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Introduction

THE TEXT

Gilbert Simondon’s L’individuation psychique et collective (Psychic and 
Collective Individuation, hereafter IPC) is an exceptional work that emerges 
out of the fog of chatter and philosophical loquacity with an impact that 
extends far beyond the number of readers who actually turn its pages. For 
too long Simondon has been the treasured secret of a significant, restricted, 
and admiring coterie – most significantly among them Gilles Deleuze, 
Simondon’s steadfast advocate. But we can also count among the admir-
ers of Simondon’s work Georges Canguilhem, Maurice Merleau-Ponty, 
Isabelle Stengers, and Bernard Stiegler.

If Simondon was known at all, it was largely on the merits of Du mode 
d’existence des objets techniques (Of the Mode of Existence of Technical Objects, 
hereafter MEOT), published in 1958. The stated goal of MEOT is a better 
knowledge of technical objects. Simondon argues that by better under-
standing our relationship with the technical objects fashioned to regulate 
our existence in the world, we create for ourselves the possibility of a 
new idea of what it means to be human, on the basis of a knowledge that 
correlates technology with human processes of existence. Human reality 
lives through technology. A machine’s structures function by fixing and 
crystallizing the human gesture. In fact, today MEOT continues to draw 
the most attention, particularly in Media Studies and Communication 
Studies researching the role technology plays in the development of 
culture across the disciplines. Still, we must remain cognizant that, while 
MEOT is undoubtedly important, having obvious far-reaching impli-
cations, Simondon himself saw it as only an adjunct to his shockingly 
brilliant primary doctoral thesis, L’individuation à la lumière des notions 
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de forme et d’information (Individuation in Light of the Notions of Form and 
Information, hereafter IL). Let us say, MEOT concretely dramatizes the 
descriptive metaphysics and epistemology presented in his primary thesis. 
It would not be until 2005 that the full thesis would be published. Beside 
MEOT, only the first part of the main thesis, L’individu et sa genèse physico-
biologique (Individuation and its Physico-Biological Genesis, hereafter IGPB) 
was published during Simondon’s lifetime in 1964. IPC is the second part 
of his main thesis; however, it was not published until 1989. Because IPC 
was intended by Simondon to be the final part of his main thesis, IL – the 
convergence of the reflections of the two prior works, MEOT and IGPB – 
I take it as bringing to full maturity his philosophical thought.

TWO SUPPOSITIONS: “IT IS DIFFICULT” AND “IT IS 
PHILOSOPHY”

Two suppositions organize my study of Simondon’s IPC: Simondon’s 
work is extremely difficult and it is a work of philosophy. One should not 
be under any illusions that Simondon’s work is easy to read. He makes 
the reader work. It must be said that Simondon is not a graceful writer. 
His sentences are clogged with subordinate clauses, chained not always 
comfortably with semi-colons. His syntax often turns back upon itself. He 
also has a tendency not to qualify his pronoun references. When reading 
him in French, one often has the feeling of being swept downstream by a 
violent current, with only momentary rests where the river pools between 
rocks. This pause is only momentary and then we readers are swooshed 
downstream, sometimes pushed beneath the surface, sometimes catching 
an overhanging branch and pulling ourselves above the surface as we are 
carried along. We have to ask ourselves, what is the nature of this diffi-
culty? And is whatever we encounter in his work worth the struggle?

I would posit that Simondon’s writing is actually the logical extension 
of the stress he places on the operational nature of thinking. That is to say, 
Simondon’s own prose and his way of structuring IPC illustrates through 
its mode of expression the very operation of individuation that is this work’s 
object at the level of thought. Its repetitions and paradoxes stem from the 
fact that IPC takes itself to be the dramatization of thought in action. The 
difficulty of Simondon’s writing style takes itself to be both a reflection on 
the practice of “doing” philosophy and a reflection of the individuation 
of thought. “Reflective intuition” is how Simondon describes the nature 
of thought’s operationality when thinking is engendered in thought. And 
more specifically, philosophical intuition is not just a forming of a priori 
or a posteriori knowledge, philosophy situating itself somehow before or 
after what it has knowledge of; instead, the act of doing philosophy is, for 
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Simondon, an operation that makes itself contemporaneous with the exist-
ence of the being it intuitively grasps.

This brings me to the second supposition orienting my study of IPC. I 
would like to affirm unequivocally that IPC, and my own critical study of 
it, are works of philosophy. How could we not take this to betray anything 
other than a kind of willful naivety, especially if we place it within the 
context of current market trends and the state of the publishing industry? 
For alas, who reads philosophy today? This is probably a question for 
another day. For now I must insist that my exposition and analysis, critical 
and speculative, insists on finding its point of orientation within the meth-
odologies, questions, problems, and traditions of philosophy. More pro-
grammatically this means that the many references in IPC to theories and 
concepts borrowed from physics, biochemistry, physiology, embryology, 
sociology, and psychology will not be fully addressed. Part of the reason for 
this is practical: I do not want to risk writing a work too much longer than 
the text it hopes to explain. However, more theoretically, it is clear that 
in the resources Simondon draws upon to formulate the problem of indi-
viduation (the pre-Socratics, Plato, Aristotle, Kant, Nietzsche, Spinoza), 
his particular identification of this problem is fundamentally ontological 
(ontogenesis), as is the manner he adopts for its explication. Lastly, I 
believe it would be dangerous for me to insinuate that Simondon implicitly 
accepts a hierarchical relationship between philosophy and the sciences, 
with the latter more important. I am compelled to favor philosophy over 
science for at least one reason: because of the stress Simondon places on the 
role of reflexivity, both as the very operational mode of philosophy and as 
the impetus for the constitution of the sciences as knowledge. “All philo-
sophical activity, by reason of the reflexivity of thought, is also a reform of 
the mode of knowledge, and has repercussions for a theory of knowledge” 
(MEOT 233).

And yet I remain fully aware that by restricting my analysis of IPC to 
philosophy, its methods and traditions, I risk placing this study at cross-
purposes with itself. For I believe that what makes Simondon’s work chal-
lenging and important is the very thing I would seem to be denying: it is 
radically interdisciplinary. Or rather, Simondon is radically transdiscipli-
nary.1 My study finds Simondon’s work to exemplify a primary principle: 
thinking is an event that erupts at the intersection of different knowledges, 
at the point of their diffractions. For me this does not deny the philosophi-
cal significance of IPC, but affirms it even more. Philosophy happens in 
the margins of knowledge, where knowledge professes innocence but 
is incapable of reflecting on its own culpability, its own will to power. 
Thinking is not, therefore, intellectuality; it is the experience of thought’s 
limits. Moreover, true thought can only ever happen by transcending its 
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own limits (often self-imposed). As such, to engender thinking within 
thought can only ever be transdisciplinary. Or as Simondon dramatizes it, 
it must be transductive and trans-individuating of itself. This study sees 
Simondon and this particular work as the announcing of a “new category 
of philosopher” whose taste and inclinations are the reverse of his prede-
cessors. Simondon is in every sense, as Nietzsche claims, a philosopher 
of the “dangerous Perhaps.”2 Which is to say, Simondon is a philosopher 
whose very thought takes itself to be necessarily incomplete, inchoate, and, 
therefore, experimental.

Certainly, the challenge facing my study of IPC is to explore the 
implications of Simondon’s achievement. In so doing, I clarify the terms, 
concepts, and categories operational in his work, and I identify those phi-
losophers with whom a dialogue is crucial. These requirements are united 
in support of my critical engagement with Simondon’s text. For I believe 
that we have only just begun to appreciate the way Psychic and Collective 
Individuation verifies Simondon as our contemporary.

Still, I must admit that there will be moments when I will appear to 
violate the academic rules of discourse and decorum, which all us “schol-
ars” supposedly consent to – knowingly or not – when we read and, most 
importantly, write about a philosophical text. Without pretending to be 
solicitous, I would, nonetheless, ask readers for their indulgence at these 
moments. I am trying to exploit certain paths into IPC, which at first might 
seem non-existent, save for the few traces left after Simondon’s thinking 
passes through the thickets of the philosophical tradition. Every passing 
shadow and brief encounter, however oblique, set and met, is useful I 
believe not so much for reconstructing his thought, or filling in gaps, but 
for amplifying it and affirming, as a result, the virtuosity of Simondon’s 
inventive strangeness.

GENERAL PROBLEMATIC, PRINCIPLES, AND DESCRIPTION

The history of philosophy has accorded great metaphysical and epistemo-
logical weight to the notion of the individual. The most explicit illustration 
of the theoretical and speculative privilege conferred on the individual or 
individuality by the history of philosophy is substantialist metaphysics, 
that is, that metaphysics which considers being as either one or many 
unified and presumed essences or “substances.” Hylemorphism is the 
prevalent schema of thought adopted to explain and bring into actuality 
the substantialist metaphysics presupposed by a whole series of theoretical 
and speculative theories. Thus, the individual is born, it is said, from a 
form encountering matter. The hylemorphic schema places the principle 
of individuation anterior to individuation; if individuation, that is to say 
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the becoming of the individual, is synonymous with form encountering 
matter, then this puts the principle of individuation outside of the act 
of their being related to one another. In the instance of hylemorphism, 
the relationship of form and matter, the principle of individuation is 
presumed to be outside of the hylemorphic operation. Thus, it is a matter 
of metaphysically re-describing what Simondon calls the “obscure zone” 
lying between the articulation of form and matter, where the operation of 
individuation occurs, which brings about their encounter, yet is neglected 
by hylemorphism. It is a matter also of contesting the underlying meta-
physics that justifies this relationship on the grounds that it is an encounter 
between two already unified and formed “substances.” Atomism is one 
theory that organizes itself on the assumption that there is a pre-existing 
principle of individuation, which determines how they are supposed to 
compose themselves to create a world without changing their own immu-
table natures. The principle of individuation is given as a fact pre-existing 
the operation of individuation, which it supposedly determines. First 
supposed is the existence of the principle of individuation, and then this 
principle brings about an operation of individuation that, finally, causes the 
constituted individual to appear.

Simondon contests the method, and the presumed temporality imposed 
on individuation by the metaphysics of substantialism and the hylemorphic 
schema. The individual is only one element produced by individuation; 
the individual is neither the sole goal nor motivating impetus for individu-
ation happening. One does not pass rapidly through stages of individuation 
to finally realize in the end the individual, perfect and self-contained and 
exhausting being. What if one began the search for individuation not with 
the individual but with individuation itself? What if the individual were 
not privileged as the final outcome and, thus, the only beginning from 
which we worked backward to find the conditions for its being confirmed? 
What if, instead, we attempted to grasp individuation in the fullness of the 
unfolding of its reality? What if we sought to comprehend the individual 
without necessarily having recourse to the presumptions of knowledge 
responsible for granting its ontological and epistemological privilege? 
What if, to use Simondon’s own words, we sought “to know the individual 
through individuation rather than to know individuation starting from 
the individual” (IPC 12)? “To know” individuation starting from the 
individual reduces individuation to no more than a re-presentation of the 
posited individual, whose principle of becoming pre-exists what it sup-
posedly determines, while “to know” the individual through individuation 
forces a fundamental reformulation of categories of knowledge raising their 
ontological status to that of a problem, thereby shifting the ontological 
presumption from being to becoming, from substance to individuation. It 
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means the principle of genesis becomes internally generated from within 
the process of individuation itself. In other words, individuation generates 
for itself and out of itself its own principle of ontogenesis, only ever relative 
to those conditions or potentialities maintained with itself which nurture 
its occasion.

Individuated being is not substance but rather the putting into question of 
being, being through a problematic, divided, reunited, carried in this prob-
lematic, which sets itself up through it and causes it to become. Becoming is 
not the becoming of individuated being but the becoming of the individuation of 
being: what happens occurs in the form of a putting into question of being, in 
other words, in the form of the element of an open problematic, which is the 
individuation of resolved being: the individual is contemporary of its becoming 
for this becoming is its individuation; time itself is essence, not as development 
starting from an origin or tendency towards some end but, rather as resolute 
constitution of being. (IPC 224)

So, at one level, it would not be inaccurate to say that the entirety of 
Simondon’s thought hinges on a simple strategy of reversal or, as he calls 
it, a “return”: to attain the full knowledge of the individual we begin not 
with the individual (presumed to be fully constituted or individuate) but 
with a return to individuation, considering it the “primordial” operation 
by which the individual becomes, and of which individuals are “modali-
ties.” It is not being that conditions becoming, it is becoming that condi-
tions being. Being is becoming; becoming has being. It is a strategy so 
simple, yet its implications are surprising. The individual is grasped then 
as only a relative reality, a certain phase of being in the midst of bringing 
into reality the potentialities of pre-individual reality that precede it and 
condition its becoming actual. As Gilles Chatelet lyrically writes, “The 
state of the preindividual is the promise of becoming.”3 This promise is 
made actual by Simondon’s formulation of what he calls “transduction.” 
Traversing physics, biology, the psychic, and the social, transduction 
describes an operation by which an activity of thought or being is born 
from the propagation of the pre-individual reality little by little, from one 
problematic region to another, each subsequent region amplifying the one 
prior to it, producing a transformation, a new phase of reality. “Becoming 
is in effect perpetuated and renewed resolution, incorporating resolution, 
proceeding via crises, and as such its sense is in its center, not at its origin 
or end” (IPC 223).

Transduction is explicitly theorized by Simondon to counter the kind 
of dialectical thought that would characterize becoming as a “third term” 
born from the reduction of individuation to the movement of the “nega-
tion of negation,” until all contradictions and oppositions are negated 
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once they are subsumed into a higher formal unity of being. Simondon 
describes transduction, instead, as a state of dephasing of being, whereby 
being is forced to disclose to itself the pre-individual tensions, in the form 
of information, which provide the condition for its individuation. Once the 
condition for its own individuation is set, the condition exists for transduc-
tively passing along the pre-individual catalyst for other individuations, 
and on and on from one individual being to another individual being. 
Transduction is a potentially inexhaustible process.

What is more, according to Simondon, the individual never exists 
alone; it is only ever relative to the milieu associated with its existing, for 
every individual is only the secondary manifestation of a more primary 
operation of individuation. According to Simondon, individuation is not 
a matter of representation or the emanation; it is through individuation 
that a partial and relative resolution of a pre-individual reality is attained 
in the “form” an individual assumes, where certain incompatibilities and 
tensions constitute the problem internal to being and the potential for new 
individuations to be brought into conjunction and become compatible –  if 
only for a time. On the basis of this reversal Simondon’s thought justifies 
to itself, and dramatizes the need for, an entirely unique and groundbreak-
ing rethinking of the method for doing philosophy, and the utter and 
complete rewriting of the history of philosophy. Old problems are remade 
–  especially the ancient problem of how to describe the relation constitut-
ing both the individual and the collective; and new problems appear – for 
example, how to account for a new relationship between the human and 
the technical object.

The importance of Simondon’s work stems from its directly engaging 
the metaphysics that inform social and psychological theories customar-
ily used to justify setting the individual over and against the collective. 
Implicitly, these theories ground themselves in a metaphysics that assumes 
the individual and the collective to exist only ever as already individuated 
beings or “substances.” Simondon contests the conception of the indi-
vidual and the collective made possible by this kind of metaphysics because 
it lends itself to the lie that the individual and the collective can exist inde-
pendently of one another. Such a conception further promotes the idea 
that both have an existence outside the “relational activity” or “operation 
of individuation” that requires their reciprocal codependency. Simondon 
asserts, “the psychosocial is transindividual” (IPC 193).4 The “transindi-
vidual” is the attainment of the unity of the individuation of the collective 
and the individual. It is, in brief, the “relation of relations.” As an ethical 
and political concept – epistemologically and ontologically fabricated – the 
transindividual leads quite naturally to “Humanism without Man” erected, 
as Muriel Combes writes, “on the ruins of philosophical anthropology.”5
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INTELLECTUAL HISTORICAL CONTEXT I: 
PHENOMENOLOGY AND STRUCTURALISM

In this section I would like to provide historical context for IPC by focus-
ing on the way Simondon’s own formulation of individuation is situated 
at the point of diffraction separating phenomenology and structuralism. 
Each takes itself to demarcate a specific path, from a specific point, which 
each uses to distinguish one from the other. The point of diffraction I 
would suggest is the problem of genesis, more specifically, the genesis of 
subjectivity.

Phenomenology is motivated by the need to problematize our so-called 
mundane or naive experience of the world. Its stated desire to “return to 
things themselves” is meant to redirect our thinking to reflect on how the 
world is given to us as phenomena we experience through touch, sight, 
taste, sound. It is because it allows us to reflect on how we come to believe 
in the existence of the reality of this world, solely on the basis of perceptual 
faith, that the phenomenological reduction is the most basic method of 
Husserl’s philosophy. It is a methodological pathway by which to contest 
the mundane empirical and psychical reality. It assumes as its philosophi-
cal goal the task of opening up epistemological breathing space, so that we 
might gain access to “transcendental subjectivity.” The phenomenological 
reduction accomplishes this goal by putting the mundane world, or rather 
individual things, “in parenthesis” in order to force the theoretical gaze 
to reverse itself, to reflect upon its own cognitive activity, specifically, the 
operation by which the world is brought into a phenomenal reality. The 
problem of genesis becomes the central issue: how a “thing” attains its 
presence as existing in the world for the experiencing consciousness. For 
Husserl, this will be the basis for his developing a dynamic or genetic phe-
nomenology to describe the “all-pervasive genesis that governs the whole 
life and development of the personal ‘I’.”6

But this genetic philosophy is just a preliminary step toward a transcen-
dental phenomenology, according to Husserl. Here the phenomenological 
reduction acquires a new immediacy and focus. By disconnecting ourselves 
from the “natural attitude,” which has us believe unconditionally and 
naively in the existence of this world, the phenomenological reduction as 
a method of knowing at once permits our attaining a systematic totality 
of knowledge through which we “transcend” the world and, at the same 
time, leads us back to the world, though now the world transformed into 
a problem, whose disclosure reveals that its significance, its meaning for 
us, emerges only in unison with the “absolute and concrete stream of the 
experience” of transcendental subjectivity.7 The problem of phenomeno-
logical genesis is only truly thinkable at the level of the transcendental. 
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And yet, with the attaining of phenomenological transcendentalism, the 
problem of genesis acquires another transformation: “The true theme of 
phenomenology is neither the world on the one hand, nor a transcendental 
subjectivity which is to be set over and against the world on the other, but 
the world’s becoming in the constitution of transcendental subjectivity.”8 Still, 
even through the entire series of reversals of theoretical gaze carried out 
by the phenomenological reduction, reflection remains both phenomenol-
ogy’s motive and means.

The emergence of the structuralist movement in the late 1940s and 
early 1950s was largely a reaction to existentialism as a philosophy of sub-
jectivity and the subject: the French psychosocial broadening of German 
phenomenology. The first, more positive negotiation with structuralism 
is substantiated by Jacques Lacan’s well-known paper “The Mirror State 
as Formative of the I Function.”9 Almost immediately Lacan’s intentions 
are made clear when he asserts that the “I” function he is describing, 
in the manner he describes it, breaks with any philosophy that would 
ground itself in the cogito. Here he is speaking about phenomenology. 
The process of individuation, of a being’s becoming a subject, occurs 
through an infant’s “jubilant assumption” of an image, which structures 
the objectivity and unity sought by the infant’s identification with it. The 
infant is individuated as individual subject by a fictional determination 
that structures the psychic reality prior to these encounters, although 
language restores to the subject the awareness of his or her functionality. 
He or she sees oneself in this image, identifies with it and becomes or is 
individuated as an “I,” a “subject.” The mirror stage has the purpose, 
according to Lacan, of establishing a relationship between an organism 
and its reality. The image gives to the infant a “symbolic matrix,” a way 
to symbolically (that is, through language) represent to itself its subjective 
function in structuring its relation to the Other: to other beings and to 
the group or society more generally. And with this synthesis derived from 
the image, not only is the “permanence of I” symbolized but its alienation 
is also prefigured, for the subject does not give itself this fictional image, 
the Good Form. It is an imaginary ideal structured by a culture to make 
the internal inconsistencies and fractured being of the human infant 
coherent. The mirror image is a product of structures, of those modes of 
cultural and symbolic normalization (Oedipus complex) existing anterior 
to the subject’s genesis.10

Unlike many of Simondon’s generation who either adopted a structur-
alist orientation, if not its actual methods and concepts (Lacan), or who 
sought an active engagement on their own terms by radically reimagining 
it until it became virtually unrecognizable (Deleuze), Simondon seems 
barely to register that structuralism was in the ascendant at the time he was 
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writing IPC. (This is especially surprising since Simondon at one point 
was an assistant to Lacan.) And yet this seeming lack of interest on his 
part should not make us too hasty. We might discern Simondon’s negotia-
tion with structuralism obliquely, in one positive sense and one negative 
sense. More positively, he exploits structuralism’s stated imperative to 
“decenter” the subject, that is to say, to displace the role of the subject both 
theoretically and in terms of the importance given to subjectivity in the 
world. Negatively, the development of Simondon’s ontogenetic perspec-
tive is clearly a reaction to what he finds to be insufficient in structuralism 
for accounting for the convertibility of structures or, in other words, the 
problem of genesis.

Structuralism clears theoretical space for Simondon to address the 
problem of genesis, to rethink the concept of the subject in terms of 
ontogenesis, and to raise the status of the symbolic (although for Simondon 
this dimension is not primary). We might read Lacan’s paper as presenting 
a theory of individuation/individualization that frees Simondon to seek 
an ontological basis for rethinking the relationship of the psychic and the 
collective in addressing the problem of individuation. But Simondon is not 
a structuralist in any real or imaginary sense.

And it is here that we are able to appreciate how Simondon’s theoriz-
ing of the ontological complementary relationship between operations 
and structures distance his thought from structuralism. Indeed, I would 
suggest that Simondon’s formulation of the “Allagmatic” point of view 
is meant to counter the structuralist notion that all sciences are funda-
mentally structural and that the only true science is structuralist. Rather 
than epistemologically and ontologically privileging structures, which is 
to presuppose their invariant or at least pre-individuated being, which 
leads us back dangerously close to epistemologies of the individual and 
a metaphysics of “essences,” Simondon favors operations or, rather, the 
relationship between structures and operations. An Allagmatic point of 
view is one that is attentive to the grasping of the event of operations as 
they bring structures into appearance or modify structures that transform 
operations into different operations. What is missing from structuralism is 
the operationality of structures themselves: the impetus and procedure for 
their becoming. What this means is that negatively, though never explic-
itly, Simondon’s philosophy of individuation stands as a direct critique of 
structuralism because of the latter’s inability to account for the convert-
ibility of structures, the invention of new structures, or in other words, 
to directly grasp in its own assumptions the problem of genesis. Deleuze 
dramatizes this particular critique in his brilliantly ironic essay “How Do 
We Recognize Structuralism?” This essay is less about defining structural-
ism than reimagining structuralism as other than what it is: a philosophy 
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of genesis, of the virtual. It is a kind of hilarious send-up: we recognize 
structuralism for what it is not.

Structuralism is not at all a form of thought that suppresses the subject, but 
one that breaks it up and distributes it systematically, that contests the identity 
of the subject, that dissipates it and makes it shift from place to place, an always 
nomad subject, made of individuations, but impersonal ones, or of singularities, but 
preindividual ones.11

It is the decentering of the subject and subjectivity that permits Simondon 
to see how, in fact, the subject has an existence because “it is placed into 
question” by the transindividual reality that structures it. It is this transin-
dividual reality that is made available for us to grasp once the subject is 
put into question. We will turn to this relationship between Simondon and 
Deleuze later on.

It is quite evident that Simondon’s Allagmatic theory, as well as his 
method of transduction, is modeled on the phenomenological reduction, 
particularly its transcendental variant. But it is also clear that Simondon is 
not in any sense a phenomenologist. The problem of individuation ceases 
to have any relevance for the phenomenological project; instead, it is the 
self-forming act of transcendental consciousness that gains prominence. 
Again, phenomenology violates his first principle: it grants an epistemo-
logical privilege to the individual subject by taking it as the starting point 
for its presumed genetic analysis.

More specifically, the “younger” generation of those philosophers 
arriving immediately after Sartre and Merleau-Ponty – Foucault, Deleuze, 
and Simondon’s generation – reacted against the Hegelian-Marxist con-
ception of the laboring subject, supposedly the purest symbol of historical 
subjectivity. Sartre perfectly exemplified this Hegelian-Marxist tendency 
when he argued, in Critique of Dialectical Reason, that “every human rela-
tion is historical” that all “relations between men are the dialectical conse-
quence of practice to precisely the extent that they arise as a transcendence 
of dominating and institutionalized human relations.”12 Labor power is 
made concrete through the machine. In this way the laborer is transformed 
into a product, that is to say, social wealth. A new humanism is called for.13 
Foucault’s intervention, perhaps, would settle this debate once and for all. 
Simondon’s IPC is, at least from this perspective, a diversion from the path 
between the former squabble between phenomenologists and structuralist 
declarations that “man” is only a empirical-transcendental figment of lan-
guage, labor, knowledge: phenomenology or structuralism, in either case, 
reflecting the too, too human desire to rebuff finitude.
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INTELLECTUAL HISTORICAL CONTEXT II: FREUDO-
MARXISM

Another intellectual movement dominant at the time IPC was being 
composed was the attempt to find a point of correspondence between the 
thought of Sigmund Freud and Karl Marx. On the one hand, Simondon’s 
work directly engages with Freudian notions in order to formulate the rela-
tionship of sexuality to personality, and to discover linkages between the 
psychological and the social. On the other hand, IPC explicitly and directly 
takes up Marx’s overriding preoccupation with labor – the formations of 
collectivity – not to mention his oblique references to colonialism and the 
“pre-revolutionary” state of being. For these reason, IPC would seem to 
share the same preoccupations as explicitly Freudo-Marxists works like 
Marcuse’s Eros and Civilization, Lyotard’s Libidinal Economy, and Deleuze 
and Guattari’s Anti-Oedipus.

I would like to reserve a more thorough engagement with Freud and 
Marx until later in order to take up the specific texts Simondon references 
in IPC. For now, however, I will simply sketch in very broad outlines the 
aspects of Freudianism and Marxism which are brought to a point of con-
vergence in Freudo-Marxism.

Marx argues in the Grundrisse that production constitutes a social body 
or “social subject.” That is to say, it is a process of subjectivaton relative 
to the need for a particular subjectivity to take part in its respective form 
of production. Labor or work is brought about by the social conditions 
of production, within which the individual acts. In Group Psychology and 
the Analysis of the Ego, Freud begins from the “fundamental fact” that an 
individual in a group is subjected to society via an alteration in its mental 
activity. This becomes possible with the removal of inhibitions on instincts 
specific to each individual by ceding of control of those inclinations to 
the “higher organization” of the group. Freud is interested in providing 
a psychological explanation for this mental change, which becomes neces-
sary upon the assumption of membership by an individual of a group. 
In a group the individual is brought under conditions that permit the 
individual’s being liberated from the repression of the unconscious instinc-
tual impulses. Freud identifies the role played by the libido – the energy 
regarded as a quantitative magnitude (though not actually measurable) of 
those instincts which relate to sexual love, as well self-love, love for parents 
and children, friendship, love for humanity, for abstract ideas and concrete 
objects, etc. All are traceable to this same instinctual impulse.14 Further, 
the libido attaches itself to the satisfaction of vital needs. Love instincts 
are diverted from the original sexual aims, though without a diminution 
of energy. Thus, in mankind as a whole, as in the individual, love alone 
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acts as the civilizing factor by transforming egoism into altruism. It is pre-
cisely the inhibiting of sexual impulsions that insures lasting ties between 
people. Each individual is bound by libidinal ties to the leader and to other 
members of the group.

Felix Guattari writes, “Any theoretical development bearing upon class 
struggle at this time should be concerned primarily with its connection 
with libidinal production and its impact on the creativity of the masses.”15 
Freudo-Marxism takes seriously Freud’s suggestion that the libido is the 
socialization of the energy produced by sexual drives, such that this drive is 
transformed through production into a sublimated object of love or desire. 
Freudo-Marxism fosters “a parallelism between social production and 
desiring production.”16 Capitalism is nurtured by the libido via the force 
of labor in the nineteenth century and by consumerism in the twentieth 
century. Hence, “every political economy is libidinal,”17 according to 
Lyotard, because every political economy is solely determined and preoc-
cupied with the organizing of desires.

Bernard Stiegler, the philosopher who most admits taking his cues 
from Simondon’s thought, is in fact a more contemporary updating of 
Freudo-Marxism. Stiegler argues that there is a need for rescuing and 
updating the discredited notion of the critique of political economy, taking 
into account the movement from exchange to commerce spurred by a new 
libidinal energy, which causes a mutation of production on the basis of new 
digital (“grammaticological”) technologies and, therefore, a mutation in 
the social desires leading to the “functionalization of social relations.” Here 
we have the birth of “a new consumerism” (“proletarianized consumer”), 
reflected in the parallel re-envisioning of labor. For Stiegler, Marxism has 
arrived at the limit of its own usefulness in trying to analyze the fictitious 
capital generated within this new technological age and must be bolstered 
with Simondonian concepts filtered through a Freudian perspective.18

Still there is a definite sense that Simondon intends his conception of 
the psychosocial to be read in a way opposed to the Freudo-Marxist notion 
of the libidinal economy. According to Freud, the libido is quantitative. 
What is more, it is fundamentally tied to the act of identification (with 
the object in place of the ego-ideal). Once again, we discover another 
means by which to ontologically privilege the individual over individu-
ation. Both Freudanism and Marxism ultimately find their motivating 
problem in how to procure for the group precisely those features that are 
characteristic of the individual but extinguished in him by the formation 
of the group. Thus, the aim (for psychoanalysis or Marxist analysis) is to 
equip the group with the attributes of the individual. The Simondonian 
concept of the psychosocial is created to directly contest this goal; it is the 
transindividual. The psychosocial is the bearer of those pre-individual and 
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impersonal forces which act as the charge for potentially new individua-
tions. Rather than instituting some basis for communication between indi-
vidual consciousnesses, the psychosocial provides the opportunity for the 
“synergy and common structuration of beings” (IPC 193).

GILLES DELEUZE, SIMONDON’S ADVOCATE

Unquestionably, Gilles Deleuze is the philosopher most responsible for 
bringing Simondon’s work to the public, even in France. Therefore, it is 
not merely coincidental that in nearly all of Deleuze’s published works – 
from Difference and Repetition to Logic of Sense to Thousand Plateaus and 
What is Philosophy? – Simondon’s theses or concepts can be implicitly 
detected or explicitly identified. And although it is certainly the case that 
more often than not IGPB is the work Deleuze references, I would argue 
this is more a matter of the circumstances of its earlier publication than 
proof of Deleuze’s indifference toward IPC. Indeed, given their friendship 
it is more than probable that Deleuze well knew the full thesis and read it. 
In fact, as I will suggest, there is an oblique reference to IPC in his review 
of IGPB.

Although it would be ridiculous for us to reduce Deleuze’s own philo-
sophical brilliance to the status of a kind of philosophical talent scout or 
the rescuer of eccentrics from the “island of misfit philosophers,” nonethe-
less there is truth in the fact that an inextricable element of how Deleuze 
conceives philosophical practice is what he calls a “minor” or minoritarian 
line of thought within the traditional (or “major”) history of philoso-
phy. Deleuze’s works are rich with forgotten, marginalized, anomalous, 
and unconventional thinkers and writers (Bousquet, Ruyer, Lautman, 
Wolfson, Maimon, Tarde), who are relevant not because they add color 
or exoticism to his thought but because they open up new paths for 
exploration. Deleuze’s works do not counter the established philosophi-
cal “canon” as much as they reveal the points of weakness, the pressure 
points of tension that might engender thinking by bringing philosophy 
to the threshold where it either collapses into itself or must risk putting 
into question its grounds for judging who or what belongs to its narrative. 
Minoritarian thought forces majoritarian thought into risking continuous 
variation or, to use Deleuze’s language, the “deterritorialization” of the 
history of philosophy and those texts deemed worthy for inclusion. It 
introduces a “line of escape” from the majoritarian categories, purposes, 
and accepted ways of speaking. If it wants to be creative, it forces the 
history of philosophy to confront the necessity for its own “becoming-
minor.” This is why the history of philosophy has a vested interest in 
ensuring that some thinkers continue to be judged “non-philosophical” 
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and, thus, unsuitable for belonging to its tradition. The “history of phi-
losophy” does not want to be creative; it wants scholars not philosophers. 
Scholars seek tenure and conference invitations, philosophers do not. “Is 
there a hope for philosophy, which for a long time has been an official, 
referential genre? Let us profit from this moment in which antiphiloso-
phy is trying to be a language of power.”19 And yet, as Deleuze carefully 
reminds us, the major and the minor are inextricably tied to one another. 
Simondon is a minor philosopher in the specific sense Deleuze means, not 
in the sense that his thought is secondary to the more famous. This is why 
Deleuze continuously returns to Simondon, and continuously promotes 
his thought, even if obliquely through his own indirect and transformative 
usage. Simondon is that minoritarian philosopher. He forces philosophy to 
stammer, to run on at the mouth, to trip over its own discourse. Simondon 
discomforts us philosophers.

The points at which comparisons might be made between Simondon 
and Deleuze are really too many for me to address in the brief space I have 
given myself in this introduction. I would not really do either philosopher 
justice if I merely enumerated where they agreed and where they disagreed. 
Such an exercise would be pedagogically useful; however, I will leave it 
for others to carry out. Instead, I would like to begin my comparison by 
detailing the ontological justification Deleuze discovers in Simondon. To 
this end I will focus on Deleuze’s Difference and Repetition and his 1966 
book review of Simondon’s IGPB, in which Simondon makes his earliest 
appearance. And then, rather than tracing every time Simondon appears in 
Deleuze’s works thereafter – like a game of “where’s Waldo?” – I will focus 
on one text, “Immanence: A Life.” This is Deleuze’s final published text, 
appearing just before his death in 1995. What makes this final text interest-
ing from my perspective is that Simondon’s name never actually appears, 
yet I would argue that it is in many ways Deleuze’s most Simondonian 
work.

Before turning more directly to the ontological imperative as Deleuze 
sees it, which establishes his attraction to Simondon’s thought, I would like 
to suggest that there is a more general philosophical orientation that makes 
the affinity between both thinkers inevitable: both Simondon and Deleuze 
fundamentally orient their thought on the basis of the Spinoza–Nietzsche 
nexus.20 It is this nexus and the metaphysical and epistemological impera-
tives prescribed by it that prepare the ground for Deleuze and Simondon’s 
ontological like-mindedness. As the reader progresses through this study 
this will become ever more apparent, I hope.

For now let us take Deleuze’s promoting Simondon’s thought as 
a way to clarify what he calls “the contemporary renaissance of ontol-
ogy.”21 What is the nature of this ontological renaissance? What is it 
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that Deleuze determines links all the different ontologies of his day? Or, 
perhaps it should be said: what is it that determines any one philosophy to 
be worthy of joining the revitalization of ontology? According to Deleuze 
the renaissance is inaugurated by those ontologies that exploit the full 
ontological scope of the “question–problem complex.” It is the discovery 
of the question and the problematic as transcendental elements “which 
belong essentially to being, things, and events,” that far from being merely 
epistemological or heuristic devices, are themselves corresponding to 
Being. As such, Deleuze argues that internal and constitutive to Being 
itself is a fundamental problematic, a “disparity” or difference that, while 
signifying its “greatest powerlessness,” nonetheless is the point where this 
powerlessness is transmuted into potentially its greatest power.22 And it is 
precisely Simondon’s return to the problem of individuation that qualifies 
his central place in this new ontological renaissance. As Deleuze writes, 
“Individuation emerges like the act of solving such a problem, or – what 
amounts to the same thing – like the actualization of a potential and the 
establishing of communication between disparates.” Thus, the beingness 
of the problematic is internal to the act of individuation; it is the integrat-
ing of the “elements of disparateness into a state of coupling” that ensures 
they internally resonate within whatever actual individual results from 
it.23 But even more, for Deleuze, Simondon’s primary innovation is the 
role given to the pre-individual. This means “Being is never One,” that 
is, Being never achieves a state in which it is fully stable and completely 
individual. It is only ever more-than-one, metastable. As Deleuze con-
cludes in his review, “As individuated, [Being] is still multiple, because it 
is ‘multiphase,’ ‘a phase of becoming that will lead to new processes.’ ”24

It is in “Immanence: A Life” that Deleuze brings us to what is the most 
important and difficult question that must be asked about how we establish 
the relationship between these two philosophers: do both these philoso-
phers embrace a philosophy of immanence? For Deleuze, obviously, the 
question is a resounding “yes”; for Simondon, however, the answer is 
more nuanced and complex and certainly uncertain. For now I will outline 
how Deleuze characterizes the connection between immanence and indi-
viduation in this final published essay. My interpretation of Simondon’s 
response will be more fully spelled out in Chapter 4 of this study.

In this final piece of writing it becomes immediately clear that what 
both connects and differentiates Deleuze and Simondon is their relation-
ship to the transcendental. Simondon makes no claims to trying to refash-
ion Kantianism, or to rescue the transcendental from any confusion with 
transcendence, whereas, for Deleuze, the resources for accomplishing both 
these tasks lie in Simondon’s work. Most particularly, what distinguishes 
Deleuze from Kant is that Deleuze ascertains that the ontology of the 
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problem operates as a transcendental field. It is the problem of individu-
ation. In our being forced to confront this problem, we are able to access 
the transcendental. For Deleuze, individuation is the pure and absolute 
“unthought,” operating beneath all forms, and yet it is inseparable from 
the grounds that make these forms available. It is precisely the intensive 
field of individuation or individuating difference, in other words the prob-
lematic being, that functions as the transcendental, as the condition of the 
organization and determination of individuals, forms, species. According 
to Deleuze, “the transcendental field escapes all transcendence – as object 
or subject – and, so, for this reason, it can be defined ‘as a pure plane of 
immanence.’ ”25 Yet this absolute plane of immanence itself is only ever 
experienced, lived in “a life.”

And it is a life’s being conditioned by this plane of individuation, pre-
individual and impersonal, which the individual continues to bear, that 
ensures a living individuality remains, to whatever degree, impersonal and 
at least relatively incomplete. “The life of such individuality is eclipsed 
by the singular immanent life of a man who no longer has a name, though 
he can be mistaken for no other.”26 A life is, on this account, however 
partially, anonymous and indefinite, even after individuation when it 
becomes a singularity. This is because not only is a life conditioned by pure 
immanence, but it never fully divorces itself from its share of the transcen-
dental circumstance which makes individuation possible. Indeed, this is 
why Deleuze never says a being is “individuated.” Instead, he says that 
individuation leads to the creation of a singular “event,” a singularity. This 
is a life. And what is a singularity but a momentary pause in individuation, 
overdetermined by a singularity’s relation to other singularities, other 
lives, and other milieus of individuation? It is the totality of these actions 
which Deleuze describes as “absolute immanence.”

However, the main element that demonstrates Deleuze’s altering of 
Simondon’s process of individuation involves the notion of the virtual. 
The ontological status, which the indefinite plane of immanence initially 
possesses, is that of the virtual prior to its becoming individuated as 
subject or object. Deleuze describes the movement of the pre-individual 
and impersonal becoming singular and individual as that by which “the 
virtual becomes engaged in the process of actualization as it follows the 
plane which gives it its proper reality.”27 Simondon quite definitely rejects 
the notion of the virtual. The taking of form is the passage from real meta-
stability to a stable state. But this operation, for Simondon, has nothing to 
do with the notion of virtuality, which he argues is composed by an imag-
ined ideal state (“Good Form”). In other words, completely opposite to 
Deleuze, who worries that one might confuse the virtual and the possible,28 
Simondon finds them to be synonymous. Instead, “potential, conceived as 
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potential energy, is of the real, for it expresses the reality of the metastable 
state, and its energetic situation” (IPC 68 n.14). Rather than a process of 
actualization, Simondon describes it as the operation of “transduction.”

Here Simondon finds the justification for his method, reflecting its 
operationality, that is, the action by which it occurs: transduction or the 
transductive. “The thought that we name transductive does not consider as 
the unity of a being that which is conferred by the form informing matter, 
but by a defined regime of the operation of individuation, which founds 
being in an absolute manner” (209). The cohesion of being is achieved 
not by the relationship of form and matter; it is a regime of activity of 
“converting structure into function and function into structure.” As such, 
individuation develops at the “very center of being” prior to dephasing; 
before the terms marking the extremes of its individuated status – as 
“object” or as “subject” – there is the “internal resonance,” wherein being 
communicates with itself, and from which emerges the possibility of 
dephasing and every individuation. In other words, as was previously 
mentioned, this action of convertibility of structure and operation, 
otherwise called “Allagmatic,” describes ontology as a “general theory 
of operations,” of the exchanges and modifications of being, of relation, 
whose importance lies in the fact that this action unites the means and 
principle discovering self-justification through the transductive practice 
at its interior. “Being is relation, for the relation is the internal resonance 
of being in relationship to itself, the fashion by which it reciprocally 
conditions in the interior of itself, splitting and reconverting itself into 
a unity” (210). All thought that seeks to fully grasp individuation is, for 
Simondon, finally genetic, insofar as it is primarily characterized as a 
systematic effort to construct an Allagmatic point of view, that is, a point 
of view that originates from the convertibility of structure and operation, 
specifically their reciprocal relationship. But, more generally, philosophy 
is the authorizing of thinking all objective structural reality as a complex 
of relations; in short, the being of becoming. As a result, Simondon 
writes, “One can only comprehend the unity starting from individuation, 
absolute ontogenesis” (210). It is ontogenesis that is the creation of a new 
perspective, a new way to orient oneself in thought:

Ontogenesis would become the point of departure for philosophical thought; 
it would truly be first philosophy, anterior to the theory of knowledge [episte-
mology] and to an ontology that would accompany the theory of knowledge. 
Ontogenesis would be the theory of the phases of being, anterior to objective 
knowledge that is a relation of individuated being to the milieu, after indi-
viduation. The existence of the individuated being as subject is anterior to 
knowledge; first, a study of individuated being must precede the theory of 
knowledge. Anteriorly, to every critique of knowledge (connaissance) arises 
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the knowledge (savoir) of ontogenesis. Ontogenesis precedes critique and 
 ontology. (163)

A GNOSEOLOGICAL THESIS: THE LEAP INTO ONTOGENESIS

This Critical Introduction and Guide to Simondon’s IPC has an implied 
thesis which it carries out through the choices it makes in identifying 
and structuring the problem of individuation. Orienting this study is the 
hypothesis that the directing goal of Simondon’s philosophy of ontogenesis 
more generally is what I am calling the ontologicalization of knowledge. 
Which is to say, the “leap into ontology” is done in parallel with Simondon’s 
reformulation of philosophical practice and his reconceiving it as a mode of 
“intuition” or “grasping” of a kind of ontological  understanding – what 
I call a pure understanding without knowledge. One cannot fully appreciate 
Simondon’s ontological imperative without taking into account the associ-
ated gnoseological imperative inextricably tied to it.29

Epistemologically, logic is said to deal only with propositional enuncia-
tions relative only to those individual beings that have been individuated 
as “object” or “subject.” Simondon argues that a theory of being (or ontol-
ogy) must be instituted that is anterior to all logic. Such a theory, according 
to Simondon, would be able to provide the grounds for a more adequate 
logic, for the simple reason that there is nothing that proves beforehand 
that being is individuated in only one possible manner. But what if, instead 
of a single individuation, there were multiple individuations, existing all 
together though not always at the same speed and in the same intensity? 
And what if these individuations reciprocally inflected one another, so that 
we had to think of each of these modes of individuation as expressive of the 
being of becoming, each equally real in their inequality? At the very least, 
Simondon argues, several logics would also have to exist, each correspond-
ing to a defined type of individuation. The classification of ontogenesis 
permits our “pluralizing logic.” In other words, in seeking to make logic 
“philosophical,” Simondon makes it ontogenetic. The implications for 
the axiomatization of knowledge are made immediately apparent once we 
follow Simondon’s lead and take into account pre-individual being insofar 
as it is the engendering source of potentialities nurturing the respective 
incidents of individuation. Pre-individual being “cannot be contained in 
a preliminary logic, no norm or system detached from its content can be 
defined: only the individuation of thought in completing itself, can accompany 
the individuation of other beings” (IPC 30, my italics). Therefore, ontoge-
netic logic (logic now transformed after the ontogenetic leap) is neither an 
immediate or mediate knowledge. We cannot have epistemological knowl-
edge of individuation. We are left, instead, with a grasping of knowledge 
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itself as already implicated in the individuation of being; it is an opera-
tion of knowing that occurs “parallel to the known operation.” For “we 
cannot, in the usual sense of the term, know individuation; we can only 
individuate, individuate ourselves, and individuate in ourselves (individuer, 
nous individuer, et individuer en nous)” (30). As a result, Simondon stresses, 
“What is grasped, therefore, lies in the margin of knowledge.” One does not 
have knowledge “about” individuation (as if that were so easy). Rather 
individuation is grasped in grasping itself (reflecting upon itself) as it con-
structs itself; knowledge must implicate itself as an active participant in the 
operation of individuation itself. In doing so, “knowledge” structures itself 
as an analogy between two operations of individuation: thought and being. 
In this regard, knowledge is nothing more or less than the mode of com-
munication between them. “The individuation of the real exterior to the 
subject is grasped by the subject thanks to the analogical individuation of 
knowledge in the subject; but it is through the individuation of knowledge and 
not by knowledge alone that the individuation” of all other beings, “non-
subject” so-called beings, is grasped. “Beings can be known by means of 
the knowledge of the subject but the individuation of beings can only be 
grasped by the individuation of the knowledge of the subject” (30).30

Knowledge, on this account, is nothing more than the retrieval of these 
lines of development, with each reprising its preceding individuation. 
Unlike Kant, it is not a matter of disclosing in the subject a priori forms of 
space and time, coherent with the brute a posteriori givenness of the world. 
Knowledge cannot any longer be defined by taking something to be objec-
tively and subjectively sufficient to be true. In making the theoretical shift 
of focus from the terms to be explained (subject, object) to the domains 
providing the grounds for their emergence, their signification, Simondon 
finds support for his claim that “the individual cannot any longer be 
identified with a isolated elementary being” (IL 488). At issue is not the 
individual but the system of thought or domain of being that makes it pos-
sible. For Simondon, “subject-being” and “object-being” emerge from 
the same “primitive reality,” the pre-individual field of forces. Thought, 
which now appears to institute an inexplicable relation between object 
and subject, is the prolonging of the initial individuation. Knowledge 
is, for Simondon, only a subsequent individuation; and, thus, it is what 
it reflects: the individualization that makes the individuated being’s real 
and actual existence. What this means is that “knowledge’s conditions of 
possibility are identical with the individuated being’s causes of existence” 
(IPC 127). Knowledge in the ordinary sense must be rethought. Ontology 
and epistemology must be put into sync with one another by the event of 
individualization, so that each reciprocally expresses the necessity for the 
other. As a result, we are directed to the shared conditions making them 
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possible. Beyond its own self-justifying conditionality, there is no univer-
sality of knowledge in itself.

For us to think with Simondon and not merely to explicate his con-
cepts is to invite ourselves into the heart of the ontologization of thought. 
For such a “transductive operation” in method correlates itself and is, at 
the same time, in correlation with the “leap” (as I am referring to it) that 
Simondon carries out, from the ontology of substances (object) to the 
ontology of ontogenesis (relation).

The individual being, as the principle of the notion of substance that governs 
all logic, must be considered via individuation as the operation that founds and 
instigates being; ontogenesis is anterior to the logic and ontology. The theory 
of individuation must, therefore, be considered as a theory of the phases of 
being, of its becoming insofar as it is essential. (223)

Indeed, what I call “the leap” is precisely this requisite perspectival orien-
tation inextricably tied to the gnoseological leap, insofar as each provides 
the other with justification.31

Axiomatization of the human sciences is, for Simondon, possible only 
on the basis of the leap that is one with an ontologization of thought (from 
an ontology of essence and substance to an ontology of relation). In place of 
a unity of explicative principles, Simondon structures his axiomatic of the 
human sciences on the unity of tendencies, to attain a new idea of “form” 
(50, 52–3, 58).32 Thus, Simondon’s primary ambition is to formulate a 
general theory of the human sciences. The hope is that this will incite 
reflexive thought and, in so doing, incite as well the search for those con-
ditions which make axiomatization possible to begin with. This project’s 
success or failure is thus predicated on discovering in the notion of “infor-
mation” a way to generalize transductivity (as the ontologico-epistemological 
operation) at the levels of the psychic, vital, and social.

READING STRATEGIES

Simondon’s discourse is performative,33 that is to say, it is what it enacts 
or the action it carries out. This is primarily the source of IPC’s difficulty. 
Though I will make this connection more obvious later, Simondon calls 
this the “operative” level of being and thought. The performative is the 
operative. The problem is that to try to capture this performative or 
operational discursive dimension of ontology of ontogenesis is like trying 
to hold rushing water in one’s hands. This is what is behind Simondon’s 
use of semi-colons, stringing together ideas and phrases in a headlong rush 
of sentences that do not end so much as kind of pitter out. We only get 
the trace of its reality; after all it leaves our hands moist. But if we are not 
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careful, lost to us is the water’s actual rushing movement, the very act that 
defines its existence.

I would suggest the best way to read Simondon’s text, practically, is to 
choose one of the two parts of the Introduction – I would personally choose 
the first section (“Position of the Problem of Ontogenesis”). It is this 
section that most directly establishes Simondon’s approach and method. 
It is also the section of the Introduction that Simondon wrote with IPC in 
mind. An added benefit of choosing the first section of the Introduction 
over the second is that it fills in the missing elements of the first part of 
the larger thesis (IGPB). I would also suggest that the reader pay close 
attention to how Simondon’s repetition of his main thesis and concepts are 
applied within the different chapters. For example, “information” has a 
different role to play in the chapter dealing with perception and affectivity, 
than in the chapter specifically focused on the individuation of the group 
relative to the individual. Each chapter seems almost to refashion the same 
concepts and the same fundamental structure relative to how they operate 
in addressing each new problem. This is something to which the reader 
should remain sensitive.

CHAPTER OUTLINE OF THIS STUDY

Chapter 1 focuses on Simondon’s Introduction to IPC. Here I schemati-
cally outline the general problematic that directs Simondon’s work, while 
indirectly establishing the basis for its connection to a larger philosophical 
project. In fact, I actually begin this chapter by integrating the final part 
of L’individu et sa genèse physico-biologique, “The Individuation of Living 
Beings,” as it provided a transition from the primary focus on developing 
a theory of information at the level of biology to a theory of information 
at the level of the psychosocial. Chapter 2 concerns Chapter 1, Part I of 
IPC. At issue in this chapter is the psychological problem: how does the 
subject qua subject grasp separately objects as perceptual unities rather 
than as a confused continuum of sensations. This requires that one define 
the problem of individuation in relation to perception. Merleau-Ponty is 
Simondon’s foil in this regard. Chapter 3 corresponds to Chapter 2, Part I 
of IPC. The fundamental motive for this chapter is Simondon’s develop-
ment of a theory of affectivity. Like Spinoza’s ontology of affect, Simondon 
formulates a kind of ontology of affectivity in order to shift the ground for 
defining the “psychic” or mental. Chapter 4 focuses on the longest and 
most complicated chapter in IPC, Chapter 3, Part I. This chapter’s dif-
ficulty derives from the structure Simondon adopts for it. Incorporating 
philosophy, sociology, psychology, myth, religion, and ethics, this chapter 
moves with the speed of its self-generating transductive logic. Its unity 
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precisely expresses the regime of the activity generated by the internal 
differences arising from the relations established between the diverse dis-
courses. At the heart of this chapter is a discussion of the transcendental 
and the empirical – individuation and individualization in the formulation 
of “personality.” Finally, special attention is paid to the striking moment 
when Simondon reinterprets the famous “tightrope walker” scene from 
Nietzsche’s Thus Spake Zarathustra. Chapter 5 corresponds to Chapter 
1, Part II of IPC. Simondon distances himself from both phenomenology 
and structuralism by proposing that relation constitutes the group and 
individual; and for this reason, the relation realizes the “value of being” 
(ontology of relation). But really the most central aspect of this chapter 
is Simondon’s formulation of the two individuations: vital individuation 
and the individuation of the group, the relation between the individuated 
and the social. Chapter 6 corresponds to Chapter 2, Part II of IPC. In this 
chapter I explicate the characterization by Simondon of signification or 
meaning as the establishing of the relation between subjects. The collective 
is born with information becoming significance. Meaning is the transindi-
vidual. In Chapter 6 I also address (and, perhaps, seek a remedy for) the 
absence of a discussion of language in IPC. Chapter 7 explicates the two 
main ideas proposed in the Conclusion to IPC: an ontogenetic ethics and 
a non-human humanism. I conclude this Critical Introduction and Guide 
to Simondon’s Psychic and Collective Individuation with only the briefest of 
suggestions to the reader of a possible line of convergence for research: the 
“biopolitical” or “biopower.”
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