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André Leroi-Gourban
Daniel W. Smith

André Leroi-Gourhan (1911-86) was a French palaeontologist,
archaeologist and ethnologist who held the chair of Prehistory at the
College de France from 1968 until his retirement in 1982. During the
1960s and 1970s Leroi-Gourhan’s impact on palaeontology was on
a par with that of Claude Lévi-Strauss, his colleague at the College
de France, in anthropology.! He was an extraordinary polymath,
having received degrees in Russian (1931) and Chinese (1933). In
1936, while working at the Musée de ’'Homme in Paris, he went
on an ethnographic expedition to the Far East,2 where he collected
materials for his 1944 dissertation at the Sorbonne, which was enti-
tled “The Archaeology of the North Pacific’ and directed by Marcel
Mauss. His wide-ranging work focused primarily on prehistoric art,
the history of technology, and human evolution. Among his many
enduring legacies are the “Techniques et Cultures’ school of cultural
anthropology,’ the chaine opératoire approach to technology, and
the decapage method of excavation. He is well known to archaeolo-
gists for his pioneering studies of area excavations at Arcy-sur-Cure*
and, especially, Pincevent.’ Outside France, Leroi-Gourhan initially
became known for his studies of Palaeolithic art, for which he was
often credited, somewhat simplistically, with having provided a
‘structuralist’ interpretation.” In the 1940s he achieved international
recognition with the publication of Evolution and Technigues (in
two volumes, Man and Matter [1943] and Milieus and Techniques
[1945]), a massive ethological study of the evolution of technology
that remains a touchstone in the field.?

But Leroi-Gourhan’s magnum opus was his two-volume mas-
terpiece Gesture and Speech (Technique and Language [1964] and
Memory and Rhythms [1965]), a work of extraordinary scope that
presents a synthetic account of the course of human evolution from
a philosophically informed viewpoint.® The work had an immediate
impact in France and was taken up by several philosophers: Jacques
Derrida discusses the book in his 1967 Of Grammatology (primarily
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with regard to Leroi-Gourhan’s analyses of the linearity of phonetic
writing),'® and Deleuze and Guattari appeal to it throughout their
works. It would take more than thirty years for the book to be trans-
lated into English, in 1993, and its impact in the English-speaking
world, especially in philosophy, has remained limited. It is true that
in hindsight, more than fifty years after its publication, it is easy
to identify aspects of the book that are outdated. Even in 1964,
for example, Leroi-Gourhan was using an idiosyncratic terminol-
ogy that was already becoming obsolete: he calls the biface makers
‘Archanthropians’, and their predecessors, ‘Australanthropians’.
Moreover, Gesture and Speech was written long before the discov-
eries of Homo habilis in Africa and the famous Australopithecus
afarensis named ‘Lucy’, and its analyses necessarily must be recon-
sidered in light of subsequent fossil evidence. At times, the text even
betrays a certain anthropocentrism that would be shared by few
contemporary palaeontologists.!!

Despite such caveats, the vision of human development presented in
Gesture and Speech retains all its topicality and contemporaneity, for
several reasons. The first is Leroi-Gourhan’s morphological approach
to human evolution. As Tim Ingold has noted, Leroi-Gourhan’s work
is derived as much from the tradition of Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire and
Cuvier as it is from Buffon and Darwin.'? For Leroi-Gourhan, O# the
Origin of Species did not so much inaugurate a new era in science as
it brought an end the tradition of natural history started by Buffon,
which firmly anchored humans in the natural world.?* Cuvier’s work,
by contrast, had focused on the relations between the morphologi-
cal components of the body, and Leroi-Gourhan’s presupposition
is that adaptations (variation and selection) can take place only
within a fairly demarcated space of possible bodily transformations.
Morphology is the condition for corporeal adaptations, and on this
score animal species have two fundamental morphological patterns:
radial symmetry (hydras, sea anemones, polyps) and bilateral sym-
metry (worms, molluscs, crustaceans). Humans belong to the second
group, in which ‘the entire organism is placed behind the aperture
for ingesting food’, or what Leroi-Gourhan calls the anterior field
(27-8). Leroi-Gourhan’s analysis of human evolution begins with
the general morphology of bilateral symmetry, which polarises the
front and rear, and locates the organs of prehension, ingestion and
responsiveness in the anterior field in the front of the body.

Second, given this starting point, Leroi-Gourhan analyses the
evolutionary transformations that took place within this bilateral
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morphology, which included changes in the mechanical organisation
of the spinal column and limbs, the position of the skull, the size and
layout of the teeth, the organisation of the forelimb (the hand) and
the size of the brain. Leroi-Gourhan is highly critical of ‘celebralist’
theories (Rousseau, Teilhard de Chardin) which presume that human
evolution was guided by intelligence (10, 19), arguing instead that it
was the foot, and not the brain, that played the determinative role
in human evolution, since the size of the human brain was depend-
ent on the development of an erect posture (bipedality). In other
words, mobility, and not intelligence, was ‘the significant feature
of evolution toward the human state’ (26). The reason for this is
strictly mechanical: a brain of human size and weight simply could
not exist in quadrupeds with a horizontal backbone. For the human
brain to develop, the vertebral column had to become vertical, and
the skull had to be foreshortened in the front (including the face
and dentition) and considerably extended over the convex ‘roof of
the cranium — what Leroi-Gourhan calls the opening of the “cortical
fan’."* Leroi-Gourhan is in no way denying the important role that
the brain played in the development of human societies — a factor
Darwin famously emphasised.” His point is that, from an evolution-
ary perspective, cerebral development is a derivative phenomenon,
an effect of bipedalism. Put differently, Leroi-Gourhan sketches the
portrait, not of an embodied mind, but of an enminded body. The
ongoing privilege accorded to intelligence and cognition has its roots
in the longstanding bias that favours the mental rather than the
corporeal, the mind rather than the body. In this sense, Gesture and
Speech, although it never mentions his name, follows Nietzsche’s
advice to philosophers: ‘Essential: to start from the body and employ
it as a guide. It is a much richer phenomenon [than the mind], and
admits of clearer observation.’'¢

Third, Leroi-Gourhan provides a detailed account of the evolu-
tionary emergence of the bipedal body with erect posture, starting
from a stable way of life in an aquatic medium, and proceeding
through a series of what Leroi-Gourhan calls ‘liberations’: the initial
liberation from the aquatic medium (amphibiomorphism), the
freeing of the head (which distinguishes reptiles from fish), the acqui-
sition of erect quadrupedal locomotion (‘walkers’), the acquisition
of seated posture (‘graspers’), and, finally, the acquisition of erect
posture (anthropomorphism), which entails the liberation of the
hands and the mouth (36-60). Deleuze and Guattari will call these
transitions ‘deterritorialisations’ rather than ‘liberations’ ~ in the
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upright position, the hand and mouth are literally de-territorialised
and removed from the ground (terre) (DR 86-7). Our front paws
gradually lost their faculty of locomotion, but in the process they
became hands, which can do many more things than simply walking,
such as the fabrication of tools. At the same time, the mouth lost its
capacity for prehension, which was taken over by the hand, but in the
process it gained the capacity for speech. In being deterritorialised,
the forelimb and the mouth were reterritorialised on new actions,
gestures and tool-making (for the hand) and speech (for the mouth).
The is the source of the title of Leroi-Gourhan’s book Gesture and
Speech, and the most original aspect of the book is its analysis of
these two morphological poles: the hand (gestures and tools) and the
face/mouth (speech), and their complex interactions.

Indeed, the fundamental claim of Gesture and Speech is that
‘tools, language, and rhythmic creation are three contiguous aspects
of one and the same process’ (336) - all of which are linked to the
enlargement of the human brain, though not derived from it. The
appearance of an erect bipedal body in humans at one and the same
time freed the forelimb from the function of locomotion and created
the hand; freed the mouth from the function of prehension and
created language; and allowed the brain to expand by placing the
cranium at the top of the now-erect spinal column, which led to the
externalisation of visceral bodily rhythms in space and time. Though
separable, these three changes in the human body were the result
of the same morphological process, and can thus be considered as
a single event. Since they are the result of one evolutionary process,
Leroi-Gourhan will argue that there are inevitable parallels in the
evolution of ‘technics, language, and aesthetics’ (275 )

In what follows, we can do little more than provide a summary
overview of each of these three poles, and the elements that Deleuze
appropriated from Leroi-Gourhan, although it is no doubt the first
pole (technics) that had the greatest impact on Deleuze.

FmrsT PoLE: THE HAND ( Gmmacwwm AND TooLs)

Leroi-Gourhan belongs to a long tradition that interprets technical
artefacts as biological phenomena. ‘Leroi-Gourhan’, Deleuze and
Guattari write, ‘has gone the farthest toward a technological vitalism
taking biological evolution in general as the model for technical
evolution’, positing the existence of a ‘university tendency’ (which

‘>uze and Guattari will term the ‘machinic phylum’) that traverses
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both the technical and internal milieus of organisms (TP 47). Perhaps
the key term in Leroi-Gourhan’s account of technology is the notion
of externalisation. The evolution of the hand produced an entire series
of manual gestures that went far beyond the locomotive of the paw:
prehension, percussion, rotation, grasping, kneading, transmission
and so on. The hand became a tool that could undertake numerous
complex operations such as crushing, moulding, scraping, cutting,
digging and so on. But these motor skills, in turn, were then external-
ised in technical artefacts, in relation to which the hand ceased to be
a tool itself and became the motor force of these externalised tools. I
can attempt to pound a stake into the ground with my fist, but I do
a much better job at the task with a hammer, which externalises my
forearm and fist in wood and metal. Similarly, a baby’s bottle exter-
nalises the mother’s breast; an oven externalises the stomach; writing
externalises memory; and so on. Technical artefacts are biological
phenomena because they are extensions or ‘externalisations’ of the
motor skills and organs of the body. Ernst Kapp, a contemporary
of Marx, seems to have been the first to make this argument in his
Prinicples of a Philosophy of Technology (1877), which was taken
up in France by Alfred Espinas in his 1897 book The Origins of
Technology."” In the English-speaking world, the same tradition was
revived in Marshall McLuhan’s 1964 Understanding Media, which
was published in the same year as Leroi-Gourhan’s Gesture and
Speech, and bore as its subtitle, precisely, The Extensions of Man.®
Yet the characterisation of tools as ‘externalisations’, while a useful
and perhaps necessary starting part, must be qualified in at least two
ways.

On the one hand, long before any process of externalisation,
one can find a ‘proto-technicity’ throughout the plant and animal
kingdoms. Evolution, in other words, produces its own technology.
Oviparous animals (birds), for instance, followed an evolutionary
path that externalised the ovum through the action of laying eggs,
objects that are half-living (the embryo) and half-technological
objects (the calcium shell). In this sense, one could say that oviparous
animals had already produced the ‘objective’, and that the egg could
perhaps be considered one of the material origins of technology.!®
But birds were simply continuing an immense movement that had
commenced with invertebrates such as arthropods (insects and mol-
luscs), who secreted armours of chitin, or even scallops and shellfish,
who produced an exoskeleton to protect themselves — just as masons
build our houses, through another type of externalisation. From
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this viewpoint, one could push the advent of technology back half a
billion years to the Cambrian explosion, the Palaeozoic era in which
exoskeletons appeared — the exterior of an interior, a protective
framework for soft and fragile parts. Later, in the vertebrates, feath-
ers, hair, hooves, nails and teeth, the shells of the turtles and the scales
of anteaters will continue this vital flux of proto-technicity. From
the most ancient exoskeletons to the appearance of the most recent
‘appendages’ (phanéres), we can follow a gigantic chain of ‘natural’
technologies. Even if they have not yet been detached from the body,
they are nonetheless the precursors of subsequent externalisations.
Indeed, are the ancient ruins of long-vanished civilisations or even
modern junkyards filled with the carcasses of rusting automobiles all
that different from the fossilised remains of the Cambrian period that
are found in the Burgess Shale in the Canadian Rockies, about which
Stephen Jay Gould wrote his superb book Wonderful Life?*® They
are all cemeteries of externalised techniques.

One could push this analysis even further. Bergson observed that
a unicellular animal such as an amoeba can digest food, react to its
surroundings, and even ‘think’, although it does not have a digestive
tract, sensory organs or a brain.! To use Deleuze’s terminology,
taken from Artaud, an amoeba is a body without organs. Lacking
organs, the amoeba is nonetheless capable of unified behaviour such
as self-direction, conditioned reflexes, learning, adaptation, instinc-
tive habits and so on. In so-called higher animals, these ‘functions’
become localised in specific organs such as the stomach and the brain,
but clearly the functions do not require the specialised organs.?
Raymond Ruyer drew the obvious conclusion: bodily organs are
themselves technical artefacts, that is, they are specialised ‘tools’
that have been fabricated by the organism. I do not necessarily
need a hammer to drive a stake into the ground, but I can do it more
quickly and efficiently if I have one. Similarly, organisms do not need
a stomach to digest, or a nervous system to interact with the environ-
ment, but they perhaps digest and interact better if they have spe-
cialised organs devoted to these tasks. In other words, technologies
may be externalisations of ouriorgans, but our organs are themselves
technologies that have been invented by the organism over the course
of evolution. In his book Climbing Mount Probable, for instance,
Richard Dawkins has a marvellous chapter, aptly titled “The Forty-
Fold Path to Enlightenment’, that analyses the fact that eyes — which
Dawkins calls ‘a remote sensing technology’ — have evolved no fewer
than forty times in the animal kingdom in accordance with nine
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distinct principles.?* Indeed, the greatness of Darwin, as Marx said
in a famous text, was that he ‘directed attention to the history of
natural technology, that is, the formation of the organs of plants and
animals’.®® Variation and selection are the two mechanisms of this
natural technology.

However one sketches this history of proto-technicity, it is clear
that ‘technology’ is a product of evolution. Although we consider
technological objects to be artificial, these artificial objects have a
‘natural’ origin. It was Plato and Aristotle who separated tekbne
from episteme, and devalued the former in favour of the latter.26 But
this has had a pernicious effect in philosophy: far from being a mere
application of science or ‘theory’, technology long preceded science
and in certain respects conditions it.

On the other hand, even if one limits the idea of technical artefacts
to objects outside the body, it is obvious that many species besides
hominids fabricate external artefacts: beavers construct dams, birds
create nests, spiders weave webs.?” In these cases, however, technical
activity is ‘a faithful reflection of biological status’ (137), that is, the
technical artefacts fabricated by animals seems to be largely tied to
their genetic makeup, as if they had been ‘secreted’ (91) or ‘exuded’
(239) by the organic body. Here, too, the artefact/organ distinction
becomes blurred: a spider’s web can be seen as one of the organs of
the spider, even though it is external to its body. The artefacts fab-
ricated by animals are what Richard Dawkins calls their ‘extended
phenotype’, and he suggests that even the lake behind a beaver’s dam
‘may be regarded as a huge extended phenotype’.2® It is well known
that animals do not simply adapt to environments but actively create
their environments (niche construction).?® As Deleuze and Guattari
write, ’an organic form is not a simple structure but a structuration,
the constitution of an associated milieu ... The spider web is no
less “morphogenetic” than the form of the organism.’® Jacob von
Uexkiill pioneered the ethological analysis of such animal environ-
ments, and Deleuze frequently cites his analysis of the world of a tic,
with its active, perceptive and energetic characteristics.>!

What seems specific to the human species is that its externalised
organs become detachable, removeable, separated from the body,
which provides the advantage of mobility. A lion’s fur, for instance,
forces it to rather quickly halt a chase when it becomes overheated;
but when fur is externalised in a coat, it can be put on and off at
will, in accordance with quickly changing conditions. An important
consequence follows from this detachability. Although ‘tools and
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skeletons evolved synchronously’ (97) for most of human existence,
Leroi-Gourhan suggests that, at some point, these detached technical
objects, or externalised organs, began to enter their own evolutionary
history - a trajectory that Michel Serres has termed an ‘exodarwin-
ism’.*? Evolution bifurcated: one might say that we have moved from
creative evolution (Bergson) to being ourselves creative of evolution.
Evolution produces organisms, with their own proto-technicity; but
these organisms then produce technical artefacts that interconnect
with each other to produce a new body with its own moving tissue.
Each of us now lives in two bodies: the organic body created by the
embryo, and the eternalised technological body created by our brains
and our hands, a hyperbiological body that Kevin Kelly has aptly
termed the technium.®® The evolution of this second body not only
moves at a faster pace than normal evolution, but it is moving at an
increasingly accelerated pace: it is this other evolutionary time people
are referring to when they talk about the fast pace of modern life.3*
Each of us thus participates in two evolutionary temporalities as well:
the extremely slow-moving evolutionary process that sculpted our
organic body, and fast-moving evolution of our technological body,
which Serres calls a movement of ‘hominisation’.35 Put differently,
our life takes place between two circuits: the internal circuit of our
bodily organs, and the external circuit of our technological organs.

INTERREGNUM: THE ENIGMA OF THE BIFACE

But this raises the question of when and why technical artefacts
became so detached from the: human body that they could enter
their own evolutionary sequence, and Leroi-Gourhan confronts this
question by considering the enigma of the biface (or hand axe). The
first tool created by hominids, 'dating back 2.7 million years, seems
to have been the Oldowan ‘chopper’, which was created by a single
movement of striking one stone against another to create a sharp
edge — the same gesture that would serve ‘to split a bone, crack
a nut, or bludgeon an animal’ (92). The concept of an ‘operating
sequence’ (chaine opératoire) was introduced by Leroi-Gourhan as
a mean of analysing the process of production of technical artefacts,
and particularly lithic artefacts] and the chopper can be identified as
the earliest tool because it is the product of the most basic ‘operat-
ing sequence’: simple percussion. Around 1.7 million years ago, the
chopper gave way to the biface; which has a pointed oval shape with
two convex faces that meet at a sharp edge all around. The biface,
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which characterises the Acheulean period of artefact production, was
the product of a far more complex production process, requiring ‘at
least six series of operations performed in strict sequence, each series
being conditional upon the others and presupposing a rigorous plan’
(100). Around 300,000 years ago, the biface gave way to Levalloisian
points and microliths (136~8), which seems to have been the starting
point of an exponential expansion of techniques - a literal explosion
of technological development

What is remarkable about bifaces is that they have been found
across Africa, Asia and Furope during a period that spans ‘several
hundreds of thousands of years’ (144). Indeed, current research indi-
cates they persisted for close to a million years, almost five times as
long as the existence of Homo sapiens. Despite regional variations,
the form of the biface, with its bilateral symmetry, remained consist-
ent during this entire period, and even achieved increasing precision.
The Acheulean was an industry of awesome stability: the biface was
the first ‘standardised’ tool.

But why did the form of the biface remain constant for such a long
period? In Gesture and Speech, Leroi-Gourhan oscillates between
two responses to this question. One response is that the human biface
was akin to the spider’s web, the bird’s nest or the beaver’s dam, all
of which are externalised artifacts derived from the species’ genetic
makeup, part of its extended phenotype. In this case, ‘technical activ-
ity is a faithful reflection of biological status’ (137). A second, and
more persistent, response presumes that the explanation of the exist-
ence of the tool must be found, not in genetics, but rather in the
growing capacities of the human mind, either in the form of a ‘mental
image’ or a ‘concept’ or a ‘representation’.’ The form of the biface,
Leroi-Gourhan writes, can be traced back to ‘a shape that must be
preexistent in the maker’s mind’ (97), implying that, in humans at
least, technical artefacts bear witness to a conscious intentionality
in the maker’s mind.?” On this score, Leroi-Gourhan suggests that
what he calls the ‘prefrontal event’ was ‘perhaps the most important
technical revolution in human history’ ( 136), since it was at this
point that technical development ceased to be ‘a faithful reflection
of biological status’ (137) and ‘cell development® (139) and instead
started ‘to exteriorize itself completely — to lead, as it were, a life
of its own’ (139). Until this moment, increase in brain volume and
industrial progress moved in parallel: technicity was tied to biology.
After the prefrontal event, ‘brain volume had apparently reached
its peak, and the industry curve, on the contrary, was at the start of
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its vertical ascent’ (141). In other words, at some point, technicity
wound up detached from the body because of the expansion of the
brain.

Yet Leroi-Gourhan himself nonetheless questions if it is possible
to make such an easy distinction between the technical and the intel-
lectual? ‘One could ask whether techniques have a fundamentally
intellectual nature, or whether the distinction often drawn between
the intellectual and the technical actually reflects a paleontological
reality’ (106). What is at stake in these questions is what might be
called ‘archaeology of cognition’.?® Deleuze, following Simondon,
challenged the ‘hylomorphic’ (byle, ‘matter’ + morphe, ‘form’)
assumption that the production of material bifaces would have pre-
supposed the concept of a pre-existing form for their production.
In a later text, Leroi-Gourhan would note that ‘the production of
tools assumes the ability to preserve technological knowledge’, but
he argued that this knowledge is stored in the tool itself, and not
in either the genome or the mind.3* Recent scholars such as Gary
Tomlinson, who is indebted to Leroi-Gourhan, have suggested that
we should ‘conceive of Acheulean workmanship without the aid
of modern foresight or mental representation, without a teleologi-
cal approach to a preconceived end - without, finally, a recogniz-
ably modern human agency at work’. Rather, Tomlinson extends
Leroi-Gourhan’s concept of operating sequences to argue that the
persistence of the biface form for so many millennia did not imply
‘abstractable concepts’ or even a ‘symbolic communicative capac-
ity’, but was the result of externalised operating sequences that had
become habituated patterns of movement, transmitted from genera-
tion to generation. The continuity of the biface-form was the result
of the mutual interactions between the rhythmic gestures of the oper-
ating sequence and the material affordances of the stone and the
environment — what Tim Ingold has termed a ‘taskscape’.*! Instead
of seeing stone tools as proxies for the mind, we should see the mind
as an outgrowth of the body+stone interface. Tomlinson’s work at
least suggests that Leroi-Gourhan’s concept of the chaine opératoire
- the meeting of the body and the material world in a rhythmicised
landscape ~ provides an explanation of the puzzle of the biface that
is ‘more in keeping with our picture of million-year-old hominins
that models involving mental templates, multistep foresight, and top-
down planning’.#2
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SECOND PoLE: THE MOUTH (SPEECH AND LANGUAGE)

If we began with Leroi-Gourhan’s analysis of technology, derived
from the hand, it is in part because it becomes the mode] through
which he approaches the externalisations of the mouth and bodily
rhythms. If the deterritorialisation of the hand is linked to the genesis
of tools and technology, the deterritorialisation of the mouth is
linked to the genesis of speech and language, and more generally
the status of semiotics or signal-sign systems — a theme Deleuze and
Guattari take up in their analyses of ‘regimes of signs’.*> Karl Popper
argued that an organism’s most fundamental contact with external
reality takes place with the ingestion of foodstuffs,* which led his
disciple Donald T. Campbell to suggest that all types of knowing
and perceiving are substitutes for touching.* Single-celled organisms
such as amoebae gain most of their knowledge of the environment
through direct physical contact — a mode of knowledge that is both
accurate (what one touches certainly exists) and dangerous (if one
encounters something hostile). From this viewpoint, one advantage
of senses such as hearing, smell and vision is that they allow organ-
isms to gain knowledge of their environment in a more distanced and
indirect manner, although such modes of perception, while safer, are
often less accurate and more susceptible to error. For Leroi-Gourhan,
detachment (‘thinking at a distance’) is as much a theme in sensibility
and thought as it is in technology, and these sensory modes of cogni-
tive displacement are extended even further in modes of symbolic
abstraction. This is why Ruyer can note that language is less a means
of communication than a means of interrupting communication, in
so far as both speech and writing interpose a sign between humans
and the world.

An immediate suspension of action and communication is the
indispensable condition for symbolic behavior . . . The decisive step
toward humanity was crossed when the stimulus-signal became the
symbol-sign, that is, when it is no longer understood as announcing
or indicating something nearby [in space] or the next object or a
situation [in time], but as something capable of being used in itself in
order to conceive an object even in the absence of this object.*

Here too, of course, we can identify a ‘proto-symbolism’ that
exists within the organism itself, not only in its genetic structure, but
in the complex chemical signalling that takes place between cells,
a domain explored by the field of ‘bio-semiotics’.#” Such chemical
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signalling is often externalised in the extended phenotype of species
such as ants, who communicate by secreting trail pheromones.*® In
humans, however, symbolisation is primarily linked to speech, that
is, the production of sound and not chemical molecules. Although
Leroi-Gourhan does not speculate on the origins of speech,” he
makes two essential points about the conditions of its origin. First,
as we have seen, the liberation of the mouth is directly linked to
the liberation of the hand and the brain: ‘manual liberation and
the reduction of stresses exerted upon the cranial dome are two
terms of the same mechanical equation’ (60).5° His analyses con-
stantly focus on the reciprocally determined triangle of the hand, the
mouth and the sensory-motor cortex. In other words, Leroi-Gourhan
does not see the hand-mouth relationship ‘as the commonplace one
whereby the hand participates in speech through gesticulation, but
as an organic one, manual expertise corresponding to the degree of
freedom of operation of the facial organs thus made available for
speech’ (36). For this reason, second, ‘there is a close synchronism
between the evolution of techniques and that of language’ (215),
between the production of the technium and the production of the
symbolic world, and the evolution of the former sheds light on the
latter. “The extraordinary acceleration of the development of mate-
rial techniques following the emergence of Homo sapiens’ implies
that one can track a similar evolutionary development in language.
Leroi-Gourhan argues that one can track a similar evolutionary
development in language (215).

Of the many riches in his analyses of human symbolisation, we
will simply highlight the fact that, for Leroi-Gourhan, like many
others (Havelock, Ong, Goody), the singular moment in the long
history of language was the advent of writing.5! Phonetic writing — a
subset of the more general phenomenon of ‘graphism’ — constituted
an externalisation of human: memory, which made the archiving
of knowledge possible. The implications of writing and literacy
are immense, and have been|the object of numerous studies, and
the three remarkable chapters Leroi-Gourhan devotes to the topic
(219-66) are among his most| prescient. But, from Leroi-Gourhan’s
morphological viewpoint, what is most significant about the inven-
tion of graphic symbolism is that it signified a ‘subordination’ of
the hand to the mouth, and thus an entirely new relation among
the three poles of his analyses. In oral societies, the graphic system
is independent of the voice (drawing, art), and it was the alignment
and subordination of the hand to the voice that ultimately allowed
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writing to supplant the voice In Anti-Oedipus, Deleuze and Guattari
examine Leroi-Gourhan’s analyses of this new hand-voice-graphism
relation in some detail, coupling it with Nietzsche’s analyses in the
Genealogy of Morality, in order to produce their concept of the
‘magic triangle’ (voice-audition, graphism-body and eye—pain) that
characterises ancient despotic states.52

THIRD POLE: RHYTHM (SPACE AND TIME)

Leroi-Gourhan does not turn to the third pole of his analyses until
the last part of Gesture and Speech, which includes a phenomeno-
logically oriented chapter entitled “The Body as the Source of Values
and Rhythms’ (281-97). For most of the living world, he notes, time
and space have no other reference than the body’s visceral rhythms:
waking and sleeping, digestion and appetite, heartbeat and breath-
ing; the movement of bowels and the muscles, the organs of balance
(the labyrinth of the ear), and so on. ‘Hunger, balance, and motion
are the tripod upon which rest the higher reference senses of touch,
smell, hearing, and sight’ (289). But, as with the motor functions of
the hand and mouth, these bodily rhythms are likewise externalised
in ‘a checkerwork of scales and measures’, which ensconce human
behaviour in ‘a time and a space proper to humankind’ (283). ‘For
thousands of years our favorite game has been to organize time and
space in rhythms, in the calendar, in architecture’ (288).53 Leroi-
Gourhan is quick to point out the complexities of this external-
ised, artificial rhythmicity. On the one hand, it tends to produce a
‘rhythmic uniformization® or normalisation, ‘the reduction of indi-
viduals to a conditioned crowd’ (287). On the other hand, and more
interestingly, the various ‘techniques of the self’, as Foucault termed
them, found in domains such as religion and philosophy, are largely
directed towards taking human beings outside their daily rhythmic
cycles (284). ‘Acrobatics, balancing exercises, the dance, are to a
large extant the material expression of the attempt to break away
from normal operating sequences’ (286), and philosophy has always
fed on the conquest of eternity as a suspension of these rhythms.
Deleuze appropriates two important themes from Leroi-Gourhan’s
analysis of rhythm. The first is the concept of the ‘abstract line’.
Deleuze and Guattari cite with approval Leroi-Gourhan’s observa-
tion that ‘rhythmic markings precede explicit figures’.* Primitive art,
in other words, begins with these abstract and prefigurative lines that
are derived from the rhythms of the body and the cosmos, and the
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origins of art could not have been otherwise (188-90). ‘Prehistoric
art is fully art because it manipulates the abstract, though nonrec-
tilinear, line’ (TP 497). The second is the concept of rhythm itself,
which comes to the fore in Deleuze’s 1981 book, Francis Bacon: The
Logic of Sensation. It is not simply that rhythm lies at the origin of
prehistoric painting; Deleuze argues that rhythm is the essence of
all painting. In Bacon’s paintings, in particular, it is rhythm itself
that becomes the characters, the objects and the Figures. Following
Messiaen, Deleuze argues that, as in music, one can find three dif-
ferent types of rhythm in Bacon: a steady or ‘attendant’ rhythm,
and then two other rhythms, a rhythm of crescendo or simplifica-
tion (climbing, expanding, diastolic, adding value), and a rhythm
of diminuendo or simplification (descending, contracting, systolic,
removing value).>

CONCLUSION

We have simply presented here the broad outlines of the vision
of human evolution developed by Leroi-Gourhan in Gesture and
Speech. If there is one aspect of Leroi-Gourhan’s analyses that
Deleuze and Guatarri put in question, however, it is the notion of
externalisation. There is a ‘classic schema’, they write, that sees ‘the
tool as the extension and projection of the living being’, but they
suggest that this schema has several drawbacks.¢ It presumes that
technical artefacts have their origin in the body and are coupled with
it, even though the body itself is constituted by a proto-technicity. In
other words, the concept of externalisation neglects the determina-
tive role that assemblages (agencements) in evolution, technological
or otherwise. ‘Functioning as a component part in conjunction with
other parts [in an assemblage]’, they write, “is very different from
being an extension or a projection.”” In a sense, one could argue
that Deleuze and Guattari created the concept of an assemblage
as a corrective to Leroi-Gourhan’s analyses, and it is sometimes
presented as such by them.*® The hand-tool pole is generalised into
the concept of a machinic assemblage of bodies, or form of content,
and the mouth-language pole is generalised into the concept of
a collective assemblage of enunciation (regime of signs), or form
of expression (ATP 88), with each of these poles characterised by
vectors of de- and re-territorialisations. Evolution is itself a series
of such de- and re-territorialisations, and as Deleuze and Guattari
write, ‘maps should be made of these things, organic, ecological,
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and technological maps [that] one can lay out on the plane of imma-
nence’ (ATP 61).

If Gesture and Speech can and should be read as a work of
philosophy, and not simply palaeontology, it is because one of its
achievements is to have vastly extended the scope of the philosophical
enterprise. One of the great successes of the contemporary sciences is
their development of techniques of dating, which have now provided
us with what Serres calls the ‘Grand Narrative’ of the universe: the
‘big bang’ (if it occurred) took place 13.79 billion years ago; the Earth
was formed 4.54 billion years ago; life (the first prokaryotes) began
3.5 billion years ago; the first hominids appeared 2 million years
ago; and Homo sapiens made its appearance 200,000 years ago.¥
Though these dates will inevitably be modified, the development of
this Grand Narrative means that the history of thought itself must be
extended far beyond the origins of philosophy in Greece in the sixth
century BCE. Among its many ambitions, Gesture and Speech was an
early effort to attempt such a project, analysing the nature of thought

and cognition in a context that must now span thousands and indeed
millions of years.
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Henri Maldiney

Ronald Bogue

In his writings on painting, Deleuze makes use of a number of
commentators on art, including Hubert Damisch, Mikel Dufrenne,
Elie Faure, Henri Focillon, Michael Fried, Clement Greenberg,
Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Alois Riegl, Heinrich Wolfflin and Wilhelm
Worringer. But perhaps the most important influence on his approach
to painting is Henri Maldiney. Such a claim might seem exagger-
ated, were one to judge Maldiney’s impact by the number of times
Deleuze cites his work, or by the proximity of Maldiney’s thought to
Deleuze’s. Only upon consultation of Regard Parole Espace (Gaze
Speech Space), the sole publication of Maldiney’s cited by Deleuze,
does the significance of Maldiney become evident. Here one finds
not only a profound meditation on art but also a source book of
commentators and citations upon which Deleuze draws, as well as a
history of painting whose broad outlines Deleuze makes use of in his
own works.

Born 4 August 1912 in Meursault (in the Céte d’Or region),
Maldiney began his studies in philosophy at the Lycée du Parc in
Lyon. In 1933 he was admitted to the Ecole normale supérieure in
the rue d’Ulm in Paris, where he wrote a thesis on Fichte under the
direction of Léon Brunschvicq. After completing his agrégation in phi-
losophy in 1937, he taught briefly at the Briangon lycée before being
inducted into the army in 1939. He was captured by the Germans in
1940 and spent the remainder of the war in a prison camp. There, he
was able to study key texts of Husserl and Heidegger, most notably
Heidegger’s Sein und Zeit. After the war, he secured a position in
the Ecole des hautes études at the University of Ghent in Belgium,
where his primary duties were teaching literature. In 1947 he met
the painter Elsa Vervaene, who soon became his wife, and Jacques
Schotte, one of his students, who introduced Maldiney to Ludwig
Binswanger and Roland Kuhn, proponents of Dasein analysis. This
encounter initiated Maldiney’s lifelong interest in psychoanalysis and
psychiatry and his interaction with such notable figures as Eugéne



