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Is viewing oneself as a unique individual, in itself, an inherently
political action?

From: Introduction to the Collected Papers of Herbert Marcuse, Vol. 3:
The New Left and the 1960s
by Douglas Kellner

One-Dimensional Man, The Great Refusal, and the Rise of the New Left
While Eros and Civilization provides the most detailed depiction of his vision of liberation,
One-Dimensional Man provides Marcuse's most systematic analysis of the forces of
domination. ODM explored the development of new forms of social control that were
producing a "one- dimensional man" and "society without opposition." Citing trends
toward conformity, Marcuse described the forms of culture and society which created
consumer needs that integrated individuals into the existing system of production and
consumption via mass media, advertising, industrial management, and uncritical modes
of thought. To "one-dimensional society," Marcuse counterpoised critical and dialectical
thinking that perceived a freer and happier form of culture and society, and advocated a
"great refusal" of all modes of repression and domination.
One-Dimensional Man theorized the decline of revolutionary potential within the industrial
working class in capitalist societies and the development of new forms of social control.
Marcuse claimed that "advanced industrial society" created consumer and conformist
needs that integrated individuals into the existing system of production and consumption.
Domination in institutions of labor, schooling, the family, the state, social relations,
culture, and contemporary modes of thought all reproduced the existing system and
tended to eliminate negativity, critique, and opposition. The result was a "onedimensional" universe of thought and behavior in which the very aptitude and ability for
critical thinking and oppositional behavior were withering away.
Not only had capitalism integrated the working class, the source of potential
revolutionary opposition, but the current capitalist system had developed new techniques
of stabilization through state and corporate policies and the development of new forms of
social control. Thus Marcuse questioned two of the fundamental postulates of orthodox
Marxism: the revolutionary proletariat and inevitability of capitalist crisis. In contrast with
the working class focus of orthodox Marxism, Marcuse championed non-integrated forces
of minorities, outsiders, and radical intelligentsia and attempted to nourish oppositional
thought and behavior while promoting radical thinking and opposition.
For Marcuse, domination combined economics, politics, technology and social
organization. For orthodox Marxists, domination is inscribed in capitalist relations of
production and the logic of commodification, and for Heideggerians, Weberians and
others it is technology, technological rationality, and/or the coercive logic of political
institutions that are the major force of societal domination. Marcuse, by contrast, had a
multicausal analysis that ferreted out aspects of domination and resistance throughout
the social order. Moreover, Marcuse insisted that contradictions of the system, theorized
by classical Marxism as the antagonism of capital and labor, continued to exist, albeit in
altered forms. He also constantly cited the unity of production and destruction,
highlighting the ways that creation of wealth produced systematic poverty, war, and
violence. Hence, for Marcuse there was an "objective ambiguity" to even the seeming
achievements of advanced industrial society which had the wealth, science, technology,
and industry to alleviate poverty and suffering, but used the instruments of production to
enhance domination, violence, aggression, and injustice. Since this dialectic continues

unabated into the 21st century, Marcuse’s critique of the growing distance between the
possibilities of justice, the alleviation of poverty and suffering, and a freer and happier
life for all in contrast to growing inequality, intensified violence, and proliferating
suffering is as relevant as ever.
In contrast to his Frankfurt School colleagues who were becoming increasingly
depoliticized, Marcuse constantly attempted to politicize critical theory and to detect
forces of resistance and transformation to contrast forces of domination and repression.
After a period of pessimism during the phase of One-Dimensional Man, Marcuse was
encouraged by the global forces of revolt, centered around the student and anti-war
movement, the counterculture, national liberation movements, and what became known
as the new social movements. Marcuse sought in these forces the instruments of radical
social change that classical Marxism found in the proletariat.
But just as oppositional working class movements were defeated in the course of the
twentieth century and the working class, in Marcuse's view, was integrated into
contemporary capitalism, so too, for the most part, were the radical movements of the
1960s defeated or integrated into the triumphant system of global capitalism by the late
1970s.6 Up until his death in 1979, however, Marcuse continued to seek agents of social
change in oppositional social movements and in the most critical and radical forms of art
and philosophy.
During the 1960s and 1970s, Marcuse's work generated fierce controversy and polemics,
and most studies of his work are highly tendentious and frequently sectarian. OneDimensional Man was severely criticized by orthodox Marxists and theorists of various
political and theoretical commitments. Despite its negativity, it influenced many in the
New Left as it articulated their growing dissatisfaction with both capitalist societies and
Soviet socialist societies. Moreover,
Marcuse himself continued to foster demands for revolutionary change and defended the
emerging forces of radical opposition, thus winning him the hatred of establishment
forces and the respect of the new radicals.
One-Dimensional Man came out as the civil rights movement intensified and an antiwar
coalition was beginning to arise against U.S. involvement in Vietnam. Marcuse’s sharp
critique of the totality of advanced capitalist and state socialist societies won him a large
audience among the growing struggles against racism, imperialism, and other forms of
oppression. During the 1960s when he gained world renown as "guru of the New Left,"
Marcuse was probably the most controversial public intellectual of the day, as students
painted "Marx, Mao, and Marcuse" on walls, the media debated his work, and
intellectuals of every tendency criticized or defended his views. Simply reducing Marcuse
to the politics of the 1960s, however, does him a disservice, as it covers over his
important contributions to philosophy and social theory, by reducing his thought to his
political positions of the day.
Marcuse was not the first Marxist to formulate theories of the integration of the working
class and capitalist stabilization, but few on the Left have presented such a theory so
bluntly and at the same time vigorously sought alternative forces. Marcuse wanted at the
same time to remain a Marxist, be loyal to the project of critical theory developed by the
Institute for Social Research, be an independent thinker, and advance the struggles of
the New Left. In view of his writings and activity both before and after the publication of
ODM, it is clear that he fervently desired total revolution, described as a radical upheaval

and overthrow of the previously existing order, bringing about wide-ranging changes that
would eliminate capitalism and establish a new liberated society and way of life.
Although the postwar conservative environment pre-1960s of the United States seemed
to rule out the sort of radical social transformation affirmed by Marxism, Marcuse
continued to affirm the relevance and importance of the Marxian critique of capitalism,
and near the end of ODM confirmed his belief in the superior rationality of socialism:
the facts are all there which validate the critical theory of this society and of its
fatal development: the increasing irrationality of the whole; waste and restriction
of productivity; the need for aggressive expansion; the constant threat of war;
intensified exploitation; dehumanization. And they all point to the historical
alternative: the planned utilization of resources for the satisfaction of vital needs
with a minimum of toil, the transformation of leisure into free time, the
pacification of the struggle for existence. (ODM, pp. 252-3)

This affirmation of his continued commitment to socialism is followed by a poignant and
revealing passage in which Marcuse articulates his anger and regret that there is not in
fact arevolutionary situation, or class, to carry through the Marxian theory of revolution:
‘the facts and the alternatives are there like fragments which do not connect, or like a
world of mute objects without a subject, without the practice which would move these
objects in the new direction. Dialectical theory is not refuted, but it cannot offer the
remedy. It cannot be positive ... On theoretical as well as empirical grounds, the
dialectical concept pronounces its own hopelessness.’ (ODM, p. 253)
Whereas, previously, the critical theory of society could count on oppositional forces
within the society, disintegrating tendencies that would activate these forces, and the
‘liberation of inherent possibilities’ (ODM, pp. 254ff), by the early 1960s Marcuse no
longer saw in the early 1960s any possibility for revolutionary forces to explode the
society from within, believing that advanced capitalism is so totalitarian and pleasantly
repressive that only absolute refusal can be sustained as a ‘truly revolutionary mode of
opposition’ (ODM, pp. 255ff). Marcuse explicitly renounces here advocacy of any
reformism, or piecemeal change, and claims that only non-integrated ‘outsiders’ can be a
genuinely revolutionary force (ODM, pp. 256-7).
In 1964 Marcuse perceived only a slight chance that the most exploited and persecuted
outsiders, in alliance with an enlightened intelligentsia, might mark ‘the beginning of the
end’ and signify some hope for social change:
However, underneath the conservative popular base is the substratum of the
outcasts and outsiders, the exploited and persecuted of other races and other
colours, the unemployed and the unemployable. They exist outside the democratic
process; their life is the most immediate and the most real need for ending
intolerable conditions and institutions. Thus their opposition is revolutionary even
if their consciousness is not. Their opposition hits the system from without and is
therefore not deflected by the system; it is an elementary force which violates the
rules of the game and, in doing so, reveals it as a rigged game. When they get
together and go out into the streets, without arms, without protection, in order to
ask for the most primitive civil rights, they know that they face dogs, stones and
bombs, jail, concentration camps, even death. Their force is behind every political
demonstration for the victims of law and order. The fact that they start refusing to
play the game may be the fact which marks the beginning of the end of a period.

(ODM, pp. 256-7)

This passage bears witness to the hope that the civil rights struggle signaled the
beginning of a period of radicalization and change of consciousness which would create
new possibilities for qualitative social change. However, this was merely a hope, and
Marcuse thought that there was just a ‘chance’ of a radical coalition forming: ‘The chance
is that, in this period, the historical extremes may meet again: the most advanced
consciousness of humanity and its most exploited force. It is nothing but a chance’
(ODM, p. 257). Hence Marcuse ended One-Dimensional Man on a note of pessimism,
bordering on resignation and stoical opposition for the sake of loyalty to humanity’s
highest hopes and reverence towards those who have died in the struggle for those
hopes: ‘The critical theory of society possesses no concepts which could bridge the gap
between the present and its future; holding no promise and showing no success, it
remains negative. Thus it wants to remain loyal to those who, without hope, have given
and give their life to the Great Refusal. At the beginning of the fascist era, Walter
Benjamin wrote: “It is only for the sake of those without hope that hope is given to us”’
(ODM, p. 257).
Marcuse’s concept of the ‘Great Refusal’ and his advocacy of the revolutionary potential
of those strata, groups and individuals not integrated in advanced industrial society
provide the crux of his oppositional politics at the time. ‘The Great Refusal’ is a highly
complex and multidimensional concept that signifies at once individual rebellion and
opposition to the existing system of domination and oppression; avant-garde artistic
revolt that creates visions of another world, a better life and alternative cultural forms
and style; and oppositional thought that rejects the dominant modes of thinking and
behavior. The term the ‘Great Refusal’ was inspired by Andre Breton, who defended the
total refusal of the institutions, values and way of life in bourgeois society. Marcuse long
admired bohemian and counterculture refusals to conform to existing bourgeois society
and admired the modernist art that rejected its contemporary society and projected
visions of a freer and happier mode of life.
Marcuse’s emphasis on individual revolt and refusal is indeed a deeply rooted aspect of
his thought. In his early writings, he championed the ‘radical act’ against capitalist
society, and although he formulated the concept in Marxian terms, there were elements
of Heideggerian individualism in his project which surfaced again in EC, ODM and other
later writings. Some of Marcuse’s critics see concepts like the Great Refusal as
ineradicable individualist and anarchist dimensions in his thought. Yet Marcuse’s
emphasis on individual revolt and self-transformation arguably constitute a vital
component of a radical politics which maintains that there can be no meaningful program
of social change unless individuals themselves are liberated from capitalist
needs and consciousness and acquire ‘radical needs’ for thoroughgoing social change.
Instead of seeing Marcuse’s emphasis on the Great Refusal as a capitulation to ‘bourgeois
individualism’ -- or ‘one-dimensional pessimism -– his use of the concept in ODM can be
read as a revealing indication of the depth and parameters of the crisis of Marxism in an
era when a revolutionary theorist could simply not point to any forces of revolution, or
revolutionary class, in the advanced capitalist countries. Marcuse was thus honestly
questioning the Marxian theory of revolution during an era in which proletarian revolt was
for the most part absent and there were no spectacular revolutionary struggles or forces
evident in the advanced capitalist countries during a period of almost unprecedented
affluence and relative stabilization.

Almost on the eve of ODM’s publication, however, the civil rights struggles that Marcuse
alluded to at the end of his book intensified, and the New Left and anti-war movement
began to grow in response to the accelerating American military intervention in Vietnam.
At this time, a generation of radicals turned to study Marcuse’s ODM, which seemed to
have denied the possibility of fundamental political change. During the heroic period of
the New Left in the 1960s, ODM helped to show a generation of political radicals what
was wrong with the system they were struggling against, and thus played an important
role in the student movement. Marcuse himself quickly rallied to the student activists’
cause and in 1965 began modifying some of his theses to take account of the surge of
militancy that both surprised and exhilarated
him. Yet although the Great Refusal was being acted out on a grand scale, Marcuse’s
theory had failed to specify in any detail agents of social change or strategies for
revolution. Consequently, Marcuse began a search for a radical politics that was to
occupy him the rest of his life. This search led him to defend confrontation politics and,
under specific conditions, revolutionary violence, and deeply alienated Marcuse from
those who advocated more moderate models for social change.
From the mid-1960s to the early 1970s Marcuse made a major effort to repoliticize
theory and directed much of his work towards the concerns of the New Left. He traveled
widely in Europe and America, speaking at conferences and to a wide variety of
audiences, and published many books and articles on the topics of liberation and
revolution that became the central focus of his work. In 1965, Marcuse moved from
Brandeis University, where he had taught since 1954, and began teaching at the
University of Calfornia at La Jolla. In his post-1965 writings, Marcuse sought forces of
revolution that would make such change possible, as well as a political strategy that they
could follow. Since the industrial working class was, in his view, integrated into advanced
capitalism, Marcuse sought new radical political agency, successively, in non-integrated
outsiders and minorities, in students and intellectuals, in a ‘new sensibility’, and in
‘catalyst groups’ (see below). Marcuse supported strategies of militant confrontation
politics from about 1965-70, then shifted to the advocacy of political education and the
formation of small oppositional groups modelled on workers’ councils; during the 1970s
he called for a ’United Front’ politics and the long march through the institutions’.
Throughout, Marcuse remained faithful to a Marxist tradition of revolutionary socialism
represented by Marx, Luxemburg and Korsch, while he increasingly criticized orthodox
Marxist-Leninist conceptions of revolution and socialism.
Marcuse was the only member of the original Frankfurt school who enthusiastically
supported political activism in the 1960s, gearing his writing, teaching and political
interventions towards New Left struggles. The result was a remarkable series of writings,
from ‘Repressive Tolerance’ in 1965 up until his death in 1979 which attempted to
articulate the theory and practice of the New Left while repoliticizing critical theory. Some
key examples of texts that articulate the theory and politics of the New Left and that
could inspire oppositional theory and politics for the contemporary era are collected in
this volume.
Marcuse’s political involvement in New Left politics won him notoriety as a guru of the
student movement, thereby creating a heated political-intellectual situation that made it
extremely difficult to appraise his works dispassionately and to measure his larger
contributions to critical theory. Caught up in the political debates of the day, Marcuse’s
ideas were subject to both fierce polemics and fervent espousal. Moreover, he himself

frequently revised his views, developing new revolutionary perspectives, while his critics
were attacking his previous positions. Marcuse’s political writings thus theorized the
vicissitudes of the New Left and both reflected and commented on its development. With
the passage of time, it is now possible to gain the necessary distance and perspective to
evaluate critically Marcuse’s writings from 1965-79 and to analyze his theoretical and
political positions in relation to New Left and other political movements of the day.

Politics and Self in the Age of
Digital Re(pro)ducibility
Robert W. Williams
(abridged by N.B.Aldrich)
Globalization is very much about individuals and freedom—a claim all the more reinforced by some
politicians in the face of international terrorism. Freedom, often framed as the capacity to think and act
autonomously, is an essential characteristic of the individual in many liberal-democratic and neoclassical economic theories. The globalization of liberal-democratic values and market principles, it is
often asserted, brings with it a bright future for individuals around the world and their freedoms. But, as
this work argues, globalization does not necessarily yield all of the positive consequences so loudly
heralded for individuality.
The individual in Western philosophical and political theories, especially after René Descartes, is
theorized as the discrete self. That is to say, the essential part of the individual is the self, the unique
and fundamentally autonomous entity in Western value systems. As analyzed by various conventional
Western social sciences, the self is fundamental to our humanity: it is how we organize our personal
experiences and it is the basis for our reflexive action in the world. In economics, the self is the agent
of instrumentally rational decision-making. In political science, the self can be defined as the citizen
who participates via voting or other political activities. In legal analysis, the self is the agent who is
ultimately responsible for his/her behavior within society.
Common to the dominant conceptions of the individual self in Western social sciences are its
distinctive properties of naturalness and non-reducibility. Such characteristics derive from the dominant
Western values out of which the social sciences emerged, such as the social contract theories of
Thomas Hobbes and John Locke and the works of the Scottish Enlightenment by Adam Smith and
Bernard Mandeville (see Smith 1997). In liberal-democratic polities the citizen is the entity with
selfhood and its attendant inalienable rights. In a market economy, the individual is the optimizer of
costs and benefits in his/her interests and accordingly is "self-contained," i.e., the only one capable of
so ascertaining personal interests. Certainly, the formation of the self is studied with regard to larger
social(izing) processes, especially with regard to its subjectivity (i.e., a content of the self, like
identity). For example, theoretical frameworks like symbolic interactionism consider that the self is
formed in relation to others in society (see Sandstrom et al. 2001). The self, nevertheless, retains its
aura of authenticity and its irreducible sanctity—that is, its putative individuality—in many Western
value systems.
It is just such irreducibility and authenticity of the individual self that this work tackles. I seek to
advance the argument made by Gilles Deleuze through his concept of the "dividual"—a physically
embodied human subject that is endlessly divisible and reducible to data representations via the modern
technologies of control, like computer-based systems. I offer an immanent critique of the self,
specifically focusing on the relationship between the self and digital technology. Such technology is
crucial to globalization, and points towards the Internet and its cyberspaces as the terrain ultimately to
be examined in this paper.

Deleuze offers us a conceptual point of departure. His notion of the dividual grasps a vital part of the
dynamics of modern technology: the intersection of human agency and high-technology in the
constitution of selves. Deleuze allows us to extend the analysis of individuality derived from such
thinkers as Max Horkheimer and Theodor Adorno in Dialectic of Enlightenment (1973), Erich Fromm
in Escape from Freedom (1965), and Herbert Marcuse in One-Dimensional Man (1964). With a
concept of dividuality we can address the complexity of a global(izing) society with is characteristic
digital forms of communication and its cyberspaces. Hence, Deleuze's concept will be theoretically
extended.
The paper advances a central theme: there is a dialectic of in/dividuality present in the conjuncture of
globalizing capitalism and liberal-democratic policies. The relationships that reduce us as separate
selves to digitally mediated signifiers and that "reproduce" those signifiers as dividuals also provide the
potential for resistance against the oppressions resulting from digital re(pro)ducibility. Specifically, the
very digitality that engenders oppression also gives rise to, and facilitates the practices of, new forms of
opposition to the globalizing forces themselves. Accordingly, we also will have the opportunity to
exercise reason in the promotion of the social good. We might be able thereby to practice the autonomy
of reason so often touted in traditional conceptions of individuality. Herein the dynamics of
in/dividuality will be examined with regard to cyberspace, at once a digitally created environment of
the Internet as well as a vital terrain of resistance in the 21st century.
Certainly, many have theorized the effects and consequences of digital technology on humans and
society. The rise of digital communications and automation has generated analyses gushing with
optimistic forecasts. In keeping with this paper's focus on Internet-related technologies, we find the
following included among the suggested advantages: the efficient provision of government services,
the ease of conducting commerce, the creation of new communities, and the enhancement of
communication across political borders and physical distance (e.g., see Bowman 2003; Negroponte
1995; Tsagarousianou et al. 1998; Weare et al. 1999). There are, however, also somber analyses filled
with pessimistic conclusions about cyberpolitics. Such include arguments that Internet communities do
not replicate the old-style public spaces of democracy, that human isolation and parochialism of views
can be reinforced, and that political deliberation is weakened via cyberpolitics (e.g., Goldberg 1999;
Ornstein 2000; Saco 2002; Sunstein 2001).
My analysis attempts to thread its way between the extreme cases. How should we theorize the
emancipatory potentials of the Internet in the service of struggles against various forms of oppression
(whether racial, class, gender, ableist, sexual, etc.)? As such, the paper sets forth the conditions for the
positive use of cyberspace and cyber-activism, while also enumerating some of the crucial structural
constraints on such activism.

Problematizing the Individuality of the Self
How distinctly and utterly "individual" is the self? This is a salient question in a world of everglobalizing capitalism with its forces that affect our daily lives, and thereby exert influence on our
selves. The conceptual boundaries that constitute the putative distinctiveness of our individuality are
affected by the marketing and targeting of our selves as consumers of goods and services. Nowadays,
marketing is not only directed as the "masses" but also includes the "niche-targeting" of consumers.
Mass marketing involves the advertisement of consumer goods to all people as a more-or-less
undifferentiated mass (albeit in terms of some distinctions, e.g., advertisements for gender-specific
clothing in gender-related venues). Information is not gathered for specific consumers; rather,

advertisements are presented "spectacularly" for people to view or hear. Niche targeting, however,
locates those consumers that might "want" particular products or particular brands of products (Klein
2000). This requires that data will be gathered, stored, and analyzed—processes facilitated by the
expansion of new digital technologies.
To promote the pursuit of our "individual" desires, our demographic information is gathered into data
banks, our Internet surfing preferences are stored as "cookies" that we accept when visiting Web sites,
and our grocery purchases are monitored at check-outs so as to yield coupons on related items for later
use. Such actions are trumpeted as positive. They make our consumption more efficient because
relevant goods and services are proffered for sale, are displayed for easier selection, or are offered for
edification and entertainment. So-called "personalization technologies" are common (Negroponte
1995): Amazon.com suggests other books to buy based on what books we key in as search terms, and
TiVo tapes TV and cable shows for later viewing based on previous shows watched by the subscriber
(Zaslow 2002). Certainly, numerous advertisements shout out how "we can have it our way." If we
believe the hype, there has never been a better time for our selves and our unique individualities.
Individuality is also the rallying cry of liberal-democratic governments charged with preserving
societal order, national security, and the personal liberties of individuals. The latter are broadly
inclusive of a varied mixture of civil and political freedoms as well as the rights to property and to
privacy. The violence to individuality emerges when considering how both socio-political
order/security and personal liberties are implemented in practice. Surveillance has been a major means
used by governmental institutions both to secure societal order and to protect the safety of individuals
(Lyon 1994). Surveillance includes not only observation, but also record keeping of the information
gathered. Over time, government surveillance has increased as a response to major societal disruptions
like civil unrest, economic depression, and wars. Most recently surveillance has been amplified after
the September 11th terrorist acts. But when viewed historically, such increases in government
surveillance are also part of trend that intensified in the wake of policy reforms which institutionalized
the so-called managerial state and its welfare-state variant of the post-World War II capitalism (Lyon
1994).
As many mainstream pundits might argue, compromises often must be struck between the extremes of
societal order and individuality. Nonetheless, problems have emerged when the same management
techniques and values used by government agencies in the interests of managing a capitalist economy
system (e.g., efficiency pursued via instrumentally rational means) are likewise used to manage the
citizens. In such instances individuals are paternalistically administered as "clients" of a system that
denies them some of the supposed autonomy of a sovereign self. Moreover, governmental policies to
support social order can potentially threaten individuality, especially in its senses of civil and political
freedoms and of privacy. For example, critics of the administration of U.S. President George W. Bush
hold that it is not maintaining the proper protections of individual civil liberties and privacy in its war
against global terrorism (Amnesty International 2002; Chang 2001; Cole and Dempsey 2002; Katyal
2001; Lyon 2001). As a practical consequence, social and political dissent, even peaceful forms of
protest, against hegemonic values and practices has been, is being, and will continue to be, surveiled in
the interests of order.
Thus we must ask: how individual is the self when it too is marketed and targeted by government
organizations? How autonomous, sacrosanct, and centered is the individual when autonomy is defined
as choosing from pre-selected political or consumer choices? When we are buffeted by multiple claims
on our identity (such as the particularity of nationalism which can contravene the universals of
humanitarianism)? When pandering to our psychological and physical fears are central features of
marketing (whether for political or corporate campaigns)? When material inequities diminish our

capacity to achieve our highest aspirations (aspirations which themselves are often defined in terms of
buying consumer goods)? All such questions interrogate the pre-given naturalness of monadic
conceptions of individuals and thereby point us to the social construction of the content of what makes
us individuals.

Deleuze's Concept of the "Dividual"
A prolific social theorist and philosopher, Gilles Deleuze sought new ways to theorize the potential for
emancipation in an epoch where neither the proletariat nor the bourgeoisie were the historical agents of
liberation (see Patton 2001). In his short, suggestive essay, "Postscript on the Societies of Control,"
Deleuze sets forth his analysis of how we are controlled by technologies (Deleuze 1992). He continues
Michel Foucault's project begun in such works as Discipline and Punish (Foucault 1978).
Foucault's disciplinary societies employed technologies, like factory assembly lines or hospital
organizational structures, that physically placed people in time and space. By so doing, such
institutional arrangements controlled their people. With reference to the panopticon, an architecture of
surveillance discussed by Jeremy Bentham, Foucault wrote:
Power has its principle not so much in a person as in a certain concerted distribution of
bodies, surfaces, lights, gazes; in an arrangement whose internal mechanisms produce the
relation in which individuals are caught up. [....] So [with the panopticon] it is not necessary
to use force to constrain the convict to good behaviour, the madman to calm, the worker to
work, the schoolboy to application, the patient to the observation of the regulations. [....] He
who is subjected to a field of visibility, and who knows it, assumes responsibility for the
constraints of power; he makes them play spontaneously upon himself; he inscribes in
himself the power relation in which he simultaneously plays both roles; he becomes the
principle of his own subjection. (Foucault 1978: III.3)
Such an embodied practice of the disciplinary societies was reinforced in everyday life via what
Foucault termed panopticism (Foucault 1980). He held that many people tend to conform to hegemonic
norms in their everyday activities and relationships because of the interiorization of such norms via the
presence of the gaze.
Deleuze argued that the technologies of disciplinary societies are being replaced with technology of a
decidedly different type. Close-circuit television (CCTV) and computer monitoring software
"scrutinize" our movements and interactions with others and with numerous electronic network
interfaces (see also Lyon 1994). Other cases can be offered: the monitoring of computer use and key
strokes in the workplace, the CCTV surveillance of traffic infractions, and the spy satellites which orbit
the earth. Even Hollywood movies like "Enemy of the State" depict the use and abuse of technologies
of control.
Such technologies can permit or deny entry through access points, as well as allow or disallow
financial transactions at automated teller machines. Wrote Deleuze:
The conception of a control mechanism, giving the position of any element within an open
environment at any given instant (whether animal in a reserve or human in a corporation, as
with an electronic collar), is not necessarily one of science fiction. Felix Guattari has
imagined a city where one would be able to leave one's apartment, one's street, one's
neighborhood, thanks to one's (dividual) electronic card that raises a given barrier; but the
card could just as easily be rejected on a given day or between certain hours; what counts is

not the barrier but the computer that tracks each person's position—licit or illicit—and
effects a universal modulation. (Deleuze 1992: section 3)
Technologies that open closed doors for us can just as easily keep them shut. Freedom and repression
emanate from the same machines.
For Deleuze, the data gathered on us through the new technologies did not necessarily manifest our
irreducible uniqueness. Rather, the very way that the data can be gathered about us and then used for
and against us marks us as dividuals. Deleuze wrote (1992): "The numerical language of control is
made of codes that mark access to information, or reject it. [....] Individuals have become 'dividuals'
and masses [have become] samples, data, markets, or 'banks.'" For Deleuze, such technologies indicate
that we as discrete selves are not in-divisible entities; on the contrary, we can be divided and
subdivided endlessly. What starts as particular information about specific people—our selves—can be
separated from us and recombined in new ways outside of our control. Such "recombinations" are
based on the criteria deemed salient by those with access to the information, be they government
officials or corporate marketeers. We live now, Deleuze held, within societies of control.
How can we be deemed individual (in its irreducible and autonomous sense of agency) when we are
divided into those with and without access. The very notion of individuality itself implies that actors
are not only entitled to, but also capable of, effecting their will on the world. Access to resources—and
the material social relations that are implicated therein—is thus the prerequisite for the practices and
Western philosophical discourses that constitute the core an individual. Indeed, the early thinkers in the
social contract tradition (like Thomas Hobbes and John Locke) considered in varying ways how the
survival of embodied selves in a hypothetical state of nature faced dangers insofar as a government did
not secure the rights of property deemed so basic to the existence of individuality in the first place.

Dividuality and our Reducible Selves
Here, I provide a dialectical elaboration of Deleuze by focusing on two facets of "dividuality" that he
did not develop in the "Postscript." First, the separation of physical selves from their representation as
data offers both negative consequences as well as potentially positive uses for promoting social justice.
Second, the individual selves in a mass-market society lose their aura of distinctiveness because the
selves are able to be classified (and thereby manipulated) by the very data which are supposed to serve
individual needs. Indeed, the manipulation of such information about individuals for marketing
purposes highlights how the notion of "consumer sovereignty" is an overblown and contradictory term
in an era of advanced globalization.
The processes of dividuality which operate via the technologies of control make distinctions that
separate one from the many. But they also include the ways in which we ourselves are sub-divisible.
That is, via the data collected on us, the technologies of control can separate who we are and what we
are from our physical selves (see Poster 1990). The data become the representations of ourselves within
the web of social relations; the data are the signifiers of our discrete preferences and habits. Borrowing
from Laudon, such can be called our "data images" (Laudon 1986). Because I am not physically
present I am thus reduced to my documented interests and behavior. Complex processes of self
formation are thereby reified by a few formulae and data points in some electronic storage facility.
The separation of our selves from our representations illuminates another aspect of dividuality. As data,
we are classifiable in diverse ways: we are sorted into different categories, and can be evaluated for

different purposes. Are we potential customers or clients? (What have we purchased recently?) Are we
a threat to national security? (What is our citizenship or visa status? Are we buying items that could
build a bomb?) Our divisibility hence becomes the basis for our classifiability into salient, useful, and
even profitable categories for the businesses and government agencies that manipulate the data.
Despite the rhetoric of having "it" our own way, companies typically do not make individual items that
will be purchased by only one person. (In a capitalist world economy where is the profit in that?) Over
the last several centuries the aura of discrete items has given way to the commonness of their mass
production—not only as Walter Benjamin analyzed with regard to art work and mass media content
(1969), but also in terms of our everyday items of consumption. For instance, the distinctiveness of a
Sunday sit-down dinner made from scratch gives way to a "sumptuous buffet" as advertised at a local
eatery. Choice, thus, tends to be limited to the possibility of selecting from among different styles,
colors, and flavors.
A contradiction of modern society is manifested here: the irreducible uniqueness of self, so touted by
Western value systems, is actually quite reducible to generalizable preferences (Frankfurt Institute for
Social Research 1972; Horkheimer 1989). We are catalogued via a summation of our discrete desires
and habits, and we make our consumer choices within a preestablished range of items and their
available permutations. The niche targeting of commodities does not negate or lessen the influence of
that preestablished set of commodities; indeed, it reinforces the mechanisms and techniques that
dividuate us because we can be catalogued by past behaviors and purchases and then solicited in our
niche with the "appropriate" marketing inducements to purchase those specific brands (Klein 2000).
As selves subjected to the technologies of control, we are all divisible entities.
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