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dividual rEvolution:  
What can PhiloSoPhy do in thE  
digital PrESEnt?

to speak about revolution, either as an event or as a concept, 
must appear presumptuous at a moment when racial discrimination, 
fascist politics, and the totalitarian war against women and minorities 
are amplified by a market economy based on systemic division. In the 
digital present, the systematization of division is magnified by newly 
algorithmic structures of machinic capitalism. In that context, the more 
the intellect aims to grasp the depth of revolutionary actions, the less 
the latter seem to make sense. In other words, both the failure and the 
promise of revolution have created a modern paradigm to address the 
political struggles of our times, one that is cyclically repeating itself  
to challenge the limits of humankind. And yet, one can always find 
reasons to interrogate the symptoms of revolutionary tragedies that 
proliferate against a background of intellectual numbness.

In DIVIDUUM: Machinic Capitalism and Molecular Revolution, the 
German philosopher Gerald Raunig asks us to ponder what division 
has to do with revolution and proposes to attend to revolutionary tem-
porality in a molecular way. To address revolution, Raunig proposes 
to think about molecular forms of organization as functioning horizon-
tally, at a temporal level that both resists and disrupts imposed cate-
gories of values, power, and their hegemonic mode of implementation 
in today’s digital societies. The horizontal— which is in conversation 
with the rhizomatic in Deleuze and Guattari— calls for a temporality 
that is related to dividuality. By dividuality Raunig means a principle 
for division understood to produce both domination and emancipa-
tion. Crucial in the book is the link it forges between division and 
revolution as a framework to unpack the joint power of domination 
and emancipation. To link division and temporality, Raunig proposes 
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to go back to processes of machinic accumulation to include pre- 
Marxist forms of patriarchy and slavery. He questions how systems  
of exploitation and enslavement are made possible by the imposition 
of a dividual principle at the core of both obedience and disobedience, 
conformity and noncompliant divisions. Here division is a dividuality 
principle (division is inherent to all that it is), a dividual tendency (divi-
sion is a dynamic quality that shapes relations), and a dividuum (divi-
sion is a temporal operation). Engaged with the modalities of partition 
and extraction that are deployed in capitalist systems of domination, 
Raunig confronts the machinic operations of capitalism and positions 
the concept of the dividual as it develops in early Scholasticism, that 
is, prior to the advent of capitalism. The value of this approach is to 
think about the implementation of capitalist structures of disposses-
sion, extraction, and partition long before Marxism emerged to theo-
rize them.

In elaborating the notion of dividuality, the relation between 
economy and domination can be grasped as “annihilation of space  
by time” (Marx 424), or, to put it in more contemporary terms, “how 
every act of exploitation . . . depends upon an even greater act of appro-
priation” (Moore 54). When one is reading Raunig, it is useful to put 
Marxist theory in dialogue with operations of domination that pertain 
to the relationality of space and time to include colonialism, slavery, 
and patriarchy. What matters in terms of revolution is not the imple-
mentation of a linear scheme but the constant adaptation of dividual 
modalities as a means to both separate and aggregate temporalities. 
For Raunig, this adaptation, or modulation, calls to address the mani-
fold complexity of division by looking at the long history of appro-
priation and by questioning the mechanization and automation of 
accumulation as a means of oppression in today’s digital economy.  
In other words, the political value of the book resides in the consid- 
eration of a wider, longer, and more complex framework from which 
to question the becoming- dividual of social relations and assess how 
division and its dividuality principle resonate with the possibility of 
revolution in the digital present.

DIVIDUUM cultivates a properly transverse relationship with 
Deleuze and Guattari. Published by Semiotext(e) and translated by 
Aileen Derieg, DIVIDUUM interrogates the value of molecular revo-
lution in today’s digital societies and its newly engendered system  
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of financialization. Here, “molecular revolution” is a politico- 
philosophical program in which, in reference to Guattari’s Molecu- 
lar Revolution (1984), Raunig suggests that revolution is still thinkable 
in the current conjuncture. To address revolution today, the concepts 
of modulation and dividuation are central in his theoretical develop-
ment concerning how machinic apparatuses have become structures 
of division. Expanding on Guattari’s conceptualization of heteroge-
neous modes of reterritorializing and deterritorializing in Chaosmosis 
and The Three Ecologies, DIVIDUUM suggests that “dividuality and 
radical inclusion are not mutually exclusive factors” and points to the 
interrelated and immanent movement that appropriates the power  
of social relationship (173). Following Guattari, this complex move-
ment of accumulation goes beyond mere dichotomies to embrace the 
structures woven by “modes of subjectivation (as mental ecology), the 
between of sociality (as social ecology) and the earth (as ecology of  
the environment in the narrower sense)” (179– 80). In other words, 
Raunig reassesses the interrelation between psyche, socius, and milieu 
from a molecular point of view. Here, as in Anti- Oedipus, the molecu-
lar is a realm whose function is to deploy energy as forms of collec- 
tive investment. The molecular means “the pores of everyday life,” 
“the molecules of sociality” (187). While Raunig’s Art and Revolution 
(2007), A Thousand Machines (2010), and Factories of Knowledge, Indus-
tries of Creativity offer key tools to assess the present- becoming from  
a Guattarian and Deleuzian point of view, in DIVIDUUM the ques- 
tion of investment becomes one of negotiation between dividuality 
and inclusion as taking place in machinic capitalism. For that matter, 
the molecular realm of the collective sparks the necessity to invent  
a more transverse approach to the system of domination and to the 
intellectual body at large. The author develops the concept of dividu-
ality out of his reading of Deleuze and Guattari’s reflection on capital-
ism’s machinic assemblages in A Thousand Plateaus. In this respect, 
DIVIDUUM continues the project of his earlier book Factories of Knowl-
edge, Industries of Creativity (2013), now assessing the possibility of rev-
olutionary actions in our preemptive society of algorithmic control.  
It questions the machinic deployment of the dividual principle in the 
digital age. As a general principle dividuality helps reevaluate the 
notion of the dividual put forward by Deleuze. Raunig determines 
how the notion of dividuum can be grasped as a means to assess the 
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long genealogy of oppression and domination from pre- Marxist struc-
tures of exploitation to the digital age’s preemptive power.

For Raunig, however, the concept of dividuality is not a meta- 
historical constant. Instead, it is a manifold component of social  
struggles that— “depending on political and theoretical positioning— 
precedes capitalist modes of production or engages them in fist fights” 
(182). He points to the implementation of a dividuality principle as  
it shapes centuries of totalization and stratification of singularities, 
putting the emphasis on the substantial division that is dispersed in 
today’s machinic capitalism. At stake here is a dividual law that needs 
to be understood as being both a colonial determination based on prop-
erty and one that emerges from within “the singularities of manifold 
ecologies” (175). In itself, DIVIDUUM is a technopolitical device that 
offers further investigations of the relation between division and dom-
ination. I say “technopolitical device” because the book functions on 
the level of both the political thinking and the technical making of 
molecular revolution as factors that “radically expand the possibili- 
ties of mediality and sociality in a self- organized way” (189). Raunig 
starts from the premise that the intellect itself needs to be activated 
and interactive so that it can be political again, and, by stating so, it 
grounds the possibility of engaging the digital present. The book offers 
one tool in particular with which to assess the possibility of revolution-
ary actions today: it looks at finance explicitly and digital computation 
to unpack the preemptive power that is now standing against revolu-
tionary movements. Along these lines, it seems that hackers are the 
ones who can act out revolutionary temporalities in today’s algorith-
mically coded life.

DIVIDUUM is organized into four parts: DIVIDUUM, DIVISION, 
DIVIDEND, and CONDIVISION. Each part is constituted of chapters 
and ritornelli, a word borrowed from A Thousand Plateaus that draws 
attention to the concept of machinic return. These ritornelli— a for- 
mulation first developed by Félix Guattari— function as what Raunig 
calls “subsistential territories.” These territories organize the move-
ment of transversing theory, which means that it operates in the liminal 
space of the dividual and theoretical middle. Here, the “subsistential” 
is a move away from both the ontological and the existential to ground 
the singular in its own subsisting forces (100). For that matter, these 
subsistential territories function as the spearhead of Raunig’s molecular 
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revolution and punctuate the rhythm of the text by opening up, in  
the writing itself, new localities where notions like “queer,” “desire,” 
“line of flight,” and “undulism” inhabit a theoretical space between 
pamphlet and poetry. While the chapters explicitly engage with the 
dividuality principle as it relates to machinic capitalism and molecu-
lar revolution, the ritornelli look like textual interruptions that punc-
tuate the text in a repetitive way to offer a space of poetic exploration, 
a breath of oxygen that allows the reader to dive back into theoreti- 
cal depth.

The book begins with an interrogation of the “raging middle of 
the dividual” (11) and addresses the importance of resisting the logic 
of authoritative writing that prevents the deployment of singular forms 
of expression, exchange, and openness. In this context, to dismantle 
the authoritative is to disassemble the discursive precondition of West-
ern discourse. The intellect becomes the line of flight from which to 
stand against both “individual- authoritative writing” and “commu- 
nitarian writing” that both begin “at a uniform cause and aim at a 
uniform goal” (15). In an era where capitalist modes of operation colo-
nize the present- becoming, the question of the intellect emerges “in 
traversing the singularities of thinking, speaking, writing, fabricat- 
ing knowledge: a machinic- dividual stream of thinking that moves 
across dichotomy of individual and community, permeates individu-
als and collectives, inhabits the spaces, things, landscapes between 
them and allows new forms of disobedience to emerge, new forms  
of noncompliance, new dissemblages” (19). This transverse approach 
allows Raunig to engage with post- operaist thinkers such as Antonio 
Negri, Maurizio Lazzarato, Paolo Virno, and thinkers like Roberto 
Esposito, Christian Marazzi, Arjun Appadurai, and Boaventura de 
Sousa Santos to inform his commitment to intellectual activism within 
(and yet beyond) the framework fostered by Deleuze and Guattari. 
His engagement is part of a deliberate choice to foster a newly politi-
cal dimension of the intellect, one that is engaged and engaging, one 
that doesn’t dissolve singularities or impose categories but rather nur-
tures a dialogue to reevaluate the margins of possibility left when deal-
ing with revolution today.

DIVIDUUM’s transversal approach to former critical models is 
cast from the beginning as a call for “a type of interactive and activat-
ing writing” (16). As such, it positions itself against the logic of both 
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authoritarian writing— which arises from the liberal ideology of the 
individual— and communitarian writing, “which by abandoning the 
individual- one for the all- one also means losing the singular- one” (15). 
To pursue this dividual- writing that starts from within an emanci- 
patory middle— as opposed to an authoritative beginning— means to 
not function according to the logic of the machinic economy and its 
means of distributing information. Its knowledge production is not 
satisfied by the discursive precondition of Western discourse. On the 
contrary, its style and content emerge from a multiplicity that engen-
ders an interwoven milieu made of various intelligibilities. Not sat- 
isfied with a one- dimensional grid, DIVIDUUM is about fostering  
dissimilarity. Queerness, liminality, ritornelli, scales, lines, and excess 
are not mere themes: they perform at a methodological level concerned 
with the possibility of inventing a present- becoming that emerges from 
new subsistential territories. As a form of noncompliance, his writing 
intentionally bucks traditional rhetorical formulae, and as a result, it 
is not easy to read. It requires an open- space of reception to welcome 
an emancipatory practice of writing and reading that is neither gov-
erned nor valorized by easy- to- track and easy- to- reproduce arguments. 
If Raunig challenges former theoretical modes of knowledge produc-
tion, these trials emerge out of the necessity to redefine critical mod-
els. Following this line, one could argue that his writing is full of love, 
that is, the generous belief that “We always make love with worlds” 
(Anti- Oedipus, 294). A writing full of love acknowledges that we always 
write with and are written by the multiplicity of other worlds. In that 
sense, and like any committed pieces of writing, DIVIDUUM solicits 
its readers to create epistemological bridges to connect with subtle net-
works of resonances, to overcome structural systems of thoughts, and 
to be open to new ways of conceiving emancipatory practices for the 
engaged and engaging intellectuals to come.

In the first part, which gives its title to the book, Raunig states that 
dividuum begins its lexical history in the realm of extreme sexualized 
oppression and economic dependency (25– 26). Occurring in the neigh-
boring zones of slavery and sexual violence, the first occurrence of the 
term dividuum is found in the comedies of Plautus and Terence, which 
exercised the order of heteronormativity specific to antiquity (27). 
Because Roman comedy developed a moral discourse on how to pro-
duce attribution and distribution of property, they also appear as the 
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first instance in which accumulation of goods is performed through 
partition, that is, patriarchy. Written from the perspective of the free 
citizen in the text, though Raunig does not mention that Terence was 
a freed slave, passive roles are the ones of desperate female figures 
that are quiet objects dependent on the plan of the gods and/or aid 
from free men. There were only two alternatives for female slaves: 
integration and subordination or being shipped off and relocated (34). 
Such patriarchal partition operates according to a “heteronomous 
reterritorialization” that suggests “that the economy of slavery and 
shipping already permeated the European- African geography of the 
Mediterranean in antiquity” (34– 36). At stake here is the question 
Raunig implicitly raises by reading Roman comedies as symptoms  
of the arrangement and constitution of patriarchal partition, a ques-
tion that asks: how does the knowledge of freedom emerge out of both 
slavery and patriarchy, when self- possession and relocation are both 
the structures and the operations of oppression and emancipation. 
Interestingly, this section offers to think about domination through par-
tition, which appears not only as a condition of violence but also as the 
ambivalent structure of the relations of power as both dominance and 
noncompliance. Within the constitution of patriarchal partition and:

beyond the logistics of heteronomous reterritorialization, the woman’s 
stealing (themselves) away in the shipwreck emerges as an incompliant 
subversion of property relations. The one who is shipped is always also 
a potential fugitive, even a potential smuggler, who, as Fred Moten says, 
is “carrying something— and what [s]he carries, is first and foremost, a 
kind of radical, non- locatability.” (The Undercommons, 139). The knowl-
edge of freedom emerges in the invention of flight, in the act of drawing 
the line of flight out of slavery, but also out of the oikonomic- moral rule 
of partition. (36)

To reach the margins where the ambivalent power of dividuality resides 
as both domination and emancipation, this section is followed by a 
ritornello on “Queering Space, Time, Domination.” In this passage, 
the locality of Orlando, Florida— which endured the deadliest mass- 
shooting event deployed against the LGBTQ community in the United 
States— has replaced the figure of Dorian Gray. This shift is a way to 
reclaim a zone of engagement away from “an intellect imprisoned  
in spirit” and instead develop “a transreason of passion haunted by 
ghosts” (38).
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In the next chapter, “The Philosophy of In- /Divisibility,” Raunig 
points out that the first appearance of the word dividuum in philosophy 
happens in Cicero’s translation of Plato’s Timaeus, a dialogue famous 
for its exploration of the nature of the physical world and the creation 
of both world- body and world- soul by the demiurge (46). He observes 
that at this point an explicit distinction arises: individuum translates 
indivisible matter; dividuum translates divisible matter (47). According 
to Raunig, Plato’s distinction allows a third kind of being to arise from 
the middle by inserting matter as a means to question the relationship 
between divisible and indivisible being. Formed out of both the divis-
ible and the indivisible, this “third genus of matter” takes part of the 
same and of the other (47). This thirdness is what is needed to mediate 
between indivisible and divisible matter, but, as Raunig points out, 
this mediation of opposites “happens with violence in relation to what 
is different” (48). In other words, “the procedure of partitioning brings 
the divisible- many under the rule of the indivisible- one” (48). Raunig 
traces the genealogy of the concept of dividuum, which emerges as an 
operational modality between subsistence and subsisting, between a 
relation and a structure. For him, the notion of dividuum is a tool to 
address the relation between unity and multitude, which is a placeless 
relation that finds resonances in the Threeness of Christianity as empha-
sized by Boethius. The relationality of subsistence and subsisting is 
defined as a co- emerging exchange, where that which is subsisting 
“exists ‘through something’” (58). The immanence of such relationality 
is what reveals the fact that molecular multiplicity does not emerge out 
of unity (i.e., individuum); rather, it emerges out of dividuality. Raunig 
thinks about the individual as emerging from a molecular multiplicity 
by beginning with the principle of dividuality for all. The molecular 
starts to be defined as a realm from which a multiplicity of possibili-
ties can emerge. Anticipating Spinoza’s insights a couple of centuries 
later in the Ethics— namely that beings have nothing in common at the 
level of essence but share a whole world at the level of their existence— 
Gilbert envisioned the relationality that takes places between subsis-
tence and subsisting as a mutual exchange (58). It is hard not to reflect 
upon the parallel with Spinozist notions of attributes and the question 
of finite and infinite modes of extension, which Raunig does not address.

“Gilbert de Poitiers. DIVIDUUM, Subsistence, Similarity” probably 
represents the most original aspect of Raunig’s work. His interpretation 
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of relationality is grounded in the writing of the scholastic logician and 
theologian Gilbert de la Porrée, bishop of Poitiers in twelfth- century 
France. No universality can be found in the secular realm, and, instead, 
Gilbert focuses on “singularity, concretion and immanence of all that 
‘subsists,’ all that which is” (55). Because multiplicity cannot unfold 
from within the realm of unity, that is, trinity or God, Gilbert differ- 
entiates singularity, individuality, and personality. Raunig comments 
upon this distinction and qualifies it as Gilbert’s major contribution to 
the history of philosophy:

everything that is individual is singular, and everything that is a person 
is singular and individual, but not everything that is singular is indi-
vidual, and not everything that is singular or individual is a person. (62)

Important here is the nonreciprocity (and yet concatenation) of singu-
larity, individuality, and personality. To unpack Gilbert’s rather obscure 
formulation, Raunig refers to the term “extension.” To him, “the small-
est extent is attributed to personality, the middle extent to individual-
ity, the greatest extent to singularity” (62). Individuality appears as an 
ordering mode of “all singular subsistences of a thing according to 
exactly the formation in which it is concretized” (63). In other words, 
the notion of dividuum emerges out of similarity, unity, and dispersion 
as much as individuum is made of dissimilarity, manifold attributes, and 
nonlinear and palimpsest- like modes of extension. Both dividuum and 
individuum should be conceived as co- emerging out of both similar- 
ity and conformity where singularity, individuality, and personality 
unfold as a specific extension of a thing. Along these lines, diversity 
and conformity appear as mutually conditional: “Dividuality emerges 
as assemblage of co- formity to form- multiplicity” (68), a statement that 
leads Raunig to emphasize the formulation of “non- individual singu-
larities” in Gilbert’s work and his invention of the term dividuum. At 
stake here is the development of a notion of individuality as that which 
“mobilizes dissimilarity to emphasize the respective being- different” 
(67). It is this “being- different” and the violence imposed upon it that 
is at stake in questioning the emergence of the concept of dividuum in 
relation to notions of personality, individuality, and singularity.

In the second part of the book, dedicated to DIVISION, Raunig pro-
poses to clarify the inherent relation between partition, participation, 
and division. He suggests that these are three modes of a single thing: 
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partition refers to limitation and classification; participation deals with 
the act of taking part in a relation; and division means that which 
“divides and consolidates indeterminate- diffuse multiplicity” (76). 
Inspired by Gilbert’s substantive relationality, which moves away 
from a unified essence to offer access to the multiplicity of being, 
Raunig proposes to think about molecular revolution from the subsis-
tential divisions that emerge out of territories.

The subsistential territories, the subsistential de/foundations of divid-
ing imply an asymmetrical intercourse, which is not necessarily an ex- 
change, not a measuring and adapting of the parts, but also not a tribute 
in the sense of cutting off a part (the minus of the munus) as precondition 
for coherent individuation and unified community. (100)

The precondition of unified community or social wholeness “is the 
principle of being which communicates with all otherness with the 
help of ‘external participation’” (75). Participation becomes a condi-
tion of individuation: it is an intrinsic participation that embraces the 
full realm of asymmetric possibility grounded in subsistential terri- 
tories. Raunig chooses “subsistential” rather than “ontological” or 
“existential” because it “enables considering each singular subsist- 
ing in relation to ‘its’ respectively singular subsistence, and not to a 
unified essence, an immutable substance, a universal” (100). Partici-
pating in the making of subsistential territories is where molecular 
revolutions take place, in the locality that subsists both singularly and 
collectively. In this sense, division is not an operation that divides an 
existing whole (76) but one that resingularizes entities by taking its 
measure from multiplicity. Such multiplicity is a field of immanence 
in which division both divides and consolidates, and such asymmetri-
cal intercourse brings to the forefront the question of the dividual- line 
that crosses many different things, allowing a more transverse approach 
to production processes outside classical dichotomies such as male/
female and free/slave. The latter are the servile tools of Western gene-
alogies since Plato. Moving away from unified essence and grounding 
division as a resingularizing operation allows subtler affordances and 
distinctions in the realm of connections and relations.

After developing a genealogy of precapitalist knowledge about 
division, the third part of the book, DIVIDEND, offers an understand-
ing of today’s machinic economy by developing the question of “the 
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relation of appending” to the machine (111). Different from subjuga-
tion, the relation of appending defines a machinic subservience that  
is both a dependency on the machine and the becoming- machine  
of the devices that are proliferating in today’s digital economy. The 
machinic operations of financialization are then conceived of as gen-
eral modulations brought about by the “machineoid efficiency of the 
market” (142). These concerns are developed out of Magdalena León’s 
work on financialization, understood as “the form of the accumulation 
of capital that corresponds to the new processes of production and 
value creation” (114). Raunig draws on Brigitte Young’s article “The 
Subprime Crisis and the Gender- Specific Debt Trap” to tackle the gen-
dered and racialized conditions for subprime loans, thus going back 
to the opening of the book on partition and slavery as the locus from 
which to address capitalist forms of oppression. Financialization is the 
operative factor of machinic capital, and as such it imposes a new defi-
nition of control in the digital economy:

Modularization is striating reterritorialization and social subjugation, a 
clean separation and disciplining of times and spaces, the production  
of ever more detailed modules, the implementation of standard mea-
sures. Modulating, on the other hand, is servile deterritorialization and 
machinic subservience, as inseparable, endless, unbounded modulating, 
an invocation to varying and smoothing the self. (145)

Valorized by such double modularization and modulating of rela- 
tionality, the dividual exchange of machinic capitalism both forces 
self- governance and prescribes appending as the major modality of 
relating to the machinic- apparatuses of the digital economy. How- 
ever, this mediated relationship of financialization does not func- 
tion in the “logic of the patriarchal economy of partition” or “in the 
sense of a transfer from one to another” but rather as a “middle that 
sweeps things as persons and persons as agents along” (167). This 
space needs to be understood as a middle ground between the plural, 
which is internally composite, and the singular, which is internally 
dual. The dual and the composite become tools to assess the things/
persons/agents’ relationality in today’s digital economy. To a cer- 
tain extent, the becoming- dividual of production and social relations 
requires a dividual middle that operates as a political concatenation  
of antonymic and yet codependent tendencies. These tendencies are 
unpacked as the constant transactions brought about by relationality. 
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The newly algorithmic structures of machinic capitalism magnify the 
systematization of division “steered by equally complex combina-
tions of technical and social machines” (142). In this sense, Raunig’s 
major concerns are in line with what Deleuze developed later in  
his career, namely a reflection on the society of control and the digi- 
tal logic of imprisonment that he sees implemented at the begin- 
ning of the 1990s. According to Deleuze, the figure of the dividual is 
the result of both a technical revolution and a restructuring of capi- 
talism’s modes of operation (Deleuze 244– 45). Raunig expands on 
Deleuze’s concerns by addressing the long genealogy of the imple-
mentation of a dividuality principle, allowing us to think through  
a complex politico- philosophical framework to include the dividual 
effects of financialization. Interestingly, it is in the chapter “Queer 
Debts: Spread, Usury, Excess” that the effective means of achieving 
“hierarchical differentiation, social cleavages, and racial marginaliza-
tion” are put up for debate (148). I say “interestingly” because what  
is at stake in questioning machinic capitalism is addressing the con-
catenation of ambivalent relations of power in today’s dividual econ-
omy. However, the relation between queer and social debt and the 
relation between debt as subsistantial terrains of molecular revolution 
remains underdeveloped in the book. As much as I would have appre-
ciated the opportunity to read more on the queer middle of transrea-
son at the beginning of the book, I believe a longer explanation of the 
potential of questioning the molecular within a queer locality would 
have benefited the book. As rightly underscored by Raunig, there is 
still a lot to be done to dismantle the Western antinomy of society and 
individual, and, as such, anthropology is a promising methodological 
terrain on which to redefine the relation between gift economy, gender 
divide, and debt in relation to person. Granted, DIVIDUMM is only 
the first volume of a book series, so there is hope that we will read 
more on molecular practices of everyday living and the ability they 
have to reverse the concept of debt, whether social, economic, or geo-
political. This will, I hope, be “the becoming more” of Raunig’s molec-
ular (writing) revolution (187).

Finally, in CONDIVISION, Raunig ends by reflecting on “posses-
sive individualism as an occidentalist- capitalist construction” (159). To 
tackle the unquestioned discursive preconditions of Western discourse, 
Raunig moves away from a classical understanding of substance as 



191DiviDual Revolution

static formulas to elaborate on the unlimited potential of the constant 
circulation and transformation of subsistential territories. Raunig sug-
gests that codes and substances are the driving force of change of all 
dividual and individual entities. Such change is “a constant process  
of dividing and recombining their substance/codes” (162). Codes are 
to be understood as codes of conduct and as modes of subjectiva- 
tion and self- relations: substances as constantly changing and multi-
ple (161). With this framework, the question of molecular revolution  
is posed as one possible way to move beyond the fixation imposed 
upon the relation between an individual and the society. In “Molecular 
Revolution and Condividuality,” Raunig reflects upon the becoming- 
dividual of production and social relations. For him, the problem of 
concatenation becomes central to addressing “the ‘political composi-
tion’ of the multitude” (182). Inventing a molecular revolution means 
inventing a transversal approach to contradictory forces so that divi-
sion, partition, and participation can be grounded in a singularized 
and yet necessarily dividual substance of becoming. Such a substantial 
field, or subsistential territories, calls for an immanent space of change 
that can still hold the promise of becoming otherwise in the world.

Machinic capitalism striates the multitude, hierarchizes and valo-
rizes it. And yet molecular revolution raises no hopes in any of the 
imaginings of resistance against this dividual- machinic capitalism that 
undertake to homogenize and totalize the multitude. Even in their 
negative manifestation, there is no way back ahead of multiplicity but 
only its dis/continuous unfolding (184).

Raunig makes a case for molecular forms of organization and the 
invention of subsistential territories that can inhabit a space of renewal 
to fight against machinic subservience. It offers a transversal approach 
instead of a universal one to think about singularity and personhood. 
As such, the molecular is the realm of the possible, of tiny changes,  
of locality. Investing and cultivating the inner space of social relations 
is the molecular force of the revolution. Such force is grounded in a 
double recognition: first, locality matters, and as such it is time to rec-
ognize that the “Mediterranean today is the continuation of an occi-
dental space of violence” (167); second, the juridical network of laws 
matters, and, following these lines, “the Eurocentric- colonial genealogy 
of law” must be acknowledged and overcome (171). Put differently, to 
develop molecular forms of organization is to anchor action in locality 
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where vulnerable bodies are exposed. Furthermore, to sustain such 
organization requires the development of new epistemes so that the 
law can be newly interpreted in accordance with local practices that 
are implementing changes in a molecular way. A new episteme is a 
collective call for action, a request to move away from the primacy of 
the individual and to engage the collective as myriad asynchronous 
forces waiting to be deployed. As such, to decolonize the present- 
becoming is to dually invest in both locality and the law.

Overall, DIVIDUUM thinks operations of domination, dividuality 
principle, and the newly engendered society of control and financial- 
ized regulation together. It does so to address the margins of possibil-
ity left for revolutionary action today and engages with the modalities 
of division that are deployed in capitalist systems of domination. As  
I have noted, Raunig chooses the machinic economy of digital finan-
cialization as the framework through which to map out the promise  
of radical inclusion and to attend to organization in a molecular way. 
However, and I grant that formulating critiques is sometimes neces-
sary to balance the order of discourse and visibility, it seems to me that 
Raunig does not take into full consideration today’s mode of digital 
governance. The machinic control of algorithmic governmentality— to 
recall a central concept of Antoinette Rouvroy’s work on the modula-
tion of singularities in Big Data ideology— concerns the constant exten-
sion of dividual principles to better disperse the anonymous masses 
and activate consumers’ behaviors. The new dividual scales brought 
about in the digital realm and the constant extraction, traffic, and pre-
emption of data it deploys have to do with structural divisions that 
are, according to Raunig, “far beyond techno- media apparatuses and 
individual desires” (121). However, digital industries are operating 
according to a preemptive principle that is based on the instrumen- 
talization of time in today’s algorithmic modes of data surveillance 
and preemptive policy. In the context of our data- driven governmen- 
tality— where the subject is replaced by the nomenclature of his or her 
digital relations— social media and the online economy are producing 
a digital double that precedes any form of encounter with the world. 
The making of a new technical condition of governance and sociality 
in the digital world is a revolution in the way that time is spatially 
organized. Here, the question of time is fundamental as the digital 
deploys a preemptive modality of evaluative patterns that transforms 
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becoming according to preset categories. The programmability of the 
future is a key factor of today’s algorithmic governance, as the latter 
operates on the basis of the constant calculability and traceability of 
people’s behaviors. In that context, it is precisely people’s relations  
to the digital setups of sociality and economy that are targeted. The 
question of machinic capitalism is thus one of the production of digi-
tal dividuals that is haunting the web of life. Moreover, the book would 
have benefited from a more straightforward engagement with the fact 
that algorithmic governmentality no longer needs to target people’s 
singularity, since it is the manifold multiplicity of their relations to the 
world that is being preempted by the imposition of a discrete sequen-
tialization of behavior.

But, perhaps even more decisively, Gilbert Simondon’s theory  
of the allagmatic would have been fundamental to unpack notions  
of modulation and the individual. Raunig is obviously inspired by 
Deleuze and Guattari’s theoretico- political project, and yet he fails to 
relate his philosophy of dividuality to the work of Simondon, who 
was Deleuze’s generous inspiration when it comes to notions of mod-
ulation, transduction, and individuation. By ignoring this genealogy 
of thought, Raunig circumscribes his own work within the realm of a 
much narrower framework than it deserves— that is, the reception of 
Deleuze and Guattari’s project today— preventing it from extending 
into fields of research such as philosophy of technique, information 
theory, and theories of complexity. By developing a theory of operation 
that defines the transformative dynamisms that take place within a 
structure, the allagmatic offers an operative system that links ontology 
and axiology, as opposed to getting rid of both. It poses operation as 
the condition of relation, and here it would have been useful to ques-
tion the molecular realm of partition, participation, and division from 
the point of view of the operations they perform. In my view, it is  
the operation as a condition of relation that needs to be put in dialogue 
with the machinic structure of capital, as well as with the relation of 
power that is central to the notion of dividuality as a principle for all. 
As much as DIVIDUUM works against the totalizing fixation regard-
ing the relation between the individual and society and as much as 
Raunig is opening up a path for thinking about the digital from a pre- 
Marxist understanding of capital, work still needs to be done to un- 
pack the complexity of both colonial and algorithmic structures of 
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power dynamics. I say “colonial” because it is what is at stake when 
we think about the molecular today, that is, what has been the locus of 
the constant dispossession of goods, energies, and episteme. A Marx-
ist understanding of accumulation today can no longer dismiss the 
accumulative dispossession that systematically empties out singular 
forms of collectivity. For that matter, Simondon’s theory of individua-
tion, along with his relational ontology of technical operations, would 
have added to the major contribution that Raunig generously offers.

I see his contribution being twofold: stating the paramount diffi-
culties of assessing revolution today and opening up to the exponen-
tial possibilities that such difficulties offer.

To write with deliberate care about diverse forms of oppression 
takes generosity and humility. Raunig has these qualities. Not only 
does DIVIDUUM deserve to be read; it also deserves to be put in con-
versation with the work of other engaged and engaging thinkers such 
as Gilbert Simondon, Antoinette Rouvroy, and David Scott, to name 
only a few. But, more than that, Raunig’s writing, between pamphlet 
and poetry, is already a provocative and exemplary molecular revo- 
lution effected within the realms of neoliberal modes of knowledge 
production. Thinkers have a responsibility to address the machinic 
capitalism that is commonplace in our contemporary lives and cer-
tainly in academia too. What else can we try to do except pose the core 
question of our time, namely the sprawling oppression of the few over 
the many? “How will, in machinic capitalism, the middle become 
newly noncompliant?” Raunig encourages us to be engaging writ- 
ers and engaged readers who refuse to play the game of machinic- 
knowledge production. DIVIDUUM fosters a transversal approach to 
the intellect that develops “cooperations that are not compliant” with 
the dividual- machine of unilateral authority (20). It demands to stand 
in the middle, “to overcome the authoritative individual” that is so 
valorized and cherished in today’s academic settings (15). In order  
to encourage a type of writing that “erases neither molecular multi-
plicity nor specific singularities,” Raunig invents the figure of the 
transversal intellect, a figure that fosters new dissemblages of thought, 
new territorialities, and new relations to things. Inspired by the open-
ing of Guattari’s Molecular Revolution on “Transversality,” this type of 
intellect adopts a dividual writing that begins in the middle and con-
tinues to desire, because of its incompleteness, to embrace the realm of 
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molecular multiplicity. “Beginning differently could begin with the 
world, or the question of whether the world has a beginning or not, and 
if not, whether the world, if it has no beginning, does have a becom-
ing” (39). The becoming dividual of all writing is a means through 
which to resist the instrumentalization of both beginnings and ends, 
to foster an alternative position that contests both domination and 
exclusion. Cover to cover, DIVIDUUM operates as an invitation to 
cultivate a practice of ever- inventing locality: it starts by writing itself 
out of obedient modes of theoretical dissemination and ends by writ-
ing itself back toward indicators of a present- becoming that still holds 
promises of dignity. These promises are of a nonappropriative inclu-
sion that refuses to operate according to thresholds and borders: it 
demands that the reader stand collectively in order to transverse the 
pores of sociality.

In this molecular revolution thrown out for debate by Raunig, 
inclusion can take place only by paying tribute to other modes of 
relating to dissimilarity and the manifold potential of singularities. 
For that matter, I would like to go back to the second ritornello on 
“Queering Space, Time, Domination.” Raunig offers the “eternal queer 
return” as both a reversal of time and a crossing through space, as  
that which evolves step- by- step and yet, simultaneously, between and 
beyond a multitude of individuals. “Queer wish production, trans- 
reason, trans/versal intellect. . . . With its singular measure of value,  
the transreason of passion also and especially reaches the darkest, most 
remote margins” (37). Here, queer is the movement of a political prac-
tice that acknowledges the ones that don’t belong to a single sphere  
of reality but that somehow contrive to synchronize “the sixty or sev-
enty different times which beat simultaneously in every human organ-
ism” (37). According to Raunig, queer is the locality of a transreason 
that refuses the imprisonment of clear- cut dichotomies by cultivating 
its own singular temporalities. Queer is an organismic passion haunted 
by ghosts that are not mere representations of fears but the very pres-
ence of the yet to be born as much as the already dead. The queering 
of the intellect is about cultivating multiplicity: it stands against the 
heteronormative way of conceiving beginnings and producing author-
ity. It is not about appropriating queerness as a form of salvation:  
on the contrary, it is about adopting an openness that no longer cir-
cumscribes forms of inclusion. The queering of an emancipatory space 
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emerges on this revolutionary stage, an open space where forms of 
resistance against the mechanization of relationships are deployed, 
where resisting collectively is not only what matters but what makes 
life worth living. Only in openness can the concatenations of belong-
ing disrupt the implementation of a dividual principle that has been 
instrumentalized to foster power- relation. If nothing else, the queer 
politics adopted by Raunig in between the lines of his dividual writ-
ing does one thing: it offers a way out of the unilateral dichotomies 
that are haunting Western philosophy and the discursive precondition 
of its discourse. Queer politics thus allows for subtler and yet more 
uncertain paths that address the intrinsic ambivalence that constitutes 
psychic and social individuals. Here, transreason is a form of resistance, 
a tool to address a sociality to come. The transversal is not a negation 
of the social, as much as negativity in Berlant and Edelman is not 
about a negation of sociality but a critical means through which to 
address the struggle it takes to live through and within irreparable divi-
sions. For that matter, Raunig’s attempt to develop a queer space of 
dividuality is in closer dialogue with Muñoz, who focuses on the tem-
porality of the future, on the not- yet- there, and on the critical intimacies 
that are required to attend to the racialized and queer kids to come.

Finally, the emergence of revolutionary actions could hardly be 
sensed with more poignancy than in today’s tragic times. During these 
times— when practices that grew out of both slavery and patriarchy 
over millennia have culminated in global capitalism and its mode  
of division— revolutionary actions are obliged to take place on an 
ephemeral yet continuous timeline. As soon as an event solicits the 
power dynamic, such as in street protests or speech activism, the timing 
of politics becomes an instrument to either dominate or emancipate 
one’s condition. The ambivalent power of political actions asks us  
to assess the margins of possibility left for revolutionary thinking and 
revolutionary doing in our contemporary moment. As already sug-
gested by Hannah Arendt, revolutionary actions are the grounding 
force of historical time: they offer a modern paradigm for thinking 
through people’s experience in the fabric of society. In that context, 
colonialism, capitalism, and patriarchal modes of domination have led 
to supremacy and the violent hierarchy of domination over the power-
less many. In that context, the matter of time is the structural basis 
from which to address the question of revolution. Revolution becomes 
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not only a temporal modality with which to further interrogate resil-
ience and resistance but also a creative path by which to fight anew, 
especially through nonappropriative inclusion and radical solidarity. 
The timing of revolutionary actions, as well as their temporal unfold-
ing, is central to the implementation of societal changes. Changes hap-
pen on a larger scale through the ambivalent power of temporal politics 
to serve contradictory purposes. In that context, the task of the phi-
losopher interrogating revolution is to disrupt the imposition of a 
dominant experience of time and to invent a fruitful and collective rela-
tion to space in the here and now of our actions on the political stage. 
In this space and on this stage, we will encounter Raunig— and, having 
read DIVIDIUM, we will also know our lines.
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