheint; 1968 im New
Yorker MoMA inszeniert, baute man da, wenig
ìberraschend, auf schçnere, verspieltere und „more
worthy“ Beziehungen zu den Maschinen (so zumal
der Ausstellungskatalog von Karl Gunnar Pontus
Hult¦n, S. 13). Die Wissens-Maschinen, die so in
Schmidgens Blickfeld rìcken, neigen ebenfalls
dazu, den Charakter von Kunstwerken anzuneh-
men. Sie sind delikat, sophisticated und pr�zise,
aber es sind nicht unbedingt die Maschinen, die
Zeitgenossen wie Adolph Menzel, Karl Marx, Franz
Reuleaux oder die Massen auf dieser oder jener
Weltausstellung in Staunen versetzte; geschweige
denn sind es die schweren, schmutzigen und damp-
fenden Maschinen, an denen die Arbeiterkçrper,
die menschlichen Motoren, schwitzten. Und ver-
mutlich muss das in einem Buch namens Hirn und
Zeit ja auch so sein. Wer sich fìr die Geschichte der
Experimentalwissenschaften interessiert, der wird es
ohnehin mit Gewinn lesen. Denn dass die Instru-
mente wichtig sind, wusste man ja schon; Henning
Schmidgens Buch zeigt, was das eigentlich alles so
impliziert.

Max Stadler (Zìrich)
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Images of the past that form a nation’s or a group’s
self-perception often assume the character of myth.
A powerful image is that of the European Union

and its predecessors as primary, if not sole, forces of
European integration. That the union has acted as
a powerful force of Europeanization since the 1990s
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has rendered this image almost mythical dimensions.
For historians – with myth-breaking as one of their
most important tasks – the challenge has been to
identify other forces of European integration and to
place the process of integration in a long-term per-
spective. The ambitious book series “Making
Europe”, consisting of six volumes in total, meets
the challenge by investigating technology’s role in
the ‘hidden integration’ of Europe between 1850
and 2000.

Building Europe on Expertise is the second volume
in this series. Its authors, Martin Kohlrausch and
Helmut Trischler, examine how technoscientific ex-
perts shaped Europe, and vice versa. They claim that
“the building of Europe’s individual nation-states
and the creation of cross-national networks, orga-
nizations, and institutions – also referred to as Eu-
ropeanization and European integration – are inter-
connected processes, both featuring technoscientific
experts as the main actors” (p. 6). By technoscientific
experts, they mean all kinds of scientists as well as
trained professionals whose work drew on scientific
principles. It was professionals who often could con-
vert their technoscientific knowledge into political
and social influence.

The book is chronologically structured in three
parts, each consisting of three chapters. The chapters
are organized around case studies that, the authors
argue, demonstrate the dynamics of expertise of the
time. The first part deals with the period from the
mid-nineteenth century to the late 1920s. Its first
two chapters explore the institutionalization of engi-
neering education and how engineers gained a posi-
tion as a new national elite all over Europe. The au-
thors emphasize the mutual dependence – even alli-
ance – between the state and the emerging technical
elite. The basic form of this expert nationalism was
largely international, however. The third chapter, in
turn, analyzes three visionary blueprints for a sci-
ence-based universalism: Paul Otlet’s Mundaneum,
Otto Neurath’s picture-based international language,
Isotype, and Wilhelm Ostwald’s attempt to stan-
dardize scientific communication. Although only
partially realized, these projects reflected a new un-
derstanding of science and technology as a means of
building a better society.

The second part of the book concentrates on the
changing fortunes of expertise in the interwar period
as well as the Second World War and its aftermath.
Against the backdrop of the dramatic scientific and
technological progress of the era, experts increasingly
sought to apply their technoscientific knowledge to
social problems such as housing and health. Particu-
larly in the case of health, the ambition to improve
the human condition with scientific schemes paved
the way for eugenics and racial politics. In the total-
itarian European states, which emerged during the

interwar period, many of the technical and scientific
elite entered into a Faustian pact with the new re-
gimes. Others were forced into exile on political or
racial grounds. To frame this forced migration
purely in terms of loss and gain is too simplistic,
however. In the long run, Kohlrausch and Trischler
point out, the resulting transnational circulation of
knowledge accelerated the denationalization of ex-
pertise and equalized interregional disparities of
knowledge.

The third and final part of Building Europe on Ex-
pertise takes the reader rather abruptly to the big
transnational science projects of postwar Europe. Its
chapters include case studies of European collaborati-
on in the nuclear sector (most notably CERN), the
European space programs, and the shaping of Euro-
pean research programs. These final chapters move
the analysis to the institutional level, with the inner
workings of technoscientific expert groups taking
backstage. Although Kohlrausch and Trischler main-
tain that experts were crucial actors, they do not pro-
vide any deeper analysis of how their ideas and ac-
tions promoted and shaped these pan-European pro-
jects. Particularly when discussing the recent vision of
the European knowledge society, the authors take the
policymakers’ accounts – for instance, Helga Nowot-
ny’s – at face value rather than critically examine
them. Admittedly, the closeness of the recent past
makes it difficult to render a clear picture of it. In
any case, this lack of distance brings the authors
dangerously close to reiterating the policymakers’
myths.

The biggest problem with Building Europe on Ex-
pertise is that the authors’ examples only partially
substantiate their very strong claim that experts
became a “huge force” (p. 5) in building Europe.
Part of the problem is the format of the series
“Making Europe”. Two of the other books in the
series deal de facto with experts: Europe’s Infrastruc-
ture Transition: Economy, War, Nature (2015) written
by Per Hçgselius, Arne Kaijser, and Erik van der
Vleuten, and Writing the Rules for Europe: Experts,
Cartels, and International Organizations (2014) writ-
ten by Wolfram Kaiser and Johan Schot. As a con-
sequence, Kohlrausch and Trischler’s account ex-
cludes system-builders and experts in technology,
law, and business – both key in building Europe.
Moreover, they are too quick to dismiss professionals
in industry – rationalization experts, for example –
as rank-and-file experts and hence not a subject of
their study. The result is an almost exclusive focus
on a specific group of technoscientific experts – per-
haps technoscientific visionaries would be a fitting
term – driven largely by idealistic motives. Ob-
viously, Building Europe on Expertise would have ben-
efited from a more moderate introductory claim.
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Notwithstanding these critical remarks, Kohl-
rausch and Trischler have presented a fascinating
and highly readable account of technology’s role in
the hidden integration of Europe. While historical
studies of Europe often are mere compilations of na-
tional stories, particularly those of the large industri-

alized nations, their book, especially its first two
parts, is exemplary in incorporating stories from the
‘Other Europe’ into a single coherent narrative.

Per Lundin (Gçteborg)
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