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Abstract 

Somatechnic Disidentifications of Pleasure: Toward a Postgender Politics 

offers not only a critical perspective on the state of techno-body-subjects in 

contemporary times, but also a glimpse of what bodies and pleasures of the future may 

matter. I argue that subjectification is thoroughly tied to a technologization of the body, 

and as an effect, we require new conceptual tools to analyze the power relations that 

form our ‘somatechnic’ cyborg selves. I advance a theory of disidentificatory body 

hacking as one potential strategy for successfully subverting normalization and 

repossessing control over one’s own somatechnic subject-formation. Rather than 

leaving the body behind, I argue that we must exploit the breaks in subjectification that 

allow for a re-rendering of subjectivity that resists the ways that our bodies have been 

socially coded, normalized, and thus constrained by gender and sexuality. Lastly, I 

imagine the efficacy of such disidentification strategies for forming new types of 

intimate relations with others in the service of a counterpublic construction that 

accounts for unstifled pleasures. Somatechnic Disidentification of Pleasure points us 

towards a politics that is postgender, a politics that pushes beyond the idea of gender 

and sexuality as premier relations of power that subject the body.

iv 
 



#intro 

All reality is augmented reality, and all bodies are cyborg. We are evolving 

towards a technologically mutative state of being. We are indissociable from the 

technologies that we have developed. We wake up, check our phones for text 

messages, searching for the blinking indications that validate our multimedia 

relationships. We reply in emojis—pixelated abbreviations of emotions, ideas, and 

other post-verbal ideographic signs of meaning. We sync our wearable technology to 

our smart phones to start the day—how did I sleep last night? How many steps should I 

walk today? How many calories can I consume? Flirting has been Tinderized and 

‘online dating’ is a tautological anachronism. We digitalize our bodies to send along 

mass telecommunication networks with every Snapchat selfie.1 We #hashtag our 

pictures and posts for public tracking and consumption. Large grids of techno-

communications have connected every body. Digital literacy is no longer a skill; it is 

an evolutionary development of the body.  

Although the Google Glass prototype enjoyed only a short public life, this 

product marks one of the great achievements of modern wearable technology. The 

voice-activated eyewear device provides wearers with a plethora of additions to their 

otherwise unenhanced perspective by overlaying digitized information right in the 

corner of the user’s vision: social media communication, video and photo recording, 

traveling directions, weather and news updates, or any of the other affiliated 

application-based services. Perhaps the Google eyewear is too obtrusive for your 

1 See feminist new media theorist Jill Walker Rettberg’s 2014 book, Seeing Ourselves Through 
Technology: How We Use Selfies, Blogs, and Wearable Devices to See and Shape Ourselves, for an 
extended analysis of this trend in using technology for self-documentation. 

                                                 



liking; not to worry—researchers in Switzerland are developing vision-boosting 

telescopic contact lenses that offer a different kind of eye enhancement.2 Wink-

controlled technology gives users enhanced human eyesight with capabilities for 

zooming. Other wearable technologies are less obviously cybernetic. BuzzFeed writer 

Anne Helen Petersen has written about the “track everything revolution”3 in which we 

freely produce intimate information about our lifestyles and our bodies for companies 

to then profit by selling goods and services perfectly customizable to fulfill the body’s 

apparently inherent lack. As a wearer of a Jawbone UP24, a black and slender 

wristband that tracks my exercise, sleep, food intake, and mood, among other 

functions, I can personally attest to the appeal of having technology read back data 

about my body, data that I once was only capable of imagining. After downloading the 

accompanying Android application, the wireless link between my wrist/band and my 

phone has connected my body with technology like never before. The Jawbone UP24 

is just one of the possible bands I could have chosen from 

bestbuy.com/wearabletechnology to augment my human wrist. I might have 

alternatively selected a smartwatch from Apple, Samsung, or Sony; or, I might hope to 

be a be(a)ta (read "beater" with an English accent) user for Pornhub’s Wankband, in 

development, which promises to generate electricity through masturbation: “Now the 

power is in your hand.”4 Even still, wearable technology goes far beyond the wrist. 

2 Colin Jeffery, “Telescopic Contact Lenses Zoom in and out with the Wink of an Eye,” Gizmag, 
February 16, 2015. http://www.gizmag.com/telescopic-contact-lenses-macular-
degeneration-amd/36094/. 

3 Anne Helen Petersen, “Big Mother Is Watching You: The Track-Everything Revolution Is Here 
Whether You Want It Or Not” Buzzfeed, January 1, 2015. 
http://www.buzzfeed.com/annehelenpetersen/the-track-everything-revolution-is-here-to-
improve-you-wheth#.qce90G1Ew  

4 “Wankband - Stop Jacking Off and Start Jacking On.” 2015. 
http://www.pornhub.com/devices/wankband. 
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According to one online commentator, “The Vibrator of the Future is Here;” SmartBod 

is developing “a smart vibrator that adapts to a woman's physiological reactions and 

provides shareable data tracking,”5 so that even orgasms can be quantified, qualified, 

and shared with all of your friends. In short, wearable technology quantifies life’s 

details to such an extent that it is difficult to ascertain whether I feel good because I 

know how many calories that that run burned, or simply because my organs feel 

satisfied by the strenuousness of the act. Of course, both of these pleasures rely on my 

own system of neurotransmitters, with endorphins acting like information technologies 

to activate my senses. In this project, I argue that a distinction between bodies and 

technology is impossible: all reality is augmented reality, and all bodies are cyborg.  

According to the online blog RH Reality Check, 2014 was the year in 

reproductive and sexual health and justice that “We’re Living in the Future.”6 The 

blogger writes, “Between the high-tech sex toys, transplanted uteri, lab-grown penises, 

and perils of hookup apps, 2014 sometimes sounded like a science fiction novel.” Sex 

and technology are coming together in ways that were perhaps once only imaginable in 

science fiction, but this is no longer the case. HuffPost’s first “Love + Sex” podcast 

asks the simple question: what is the future of sex?7 In a 30-minute exposé on sex of 

the future, the podcast journalists investigate the current trends in technology-fused sex 

toys and ‘pleasure products’ (e.g., Bluetooth-enabled vibrators, such as OhMiBod’s 

5 Kate Hakala, “The Vibrator of the Future Is Here — And Women Should Be Excited,” Mic. 
Connections, 2015. http://mic.com/articles/112886/a-pair-of-entrepreneurs-want-to-make-
sure-every-woman-gets-the-pleasure-she-deserves. 

6 Martha Kempner, “This Year in Sex: We’re Living in the Future” RH Reality Check, December 17, 
2014. http://rhrealitycheck.org/article/2014/12/17/year-sex-living-future/. 

7 Carina Kolodny, “HuffPost’s Love And Sex Podcast Explores The Future Of Sex And Robots.” 
HuffPost Love and Sex Podcast, January 29, 2015. 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2015/01/29/future-of-sex-podcast_n_6569838.html. 
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“BlueMotion”)8 and artificially intelligent operating systems (“will Siri be able to talk 

dirty to me?”), leading commentators to ponder the podcast’s big question: in the 

future, will we be having sex with robots? The final segment of the podcast analyzes 

the film Her, where the guest speakers are cautiously optimistic about the near-future 

of sex and robots, imagining a reality where everyone has their own “Samantha” 

companions.9 According to this podcast, the future of sex has the potential to 

undermine human-human relationships as we develop robots that can fulfil these needs, 

but we need not worry because technology will never replace the ‘natural, physical, 

real intimacy’ we have with our human partners. My question, however, is not whether 

or not we will be having sex with robots, but what are the ramifications for 

conceptualizing our human subjectivity now that we robots are already having sex with 

one another?  

Another podcast, NPR’s Invisibilia, recently published the show, “Our 

Computers Ourselves,” which thinks about the ways that technology is changing what 

it means to be human, and discusses the apparent unease about ubiquitous use of 

computers, phones, and other devices. Their guiding question, “Is that good or is that 

creepy?” is a broader version of the HuffPost podcast’s question wondering about the 

influence of technology in sex. The Invisibilia podcast features an interview of Thad 

Starner, who has been wearing his computer named Lizzie since 1993. Starner explains 

how Lizzie has changed in form and function over time, evolving from a bulky and 

obtrusive portable computer and goggle combination into a sleek and rapid computer 

assistant that helped Starner recall strands of information. Eventually, Starner became 

8 “OhMiBod Remote App.” 2015. OhMiBod. http://www.ohmibod.com/app/. 
9 I will return to my own analysis of the film Her in the Conclusion. 
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the technical engineering lead for Google Glass eyewear. This example of the 

miniaturization and seamless integration of technology demonstrates some of the 

recent developments in human-technology interaction. Starner is not alone in 

celebrating the unique possibility of introducing technology into our daily social lives, 

but others in the podcast question whether technology substantively changes the way 

that the human body functions. These tech-antagonists and fearful critics believe that 

by making computers part of our bodies—by normalizing the enhancing capacity of 

wearable technologies—we will eventually become dissatisfied with unenhanced, 

untechnologized bodies, much like the impulse to keep up with the newest, fastest 

gadgets. Cyborg bodies are not just like gadgets, however, because the cyborg body 

project is not a posthuman experiment to transcend the body with unlimited upgrades, 

updates, and new features.   

This thesis is a defense against claims that ‘technology’ has ruined human 

relationships. Rather than mourning the loss of some natural human condition, I argue 

for a reconceptualization of the body as somatechnic,10 and I claim that the body 

cannot simply be understood as a naturally organic system of organs; instead, our 

bodies and technology have merged to the extent that we cannot think of such dualistic 

entities (e.g. bodies and technology or nature and culture) as separate. Because of this 

somatechnic embodiment, Gender Studies must reevaluate systems of 

subjectification,11 including theories of gender and sexuality, in the service of this new 

10 Nikki Sullivan and Samantha Murray, “Introduction,” in Somatechnics: Queering the 
Technologization of Bodies edited by Nikki Sullivan and Samantha Murray (Ashgate, 2009), 3. 
11 I use ‘subjectification’ in the way that Butler reads Foucault’s relationship between power and the 
formation of the subject: “Power operates for Foucault in the constitution of the very materiality of the 
subject, in the principle which simultaneously forms and regulates the ‘subject’ of subjectivation” in 
Bodies That Matter, Taylor & Francis, 34. This definition of subjectification always also accounts for the 
productive possibilities of agency and resistance in the formative process of the subject. 
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form of human existence. By taking pleasure as my theme of analysis, this project 

examines some of the implications of this shift toward somatechnics and how we might 

imagine a counterpublic based on subsequent techno-intimacies. Inspired by Donna 

Haraway’s design of the cyborg, I argue that we (still) need a theoretical reorientation 

in order to more comprehensively analyze and understand the ways that somatechnic 

subjects experience pleasure and intimacy in our techno-modernity. This project is 

greatly indebted to the productive work of feminist theorists of embodiment, and I cite 

several of these authors throughout. Although my project also takes ‘the body’ as a 

point of departure, I do not follow feminist accounts of the body that credit the body 

with some special social significance, which, in some interpretations, possibly reifies 

binary notions of gender and sex.12 Instead, I find great value in other disciplinary 

traditions that offer productive interventions in the knowledge production projects 

happening in Gender Studies around corporeality, subjectivity, and pleasure. This 

project offers not only a critical perspective on the state of techno-body-subjects in 

contemporary times, but also a glimpse of what bodies and pleasures of the future may 

matter. 

My primary research question is how discourses of gender and sexuality affect 

our understanding of “the body” as both the material condition of human existence as 

well as a techno-culturally produced artifact. I focus on pleasure as one possible insight 

into how the techno-body is useful for imagining subjectivity without recourse to 

 
12 Here, I am thinking of strands in feminist theorizing that concede the construction of ‘gender’ but 
leave the ‘sex’ of the body otherwise untroubled. I also differentiate this project from Elizabeth Grosz 
(1994) who shows that theories of subjective corporeality have not accounted for women’s experiences 
and offers a corrective model that enables theories of specifically sexed corporeality that do not cast 
gender as irreducible to biology. Also consider the heterogeneous grouping of sexual difference theorists 
and feminist phenomenologists such as Irigiray (1985), Bordo (1993), Braidotti (1994), Marion Young 
(1980), or Lorde (1984). 
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gender and sexuality as organizing social factors that categorize subjects based on 

sexual object choice and modes of eliciting pleasure. As a result of conceiving pleasure 

in this way, we may be able to develop a political project that seeks new forms of 

subjectivities—free from gender and sexuality—and an organization of multiplied 

social relations of pleasure. The goal of the project is not to be freed from the body as a 

body, but instead to exploit the breaks  in subjectification that allow for a re-rendering 

of subjectivity that resists the ways that bodies have been socially coded, normalized, 

and thus constrained by gender and sexuality.  

I have divided my thesis into two main components.13 In addition to this written text, I 

have produced a documentary film titled “Somatechnic: Queer Disidentifications of 

Pleasure.” Over the course of film production, I conducted twelve 45-60 minute 

interviews with students, staff, and faculty of Whitman College, most of which I have 

included in the film. With the film component, I demonstrate the merging of bodies 

and technologies in the formation of somatechnic subjects and I show some of the 

ways that bodies and technology are constitutive of a cyborg corporeality that 

experiences pleasure in new and thought-provoking ways. I advance various theories of 

‘the body’ when exploring dissonances between embodiment, pleasure, and intimacy 

by locating the particular practices, modifications, embodiments, embellishments, etc. 

that consciously subvert typical normalization of 'the body.’ In the following section, I 

situate this dual-component project within the surrounding literature that has supported 

a conceptualization of somatechnic cyborg embodiment. 

13 An extended examination of my film can be found in the section of this document titled 
“Disidentifications of Pleasure.” 
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(Cyborg-) Body of Literature 

Thus far, I have relied on popular media sources and examples to articulate 

some of my ideas and aims. This reliance on anecdotes, available products, and 

podcasts represents somewhat of a gap in recent academic work concerning 

somatechnic pleasure or cyborg subjectivity. It is my hope that my thesis project, 

including the film, begins to fill in an important area of Gender Studies in keeping with 

technological progress and body enhancements.  

Thirty years ago,14 Donna Haraway first introduced her metaphor of the cyborg 

as an “ironic political myth” 15 that criticized Enlightenment humanism, progress 

narratives of technological mastery, and certain strands of essentialist feminist theory 

that sought after a universal woman-subject. I begin with Donna Haraway’s influential 

chapter, “A Cyborg Manifesto: Science, Technology, and Socialist-Feminism in the 

Late Twentieth Century,” because the metaphor of the cyborg has not only been a 

recurring theme in Gender Studies (i.e. ‘cyberfeminisms’), but also a trope in popular 

media concerning wearable technology. Haraway’s cyborg still provides a great 

starting point for theorizing the ways in which bodies have become technologically-

infused material contours for our gendered and sexualized subjectivities. “Cyborg 

Manifesto” does the important work of deconstructing several binaries and dualistic 

paradigms: between human/animal, organism/machine, and organic/inorganic. As 

‘Nature’ subverts and melds with technology, the emergent cyborg renders impossible 

14 Haraway originally published this article in Socialist Review with the title, “Manifesto for Cyborgs: 
Science, Technology, and Socialist Feminism in the 1980s” in 1985. It has since then been republished 
multiple times, including in the versions that I cite in this text. 
15 Donna Haraway, “A Cyborg Manifesto: Science, Technology, and Socialist-Feminism in the Late 

Twentieth Century” in Simians, Cyborgs and Women: The Reinvention of Nature (New York: 
Routledge, 1991) 149. 
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any conception of a naturalized body. For feminist theory, the cyborg disallows a 

technophobic identity-based epistemology because there is no such natural self from 

which to stake that ontological claim. 

 Released from both nature and culture, the cyborg is also a “creature in a post-

gender world,”16 opening up contradictory and hybrid political possibilities for 

feminists. Haraway’s description of a cyborg subject with hybrid consciousness 

practicing radical political action has proved inspiring to many feminist theorists, and 

this chapter exists as a foundational map of the gaps and overlaps between feminism, 

postmodernism, embodiment, and technologization. Just as Haraway’s feminist dream 

is for “a monstrous world without gender,”17 I too am interested in the possibilities of 

such a postgender world. In her call to action in reaching towards this world, Haraway 

argues, “The cyborg is a kind of disassembled and reassembled, postmodern collective 

and personal self. This is the self feminists must code.”18 Haraway applies the language 

of technological coding to the postmodern self to open up a field of political coalitional 

possibilities between the collective and personal self. By disassembling, reassembling, 

and coding the cyborg subject, Haraway demands a construction of cyborgs that relies 

on the sharing of information between political coalitions. Haraway’s cyborg lays the 

foundation for my project by generating a postmodern body-subject that blurs the 

distinction between humanity and technology, and whose construction is a political 

cause. In planning this construction or coding of the subject, it is useful to revisit the 

notion of subjectification on which Haraway’s Manifesto relies.    

16 Donna Haraway, “A Cyborg Manifesto: Science, Technology, and Socialist-Feminism in the Late 
Twentieth Century,” in The Cybercultures Reader, edited by David Bell and Barbara M. 
Kennedy (New York: Routledge, 2000), 292. 

17 Ibid., 316. 
18 Ibid., 302. 
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The cyborg subject complicates the analytics of power that Michel Foucault has 

laid out in The History of Sexuality: Vol. 1 (1978). Foucault uses the term power to 

mean a multiplicity of force relations, such that an organization of these relations 

builds, as a crystallizing effect, an apparatus of power.19 The deployment of sexuality, 

Foucault argues, is one such apparatus of power, and his volume is a historiography of 

the social relations that have enabled sex and sexuality to emerge as an “artificial 

unity” of “anatomical elements, biological functions, conducts, sensations, and 

pleasures.”20 I interpret ‘artificial’ to mean constructed as well as inorganic, and 

perhaps even technologically synthetic. Sexuality becomes key in what Foucault names 

biopower, or the organization of power “around the management of life rather than the 

menace of death.”21 Haraway argues, however, that the cyborg is not subject to 

Foucauldian biopolitics; instead, the cyborg “simulates politics, a much more potent 

field of operations.”22 Calling biopolitics a “flaccid premonition of cyborg politics,”23 

Haraway suggests that biopolitics may no longer hold as the dominant framework for 

organizing subjects; it would be incorrect, however, to declare biopolitical control 

anachronistic. We are entering the age of these simulated cyborg politics, but it is still 

important to understand how power functions in cyborg subjectification.   

In addition to Haraway’s criticism that biopolitics cannot account for cyborg 

politics, Judith Butler’s Bodies That Matter: On the Discursive Limits of Sex (1993) 

develops another trajectory of Foucauldian power to think of different aspects of 

19 Michel Foucault, The History of Sexuality, Volume 1: An Introduction. Edited by Robert Hurley 
(New York: Vintage), 92-93. 

20 Ibid., 154. 
21 Ibid., 147. 
22 Haraway, “Manifesto,” 302. 
23 Ibid., 292. 
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subjectification. Following her theorization of gender performativity in Gender 

Trouble (1990), Butler’s exegesis of the material significance of bodies pushes the field 

of Gender Studies to imagine beyond a sex/gender binary. In the book, Butler rethinks 

the materiality of the body in terms of an effect of power, in fact, “as power’s most 

productive effect.”24 She explains how Foucault’s version of power was never an 

acting subject in and of itself which forms the materiality of the subject, but rather, 

power operates as the very constitution of the subject; power forms and regulates the 

subject of subjectivation.25 Thus, “there is no power that acts, but only a reiterated 

acting that is power in its persistence and instability.”26 Power is instable in that, in 

every instance of discursive subjectification, discourse may be both an instrument and 

effect of power, but discourse may also serve as a hindrance or resistance to that 

power, leaving open possibilities for oppositional discourses. The persistence of 

power—the reiteration and citation of previous norms—describes how discourse forms 

materiality. Through this Foucauldian lens, Butler shows how the body is a naturalized 

effect of discourse, wherein the material body’s intelligibility as a body rests on the 

repetition and recitation of norms, which are themselves also effects of power.  

Bodies That Matter makes explicit the connection between power, discourse, 

subjectivity, and bodies. Butler argues that the ways in which bodies come to 

materialize—that is, ‘to matter’ and thus ‘to mean’27—is contingent on the particular 

power relations of origination, reiteration, and exclusion. Therefore, rather than taking 

the material intelligibility of the body for granted, we must locate the production of that 

24 Judith Butler, Bodies That Matter: On the Discursive Limits of Sex. (Taylor & Francis, 2000), 2. 
25 Ibid., 34. 
26 Ibid., 9. 
27 Ibid., 32. 
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intelligibility in the discursive power relations at the site of performativity. In her 

explanation of signs, signifiers, and signification, Butler convincingly shows how the 

materiality of a body (or any other object of signification) can only be known through 

the discursive sign that renders the materiality intelligible. Or, as Sara Salih clarifies,  

The materiality of the signifier (a ‘materiality’ that comprises both signs 
and their significatory efficacy) implies that there can be no reference to 
a pure materiality except via materiality. Hence, it is not that one cannot 
get outside language in order to grasp materiality in and of itself; rather, 
every effort to refer to materiality takes place through a signifying 
process which, in its phenomenality, is always already material. In this 
sense, then, language and materiality are not opposed, for language both 
is and refers to that which is material, and what is material never fully 
escapes from the process by which it is signified.28 

Here, Salih explains Butler’s application of power as a set of power relations that, 

through discourse, encompasses both the materiality of the signifier as well as that of 

the signified. Bodies matter (‘materialize’) through discourse, but within that discourse, 

there is always an excess in interpellation. With a Derridean concept of reiteration, 

Butler theorizes gendered bodies as simultaneously a repetition and also something 

other-than. Thus, despite the normalizing discursive power of masculinity, for 

example, a ‘man’ may be intelligible as such while simultaneously occupying a 

materiality that projects more than and different from the expression of gender that 

purportedly references the truth of his sex. This excess or instability is the 

“deconstituting possibility in the very process of repetition, the power that undoes the 

very effects by which ‘sex’ is stabilized, the possibility to put the consolidation of the 

norms of ‘sex’ into a potentially productive crisis.”29 By taking up this potentially 

productive crisis of sex, I extrapolate the instability and deconstruction of the 

28 Salih, Sara, ed. 2003. The Judith Butler Reader. Wiley-Blackwell, 152. 
29 Butler, Bodies, 10. 
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sex/gender binary while still maintaining the critical significance of materiality. This 

theorization differs from earlier feminist gender constructivists30 because, for Butler, 

sex is always already accounted for in our notion of gender. Butler’s performativity 

recognizes the importance of the body in any attempt to theorize the ways in which 

gender and sexuality operate as discursive modes of subjectification. In particular, 

Butler’s position operationalizes the subversion, exploitation, and parody of gender by 

pointing out the instability of its reiterative performativity. From there, I pose the 

question: if the material body is significant in the production of a subject’s 

intelligibility, what might be the role of that body, or the phenomenon of embodiment, 

in subverting the normalizing discourses of gender and sexuality in producing 

subjectivity? Specifically, what kind of practices can the body take up in an effort to 

expand what Butler calls the ‘crisis of sex’?31  

 To begin answering these questions, I turn to the interdisciplinary subject area 

of somatechnics. The term ‘somatechnics’ arose in late 2004 from a group of 

academics involved in the international ‘Body Modification: Changing Bodies, 

Changing Selves’ conference. ‘Somatechnics’ is an attempt to “highlight the 

inextricability of soma and techné, of ‘the body’ (as a culturally intelligible construct) 

and the techniques (dispositifs and ‘hard technologies’) in and through which 

corporealities are formed and transformed.”32 As Nikki Sullivan and Samantha Murray 

suggest in the introduction of Somatechnics: Queering the Technologisation of Bodies, 

“the term reflects contemporary poststructuralist understandings of embodiment as the 

30 See Nina Lykke’s Feminist Studies: A Guide to Intersectional Theory, Methodology and Writing 
(Routledge, 2012) 111-115 for a representational sample of feminist scholars whose work develops 
theories of the social construction of gender. 
31 Butler, Bodies, 10. 
32 Sullivan and Murray, Somatechnics, 3. 
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incarnation or materialisation of historically and culturally specific discourses and 

practices, as fundamentally inter-corporeal, (trans)formative and ethico-political.”33 

Drawing from cultural studies, queer theory, and feminism, somatechnics is one 

possible “form of ethico-political critical practice (rather than a definable, 

circumscribable discipline, field of study, or methodology)”34 from which we might 

analyze bodies. As an ethico-political critical practice, somatechnics finds value in 

transversal interrogations of power from multiple theoretical perspectives and 

encompasses the kind of post-disciplinary35 work that I find to be necessary in 

understanding bodies and technology. With both ‘soft’ technés of power, those that are 

immaterial in their application but material in their effects (e.g. gender and sexuality) 

and ‘hard’ technologies (e.g. conscientious body modifications, prosthetics and 

medical interventions), somatechnics describes the relationship between the body and 

technology as a chiasmatic interdependence in which bodily-being is always already 

technologized and technologies are always already enfleshed.36 I am drawn to 

somatechnics as a theoretical paradigm and as a shorthand of the previously 

consolidated knowledge that has effectively shown the indissociability of bodies and 

technology: the word ‘somatechnic’ supplants the logic of ‘and’ when describing 

bodies and technology. In addition, somatechnics as a practice looks to expose power 

relations that have shaped corporeality and identify discourses oppositional to this body 

shaping. A somatechnic reading of the various ‘wearable technologies’ mentioned 

earlier in the #intro would comprehend those users as not dependent or reliant on 

33 Ibid. 
34 Ibid., 4. 
35 I discuss the term ‘post-disciplinary’ in greater depth in the section, Postdisciplinary Methods for 
Virtual World Projects. 
36 Ibid., 3. 
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technology so much as actually, materially congruent with the technology, to the extent 

that our signification of those wearables also implicitly signifies the wearers’ bodies. 

 So, if bodies and technology are one in the same—somatechnic—in 

contemporary times, then we are witnessing a moment that calls for an investigation of 

the ways in which somatechnics changes not only the way subjectivity is per-/formed, 

but also questions the role of gender and sexuality in that subjectification process. If we 

follow Foucault and Butler, whose arguments have shown how power implicates 

sexuality and gender as an effect of discursive relations that constitute the legibility of 

bodies, then how do politics change when we start from the position of this 

somatechnic cyborg subject? If, as technological advancements in the last five years 

alone might suggest, we are becoming increasingly blended with our devices, what 

does this political project look like, and perhaps more importantly, how do we get 

there? 

José Esteban Muñoz’s theorization of ‘disidentification’ helps ameliorate some 

of the ambivalence towards this cyborg-subjectification. For Muñoz, disidentification 

describes the necessary survival strategies that minoritarian subjects—especially queer 

people of color—employ in order to negotiate the public sphere that constantly 

disciplines their existence. Disidentification works both within and outside dominant 

public spheres by simultaneously resisting and reappropriating discourse in the service 

of survival. Disidentifications emerge from a failed interpellation of dominant 

discourses and forge a counterpublic—a space made by and for these disidentifying 

subjects.37 Just as the body-subject emerges as an effect of power in Butler’s analysis 

of Foucault, disidentification theory is also compatible with Foucault’s notion of 

37 I draw on Berlant and Warner’s definition of counterpublic, which I will explain on page 17.  
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omnipotent, polyvalent discursive power. Disidentification names a negotiated strategy 

of resistance that a subject may take within an apparatus of power. This disidentifying 

subject “understands that counterdiscourses, like discourse, can always fluctuate for 

different ideological ends and a politicized agent must have the ability to adapt and 

shift as quickly as power does within discourse.”38 In this way, the disidentifying 

subject consciously adapts and resists certain discourses while reappropriating others. 

As cyborgs, we might employ the metaphor of body hacking as a contemporary 

example of one disidentification strategy. As I will explain in greater depth in the next 

section of this text, body hacking is one example of a disidentifying practice that 

interrupts cyborg subjectification and allows the cyborg subject to resist, subvert, and 

reappropriate the means of that subject formation. Muñoz’s language of cracking codes 

and recircuiting messages lends perfectly to my metaphor of hacking: 

Disidentification is about recycling and rethinking encoded meaning. 
The process of disidentification scrambles and reconstructs the encoded 
message of a cultural text in a fashion that both exposes the encoded 
message’s universalizing and exclusionary machinations and recircuits 
its working to account for, include, and empower minority identities and 
identifications. Thus, disidentification is a step further than cracking 
open the code of the majority; it proceeds to use this code as raw 
material for representing a disempowered politics or positionality that 
has been rendered unthinkable by the dominant culture.39 

In this definition of disidentification, the subject hacks the process of subjectification 

not only by apprehending encoded and unauthorized texts, but also by reusing and 

recircuiting this information to realize a disidentificatory cyborg politics. This 

articulation of disidentification is useful because it provides a politicized agenda that 

foregrounds a strategic subject who engages in resistant and subversive 

38 José Esteban Muñoz, Disidentifications: Queers of Color and the Performance of Politics, Vol. 2. 
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1999), 19. 
39 Ibid., 31. 
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disidentifications embedded in hostile, dominant discourses and power. Of particular 

use to my project is Muñoz‘s elucidation of a remade counterpublic project, a “fantasy 

ethnoscape,” wherein “the world has been rewritten through disidentificatory desire.”40 

Disidentificatory desire is a wish for an alternative hermeneutics in which subjects may 

identify with cultural messages in their own terms and in their own ethnoscape. 

Imagining a cyborg ethnoscape begs the question: where, if at all, might we locate ‘the 

body’ in this envisioned space, and how might the body look differently in this theory 

of disidentifying embodiment? In somatechnic terms, disidentification is a useful 

strategy to employ when dreaming of and planning for a postgender cyborg world.  

 Part of the planning for this world requires a clearer picture of what is at stake. 

Lauren Berlant and Michael Warner have laid the theoretical framework in queer 

studies to envision the kind of counterpublics that Muñoz suggests and that I have 

taken up as a political goal. In their article “Sex in Public,” Berlant and Warner engage 

in a queer world-making project that requires “the development of kinds of intimacy 

that […] bear a necessary relation to a counterpublic—an indefinitely accessible world 

conscious of its subordinate relation.”41 Cyborg-subjects will build this counterpublic 

sphere by a kind of disidentificatory desire, a resistive strategy to subvert a 

majoritarian discourse that sees sex, especially sex involving technology, in public as 

‘out of place.’ With new forms of counter-intimacies, Berlant and Warner suggest we 

will find a space of “incommensurate geographies.”42 My thesis aligns with Berlant 

and Warner in this world-making project reliant on counter-intimacies. If we imagine 

disidentification as the method for enacting these intimacies, we must then return, once 

40 Ibid., 23. 
41 Lauren Berlant and Michael Warner, “Sex in Public” Critical Inquiry, 1998: 558. 
42 Ibid. 
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again, to somatechnic subjectivity to postulate how intimacies might figure in what 

might be a postgender politics. 

A recent contribution to somatechnic conceptualizations of bodies, power, and 

intimacy comes from theorist B. Preciado.43 In Preciado's 2013 book, Testo Junkie: 

Sex, Drugs, and Biopolitics in the Pharmacopornographic Era, he chronicles daily 

recreational use of testosterone, giving a personal account of the transformative effects 

the drug has on both his body and the pleasures and desires associated with this 

particular "junkie" subjectivity. Preciado's text is a criticism of what he calls the 

“pharmacopornographic regime:” the “processes of a biomolecular (pharmaco) and 

semiotic-technical (pornographic) government of sexual subjectivity.”44 Preciado 

argues that Foucault’s biopolitics is no longer the primary analytics of subjectification; 

instead, he proffers a regime of subjectification that overlaps with and succeeds 

sovereign and disciplinary power. In this pharmacopornographic regime, “the 

technologies become part of the body: they dissolve into it, becoming somatechnics. 

As a result, the body-power relationship becomes tautological: technopolitics takes on 

the form of the body and is incorporated.”45 Power in this model operates at the micro, 

personal level, not just at the societal level as in Foucault’s biopower. For Preciado, 

this minimizing of power into dissolvable technologies implicates the body as the 

surface of power relations, and thus, as the access point for resistance and 

counterpublic building. Preciado’s book helpfully links somatechnics and the politics 

of disidentification to a counterpublic project, which, in Preciado’s terms, consists of 

43 Preciado published Testo Junkie under the name Beatriz Preciado, however, the theorist now uses 
he/him/his pronouns and uses the name Paul B. Preciado.  
44 Beatriz Preciado, Testo Junkie: Sex, Drugs, and Biopolitics in the Pharmacopornographic Era (New 

York: The Feminist Press at CUNY, 2013), 33-34. 
45 Ibid. 78. 
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reclaiming our bodies to form an open access network of biocodes for the production 

of new forms of postgender subjectivity:  

Man and woman, masculine and feminine, and also homosexual and heterosexual seem 
to be insufficient codes and identity locations for describing the contemporary 
production of the queer, trans, and crip body. Performative politics will become a field 
for experimentation, a place for the production of new subjectivities, and, as a result, a 
true alternative to traditional ways of doing politics that surpasses resignifying or 
resisting normalization.46  

My project takes up this call for an alternative way of doing politics that goes beyond 

gender and sexuality as categories of social and body identities. In the remainder of this 

text, I analyze the role of the somatechnic body in certain disidentification practices, 

outlining a possible counterpublic sphere wherein cyborg subjectivity encourages new 

forms of intimate social relations.  

Postdisciplinary Methods for Virtual World Projects 

 I believe that it is important to make an argument about our specific 

contemporary human condition, rather than only projecting a hypothetical future. For 

this reason, anthropologist Tom Boellstorff’s ethnography on cyberspaces provides a 

very useful methodological framework by locating virtual worlds in the present, rather 

than in a science fiction future. In his monograph, Boellstorff asserts that our binary 

distinction between ‘real’ and ‘virtual’ worlds no longer holds in our contemporary 

society. In fact, he says, “virtual worlds show us how, under our very noses, our ‘real’ 

lives have been ‘virtual’ all along. It is in being virtual that we are human: since it is 

human ‘nature’ to experience life through the prism of culture, human being has always 

46 Ibid., 369-370. 
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been virtual being. Culture is our ‘killer app’: we are virtually human.”47 In this 

ethnography of cyberspace, Boellstorff also develops a methodological strategy for 

pursing investigation of ‘the human’ in these new, yet no less human, cultures. This 

strategy entails a dimension of imagination: “The ethnography of the virtual worlds is, 

in a sense, the ethnography of the ‘as if.’”48 Because virtual worlds are not necessarily 

simulations of ‘reality’, but are instead, he argues, places of culture with their own 

signification networks, ethnography in this space regards virtuality with the same 

significance as realness. That is, what is important is not whether virtual worlds are 

real or not; rather, we are interested in virtual worlds because they offer a chance to 

study the world “as if.” With respect to my own project, whether or not the productive 

imagining of my thesis is real is not my concern. I am interested in describing a virtual 

world, which is not opposed to but is rather a part of reality, ‘as if’ we can imagine a 

postgender politics from the position of disidentifying somatechnic subjects forming 

counterpublic virtual worlds with new forms of intimacy. 

Boellstorff’s description of virtual worlds is unsurprisingly adept at 

encompassing the kinds of cyborg counterpublics that I have briefly mentioned in the 

literature review. He defines virtual worlds as “places of human culture realized by 

computer programs through the Internet,”49 and what makes these worlds ‘real’ is that 

“relationships, romance, economic transactions, and community take place within them 

[…] It is this social reality that links the virtual and actual.”50 Therefore, if we are to 

imagine a kind of counterpublic built from somatechnic subjects for whom human 

47 Tom Boellstorff, Coming of Age in Second Life: An Anthropologist Explores the Virtually Human 
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2008), 5; emphasis mine. 
48 Ibid., 249. 
49 Ibid., 17. 
50 Ibid., 245. 
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culture always is realized through technology, Boellstorff’s ethnography may mark a 

turning point in how we examine cybercultures from here on out. There are certain 

methodological challenges to producing ethnography of cybercultures in written form, 

which Boellstorff also mentions.51 As such, I have opted for a dual-component project 

that includes a short film in addition to this text.  

Producing an ethnographic-documentary film helps communicate abstract ideas 

through material examples. The film aspect of my thesis should be viewed as both a 

complementary, visual exhibition of my argument, as well as an independent object 

accessible to a general audience with no presumed background in Gender Studies. I 

have filmed a series of interviews because film allows me to highlight certain elements 

of bodies that would be more difficult to portray in writing. For example, by including 

camera angles of somewhat obscure body parts, the film suggests that the presumed 

sex, gender, or sexuality of the participant is unknown and thus irrelevant to the 

response they are sharing. This inclusion is an attempt to differentiate ‘pleasure’ from 

sexuality so we might hesitate to consider our conceptions and expectations of an 

identifiable speaking subject. Rather than relying on more information, derived from 

the body—socially coded with gender and sex—I hope to challenge viewers to assign 

subjectivity to a wider perspective on ways that bodies produce and experience 

pleasure. At times in the film, instead of seeing a ‘woman’ on screen, I offer a foot; it is 

my intention that viewers associate pleasure with that foot, rather than automatically 

assigning the pleasure a feminine gender.  

51 Boellstorff eventually settles for a book, rather than a hyperlink essay or other multimedia project in 
cyberspace, because he believes it the most compatible with his conceptual and theoretical goals to show 
how ‘traditional’ methods of ethnographic research also apply to virtual worlds. See pages 29-30 of his 
book for a summary of this discussion. 
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 As a student of Gender Studies, I have had mixed feelings about subtitling my 

thesis with the term ‘postgender,’ especially when I am drawing on the work of 

established theorists who have legitimized the discipline of Gender Studies with their 

foundational texts. To make sense of this dilemma, I have been inspired by Nina 

Lykke’s elaboration of Feminist Studies as a postdiscipline. Lykke explains, “Feminist 

Studies52 should, in my opinion, keep alive the tension that is embedded in defining 

itself both as a field of knowledge production in its own right and as a field 

characterized by total openness to transversal dialogues, crossing all disciplinary 

boundaries. It is this double stance I am referring to, when I talk about Feminist 

Studies as a postdisciplinary discipline (or postdiscipline).”53 As a postdiscipline, 

Gender Studies is both a recognizable discipline as well as an inter/multi/trans-

disciplinary approach to studies of gender, sex, and sexuality as they are embedded and 

constructed through social power forces. With this project, I have hoped to emphasize 

the ‘post-‘ in Lykke’s definition by promiscuously finding purchase in many other 

disciplines, especially rhetoric, anthropology, psychoanalysis, philosophy, and cultural 

studies. Post, for me, signals an impulse to look ‘beyond’ and ‘after’ Gender Studies. 

In a way, I situate my project on the outer limit of Gender Studies as a discipline, 

hoping that my work might nudge a directional shift in the way that scholars of 

embodiment and subjectivity continue to use certain histories, theories, and methods of 

Gender Studies, but also to look beyond the boundary of this discipline for new 

52 Lykke uses Feminist Studies as an inclusive title of several overlapping branches of knowledge 
production, including Women’s Studies, Gender Studies, and Critical Masculinity Studies. Throughout 
this paper, I apply Lykke’s term, postdiscipline, to Gender Studies (rather than Feminist Studies, in her 
conception), because although they are not necessarily synonymous, I am interested in specifically 
locating my analysis of the Gender Studies department that I have worked within.  
53 Nina Lykke, Feminist Studies: A Guide to Intersectional Theory, Methodology and Writing 

(Routledge, 2012), 18. 
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connections and ideas in order to study power relations of the changing somatechnic 

cyborg. Situating my project on the edge of the discipline is not the same as dismissing 

or repudiating Gender Studies; rather, I hope to broaden ‘what counts’ as a Gender 

Studies thesis by taking pleasure and technology as un-fixed objects of analysis, rather 

than gender or sexuality per se.  

 Gender Studies as a postdiscipline, too, recalls the division of knowledge 

production centers in a college or university setting, especially one such division that 

may be found at Whitman, which classifies Gender Studies as inter-disciplinary. I 

would like to think of ‘discipline’ in this case not solely to mean an academic branch of 

study, but also in the Foucauldian sense of a disciplined body. In Discipline and 

Punish, Foucault claims that discipline “dissociates power from the body; on the one 

hand, it turns it into an ‘aptitude,’ a ‘capacity,’ which it seeks to increase; on the other 

hand, it reverses the course of the energy, the power that might result from it, and turns 

it into a relation of strict subjection.”54 If we engage discipline in this sense, as a 

dissociation of power from the body that results in a docile subjugated body, how can 

we make sense of Gender Studies as postdisciplinary? The post-disciplined body of 

Gender Studies is not docile. Instead, Gender Studies is reorienting, correspondent with 

changes in power relations, in ways that subject emerging scholars to imaginative, 

transversal relations across many fields, simultaneously, rather than a strict discipline 

of certain capabilities and objects worth studying. This postdisciplinary field is the 

Gender Studies I see in the future, and therefore, this is where I situate my project.  

54 Michel Foucault, “Docile Bodies,” in Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison, edited by Alan 
Sheridan, 2nd ed. (New York: Vintage, 1995), 138. 
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In the postdisciplinary film project, I show different somatechnic practices that 

answer the question: what are those sites of bodily pleasure that call into question the 

necessity for a relationship between sexuality, gender, and embodiment? What the film 

shows is intentionally not about sexuality or gender. In fact, I never asked interview 

questions explicitly about gender or sexuality.55 However, many respondents did share 

anecdotes and responses, especially when prompted about ‘pleasure’ and ‘intimacy,’ 

which included erotic or sexual details. I found this interesting and potentially 

explainable in a few ways: first, many respondents are close or somewhat close friends 

of mine, and when the camera is not rolling, we do in fact talk openly about sexuality. 

It could be that my rapport with participants affected the direction of the interview 

because of our comfort with those frequent topics. Second, I advertised involvement in 

the project as my thesis research in Gender Studies. In more instances than not, 

interviews ended with respondents saying some variation of, “oh, that’s not what I 

thought we were going to talk about. I thought you were going to ask me about sex 

toys or something.” It is true that some interviews ventured into prurient topics, but, for 

the most part, I wanted this project to cast a wider interpretation of pleasure and 

intimacy than what many of my participants had anticipated. I hoped to demonstrate 

the potential of practices of the body that reappropriate and subvert pleasure to show 

what value these practices might hold for a reorganization of embodied subjects in the 

future of Gender Studies.

55 Refer to the Interview Guide in the Appendix. 
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Corporeal Subjectivity 

 My first step in analyzing the ways in which subjectivity has changed due to the 

technologization of bodies is to trace a rhetorical construction of ‘the body.’ I am not 

attempting an overview or even a representational sample of the scholarly work that 

feminists and other scholars have produced. Instead, I have limited my scope to a 

specific progression starting from Foucault’s notion of the body as a site of both 

subjectifying operations of power as well as a site of resistance. Foucault’s History of 

Sexuality Vol. 1 explains how omnipotent power, in its production in every relation, 

rests at the site of the body in a saturated concentration. Power in this instance operates 

through the deployment of sexuality, in the interest in biopolitical control over bodies 

and their social reproduction. He writes, “We must not make the mistake of thinking 

that sex is an autonomous agency which secondarily produces manifold effects of 

sexuality over the entire length of its surface of contact with power. On the contrary, 

sex is the most speculative, most ideal, and most internal element in a deployment of 

sexuality organized by power in its grip on bodies and their materiality, their forces, 

energies, sensations, and pleasures.”56 Part of Foucault’s central thesis in Vol. 1 is that 

‘sexuality’ has a traceable social history of power relations, and that even the bodies to 

which sexuality seemingly clings are in fact implicated in this deployment of power. 

This relationship between power and bodies—via the deployment of sexuality—is not 

universal nor is it inevitable. For Foucault, resistance to this power relation starts with 

pleasure and the body: “It is the agency of sex that we must break away from, if we 

aim—through a tactical reversal of the various mechanisms of sexuality—to counter 

56 Foucault, History of Sexuality, 155. 
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the grips of power with the claims of bodies, pleasures, and knowledges, in their 

multiplicity and their possibility of resistance. The rallying point for the counterattack 

against the deployment of sexuality ought not to be sex-desire, but bodies and 

pleasures.”57 In taking this claim seriously, my project forms one such counterattack 

against the deployment of sexuality by analyzing the ways in which bodies and 

pleasures are changing through and with technology, to the extent that biopower is no 

longer the dominant paradigm for conceptualizing subjectivity.  

 Rhetorician Daniel Punday offers a critical differentiation in Foucault’s theories 

between ‘the body’ literally and ‘the body as site’ rhetorical trope. In Punday’s 

explanation, scholars after Foucault have interpreted the body as a ‘site’ because of 

disciplinary power’s characteristic requirement for spatial differentiation among 

individuals in the process of normalization and subjectification.58 Instead of theorizing 

‘the body’ per se, Punday argues that Foucault’s body-site enables a certain analytics 

of power in which the social forces between individuals are emphasized, thus 

construing power as outside and beyond the natural parts of the body. If we agree with 

Punday’s suggestion that the body is not an object of analysis in its own right, but 

rather a rhetorical gesture that is representative of the role of bodies within power and 

discourse,59 then we are able to investigate ‘the body’ through a rhetorical lens, as a 

trope signifying the power relations involved in subjectification.  

 To locate the body in rhetoric is to question the ways in which corporeality and 

discourse are mutually constitutive of the way we perceive and live in bodies, as well 

as noting the material body’s rhetorical effects. I find Raymie McKerrow’s notion of 

57 Ibid., 157. 
58 Daniel Punday, “Foucault ’S Body Tropes” New Literary History 31.3 (2000): 511. 
59 Ibid., 522. 
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corporeal rhetoric very helpful for understanding this complex relationship between 

materiality and discourse. McKerrow grounds his argument for a conceptualization of 

the body as an “object without sex or gender”60 in the promise of a reconfigured 

rhetorical tradition that values wholeness instead of binary oppositions and eradicable 

differences in lived experiences. His corporeal rhetoric attempts to figure the body 

before any social categorization: “For once the body is seen in social terms, it already 

has limited the potentialities for becoming what it might otherwise be. … [I wish to 

ask] how we might, in freeing ourselves from the constraints of lived experience, 

hypothesize a body that houses the fullest range of potentialities available.”61 Although 

McKerrow’s body hopes to achieve ‘wholeness’ and the ‘fullest range of 

potentialities,’ the body that I am hypothesizing, the somatechnic body, diverges 

slightly from this aspect of corporeal rhetoric. Instead of fullness and wholeness, the 

somatechnic body seeks disorganization in perpetuity; where McKerrow sees a full 

range of potential by placing his body subject before exclusionary divisions such as 

sex, I argue that the potential of the somatechnic cyborg is never fully realized, even by 

the convergence of bodies and technology. In spite of this difference, McKerrow’s 

corporeal rhetoric remains as a useful rhetorical device for untangling the body from 

certain binary distinctions. Corporeal rhetoric “draws on but goes beyond the feminist 

account of the body. As such, the body is neither uniquely gendered nor sexed, and is 

no longer seen as part of a mind/body binary.”62 This somatechnic body exists prior to 

and outlasts classifications of sex and gender.  

60 Raymie E. McKerrow, “Corporeality and Cultural Rhetoric: A Site for Rhetoric’s Future,” Southern 
Communication Journal 63 (1998): 318. 
61 Ibid., 319. 
62 Ibid. 
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 After this brief rhetorical construction, we run into the same problem that Judith 

Butler addresses in Bodies That Matter: when considering the construction of gender or 

subjectivity, do bodies even matter? Butler’s affirmative response also includes a 

subsequent question in reply: “Why is it that what is constructed is understood as an 

artificial and dispensable character? What are we to make of constructions without 

which we would not be able to think, to live, to make sense at all, those which have 

acquired for us a kind of necessity?”63 In this quote, we can read “artificial” to signify 

the type of somatechnic body in our imagined cyborg counterpublic. Perhaps it is 

possible that we would want to understand the construction of the body as, in fact, 

artificial. It is precisely the artificiality of the body that disguises our virtual world as 

reality. Butler’s main concern, however, is not with artificiality or constructions, but 

the process of materialization that “stabilizes over time to produce the effect of 

boundary, fixity, and surface we call matter.”64 The stability of matter is also a 

produced effect, and Butler points out how the continual signification of matter always 

also enables its very subversion. Therefore, we can point to the somatechnic body as 

both a manifestation of this process of materialization at a specific point in time, and 

the somatechnic body, like any body, simultaneously represents the potential for the 

subversive resignifications of that materializing subjectification. By pointing out the 

discursive materialization of bodies through a system of signification, citationality, and 

interpellation, Butler provides a theory of the body in which its very corporeality is 

subject to power relations.65 

63 Butler, Bodies, xi. 
64 Ibid., 9; Italics in original. 
65 Butler’s argument of the performative and constructed materialization of the body might be best 
summed up in the quotation: “If the body signified as prior to signification is an effect of signification, 
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In her book, Assuming a Body: Transgender and Rhetorics of Materiality, 

Gayle Salamon picks up Butler’s theorization of materiality and makes some crucial 

interventions attending to an application for trans theory. Salamon’s central claim is 

that there is an epistemological uncertainty of the materiality of the body, explaining, 

“The body one feels oneself to have is not necessarily the same body that is delimited 

by its exterior contours.”66 Salamon’s book weaves together psychoanalysis, 

phenomenology, and transgender studies to advance Butler’s claims about materiality 

of the body. For Salamon, psychoanalytic identification shows that the body one ‘has’ 

or the coherence of a felt sense of embodiment comes from the relational act of image, 

posturing and touch. 67 The body, in psychoanalytic terms, is separate from the psyche, 

and together these comprise the subject; this subject, however, is always fragmentary 

and incomplete, and we cannot think of the body and psyche joined as a whole or 

complete subject.68 Instead, the body and its constituent parts are always embedded in 

a psychic mediation through distance and relationality. Salamon argues that touch, 

whether by external object or from other humans, is constitutive of the body because 

this sensory experience of the body produces the body schema. Thus, “any bodily 

position only becomes psychically legible (and, thus physically legible) within the 

context of, and based on its resemblance to, its similarity to past physical positions. 

This translation is instantaneous, and there is neither any conscious translation 

then the mimetic or representational status of language, which claims that signs follow bodies as their 
necessary mirrors, is not mimetic at all. On the contrary, it is productive, constitutive, one might even 
argue performative, inasmuch as this signifying act delimits and contours the body that it then claims to 
find prior to any and all signification.” Ibid., 30. 
66 Gayle Salamon, Assuming a Body: Transgender and Rhetorics of Materiality, (New York: Columbia 

University Press): 1.  
67 Ibid., 24. 
68 Ibid. 
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necessary, nor any gap in time between the sensation and the translation.”69 For 

Salamon, and in the tradition of psychoanalysis, psychic identification with past 

corporeal posturing forms the body’s materiality, such that we can affirm the 

materiality of our bodies only with reference to a past position. Consider the cyborg 

sensation of phantom pocket vibrations: we mediate the affirmation of our materiality 

through this technology in a way that requires a conscious translation of the 

relationship between the cell phone’s external sensation and our supposedly coherent 

body. Salamon’s use of psychoanalytic identification is similar to the way that Butler 

uses psychoanalysis in her theory of materialization, which also relies on a process (or 

translation) of referentiality and signification to a prior sign that makes the body 

intelligible as an effect.  

Salamon also points to the role of desire in this materialization process of 

embodiment. She writes, “The join between desire and the body is the location of 

sexuality, and that join may be a penis, or some other phallus, or some other body part, 

or a region of the body that is not individuated into a part, or a bodily auxiliary that is 

not organically attached to the body.”70 Although Salamon is writing in the service of a 

broader elaboration of transgender embodiment, this quotation hints at the possibility 

of a multiplicity of desire found in other, perhaps more broadly conceptualized bodies 

of subjectivity. In Salamon’s theory-model of embodiment, desire is the subjectifying 

power relation in which bodies materialize. She names this process “transposition”:  

the process by which the desire that houses itself in my body becomes 
my body itself—not held proximately by thought, but felt and 
experienced (as opposed to only referred to) through and as the body. If 

69 Ibid., 32. 
70 Ibid., 51. 
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I can be said to have desire, this is only so to the extent that I find it as 
my body. Simultaneously, my body, in its desire, becomes desire itself. 
The flesh of it is felt only as an animated leaning, intentional in the 
sense that desire animating it has an object—it is desire to the extent 
that it is desire of—but also intentional in that my sense of it coalesces 
around a purposeful being toward this desired object. My body becomes 
a leaning or a yearning, a propulsive force that negates any sense of my 
body as solid or still, or indeed as mine, in that this sensation owns me 
more than I own it.71 

Transposition describes the materializing process in which desire precedes any felt 

sense of embodiment, and desire is what holds the body as both an apparently coherent 

schema as well as a placeholder for compelling desire. Considering once again the 

phantom vibration, it seems that our desire for interaction (displaced by the phone, 

perhaps, or desire for the phone itself—the distinction is difficult to determine) comes 

before a moment of bodily awareness. Yet, we cannot think of the body as separate 

from this technology because of our psychic identification in and through the 

imaginary felt vibration. In another instance, with what we might call sexual desire, 

desire compels the body in the direction of another, although we know from the above 

quote that sexual desire may direct the body towards all sorts of ‘body’ parts.  

 The relationship between desire and the body is also an object of analysis for 

Deluze and Guattari, who describe the body as a desiring-machine in their book, A 

Thousand Plateaus. Deluze and Guattari approach the body as a material condition of a 

series of desires, in which disparate organs come together as if in a machine to form 

‘the organism.’ The authors are opposed to this organism structure of the body, arguing 

that it disrupts the flows of ‘intensities’ with its hierarchized organizations.72  Instead 

71 Ibid., 52. 
72 Deluze, Gilles, and Felix Guattari, “How Do You Make Yourself a Body Without Organs?” In A 

Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia, edited by Brian Massumi, (Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota Press, 1987): 159. 
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of the organism, Deluze and Guattari offer the figure of the Body without Organs, or 

the BwO. The BwO opposes the organism, not the organs themselves. In answering the 

question that titles the chapter/plateau: how do you make yourself a Body without 

Organs? they respond by suggesting that you must experiment with opportunities of 

deterritorializations in order to experience continuous flows of intensities.73 This 

means that in order to construct a BwO, the subject must resist the appeal of coherency 

that the organism promises, opting instead for experimental lapses in organization that 

subvert the body-as-organism schema. They caution, however, to “have a small plot of 

new land at all times”74 so as to not dis-organize the body too far and eventually die, 

casting the body of the masochist and the drug dealer as two archetypal BwO failures. 

In a “meticulous relation” with the organism, making a BwO is a continual effort in 

“creative involution,” making sure that “organs are no longer anything more than 

intensities that are produced, flows, thresholds, and gradients.”75 Deluze and Guattari 

remind us, in concluding, “Thus the BwO is never yours or mine. It is always a 

body.”76 The BwO is another framing figure, which, like Haraway’s cyborg, 

demonstrates a potentiality for reorganizing subjectivity, desire, and politics using a 

body trope that is not the body Gender Studies is accustomed to analyzing. 

 Matt Lodder, in his chapter of Somatechnics, takes this figure of the BwO and 

develops a somatechnological politics from the position of this dis-organized subject. 

For Lodder, the BwO signals an escape from our subjective entrapment by imagining 

73 Ibid., 161. 
74 Ibid., 161. 
75 Ibid., 164. 
76 Ibid. 
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“a different kind of body, or a body organized in a different way.”77 The Body without 

Organs is a somatechnic paradigm, and to understand the ways in which Deluze and 

Guattari meant the BwO to subvert and reappropriated desire for its own means is to 

understand the truism of somatechnic, the technologized body form. Lodder finds the 

somatechnic ‘modified’ body to be one prime example of a BwO. In his analysis of 

tattooed, pierced, surgically mediated, and otherwise modified body, Lodder draws a 

parallel between this playfully subversive body which finds new desires, pleasures, and 

intensities through modification, and the BwO, which also subverts the desiring-

machine production of the organism. Lodder exclaims, “It is precisely because the 

BwO is able to take the artefacts of power systems (in the body modification sense, for 

example, exchanging capital for a socially-disruptive or formally anti-materialist 

dispositif such as a tattoo) that it embodies such potential as a mode of resistance.”78 

This resistance—embodied by the BwO, or the cyborg subject—threatens the 

organization of pleasures into sexualities of the body. In the next section, I argue how 

this reconceptualization of subjectivity through these rhetorical body tropes 

materializes the possibilities for a postgender politics through disidentification. 

Somatechnic Disidentifications of Pleasure 

Taking current media sources as public opinion,79 it seems that we are, in general, 

uncomfortable about experiencing pleasure in our cyborg embodiment, whether or not 

technology mediates that pleasure explicitly. In an attempt to analyze this discomfort, 

77Matt Lodder, “A Somatechnological Paradigm: How Do You Make Yourself a Body without 
Organs?” In Somatechnics: Queering the Technologization of Bodies, edited by Nikki Sullivan 
and Samantha Murray (Ashgate, 2009): 189. 

78 Ibid., 205. 
79 Refer back to #intro for a representative sample of current trends in technology and sexuality. 
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my film Somatechnic: Queer Disidentifications of Pleasure visualizes how cyborg 

subjects struggle to find pleasure and build relationships in these contemporary times 

of somatechnic embodiment. José Esteban Muñoz’s concept of disidentification is 

useful as a strategy for predicting how we all make sense of the virtual world we 

inhabit. Muñoz describes the strategy of disidentification as when subjects “read 

oneself and one’s own life narrative in a moment, object, or subject that is not 

culturally coded to ‘connect’ with the disidentifying subject.”80 Disidentification is a 

responsive method to the question: what are we to do now that technology is changing 

the relationship we have with our bodies and the bodies of others, in both beneficial 

and detrimental ways? By adopting a stance of disidentification, subjects might find 

pleasure in unexpected places, and, simultaneously, reject normalized scripts that 

delimit relationships in some ways. If technology is changing experiences of 

embodiment, then it should be no surprise that the pleasures that people experience 

must also make corresponding shifts to accommodate this trend towards somatechnics. 

I am arguing that disidentification is one possible way of reclaiming individual and 

collective agency from the processes of somatechnic subjectification. As one effort to 

demonstrate strategies of disidentification, my film displays different approaches to the 

ambivalence of somatechnic embodiment and corresponding experiences of pleasure. 

The film is broken into several segments that approximately align with the tenets of 

my written argument. First, the film provides a broad perspective on the multiple ways 

that people experience pleasures, suggesting that not all pleasure may be mapped easily 

onto so-called erogenous zones of the body; second, interviewees describe experiences 

80 Muñoz, José Esteban. 1999. Disidentifications: Queers of Color and the Performance of Politics, Vol. 
2. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 12. 

34 
 

                                                 



of embodiment, which I frame within the context of technological reliance; third, the 

film debunks the binary between virtual ‘cyberspace’ and ‘reality,’ suggesting that our 

sense of self might actually extend into both realms; fourth, I show how this 

somatechnic embodiment affects intimacy and relationship formation in complex and 

often contradictory ways; and fifth, the film ends with an open-ended question of how 

to proceed if we are to successfully manage our somatechnic embodiment and pleasure. 

My hope is that the film provides more questions than answers for its viewers. By 

bringing attention to unexpectedly related experiences of pleasure—skateboarding, 

getting a tattoo, phone sex, or dancing, etc.—and the relationship those practices have 

to the somatechnic body (or, as one interviewee asks, “is the tongue technology?”), the 

film exposes some of the effects of technology on our everyday experiences.  

 The title of the film, Somatechnic: Queer Disidentifications of Pleasure, is 

similar but not identical to the title of the text component of my project. I titled the film 

differently in part because of the difference in audiences and scope, but more 

importantly because I wanted to retain an explicit tie to queer studies and queer politics 

in the film. ‘Queer disidentifications’ refer to those decisions that the cyborg 

interviewees are making to consciously subvert majoritarian discourses of pleasure and 

intimacy. This usage of ‘queerness’ invokes politically agitated Otherness, and in this 

sense, Muñoz’s articulation of ‘queer disidentifications’ is a bit of an oxymoron in that 

disidentification is always an act of queer resistance. Disidentification may take many 

different forms, but all of these strategies are in the service of building an imagined 

counterpublic. Whether disidentification means ‘taking a break from sex’ because of 

the infiltration of pornography in our fantasies, reclaiming bodily pleasure in the form 
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of intentional confidence and pursuit of multiple partners, or changing one’s Facebook 

profile picture to that of a Battlestar Galactica Cylon in an effort to satirize our 

somatechnic embodiment, the subjects of the film each employ different survival 

strategies in this cyborg evolution. 

Hacking the somatechnic body is one illustrative example of a disidentification 

strategy. Hacking technology means gaining access to unauthorized information. 

Hacking is not a metaphor—in every effort to disidentify with normative pleasure, we 

must hack the code of our somatechnic embodiment to regain the fullest potential of 

our techno-corporeality. Hacking is the fulfillment of Haraway’s demand to code the 

cyborg self. By hacking our own bodies, cyborgs demand access to our somatechnic 

subjectification. B. Preciado’s book, Testo Junkie is an autobiographical recounting of 

an experiment of disidentificatory hacking via unauthorized testosterone 

‘autointoxication.’ Preciado explains, “I belong to this latter group of testosterone 

users. We’re copyleft users who consider sex hormones free and open biocodes, whose 

use shouldn’t be regulated by the state of commandeered by pharmaceutical 

companies”81 Preciado and other copyleft users hack the somatechnic body in hopes of 

emancipating this body from pharmacopornographic control through the ingestion and 

disidentification with the very substances of their subjectification. Hacking biocodes, 

somatechnological corporeality, and the subject itself is the necessary disidentification 

of the cyborg.  

Another way to understand ‘hacking’ is to think of the conscientious body-hacking 

that many cyborgs pursue under the broad term ‘body modification.’ In her book, In 

the Flesh: The Cultural Politics of Body Modification, Victoria Pitts studies cyberpunk 

81 Preciado, Testo Junkie, 55. 
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body artists in terms of their disidentification strategies for reclaiming the right to 

unconstrained, personalized embodiment. She considers the various means by which 

subjects employ tools and techniques for their own personal reappropriated body 

modifications. By hacking the body’s surface in deliberative scarring, suturing hooks, 

rings, studs, and laces, implanting magnets and other synthetics, these cyberpunks 

engage in body customization projects which, she writes, “might suggest for some a 

sort of ‘hacking’ of the body toward a radically individualist self-construction.”82 This 

radically individualist self-construction is the product of somatechnic disidentification, 

but the individualism implicit in disidentification always partakes in a larger communal 

effort by cyborgs elsewhere. Pitts also sees the potential for hacking as a useful 

strategy for subversion: “As a potential hacker of the body, the cyberpunk body artist 

might interfere with the new body designs created by the corporate/medical/fashion 

industries, and with the authority of these institutions to control body norms.”83 By 

specifically using those tools and techniques under the control of normalizing 

institutions, body modifiers are hackers explicitly disidentifying with those institutions 

while simultaneously and subversively stealing access to body design and construction.  

Hacking highlights the unpredictable uses and vulnerability of technology. In a 

popular and well-known science fiction trope, hacking technology conjures a future in 

which machines conquer humanity. It is possible to imagine this future, in part because 

we are already living this way: ‘technology’ and ‘humanity’ are no longer oppositional; 

instead, organic and synthetic components blend to form somatechnic cyborg subjects. 

Somatechnic power relations are made invisible, shielding us from any potential horror 

82 Victoria Pitts, In the Flesh: The Cultural Politics of Body Modification (Palgrave Mcmillan, 2003): 
156. 
83 Ibid., 182. 
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of our dependence on technology, (or worse: that we are becoming cyborgs). One film 

participant captures the sentiment of potential horror in her interview describing the 

existential fear of relinquishing a function of her body to the control of a machine 

implant. Another interviewee discusses the ‘cheapening’ that she once felt when using 

an asthma inhaler during marathon runs, and the unease of realizing her reliance on this 

modification. In both of these interviews, subjects grapple and eventually come to 

terms with their somatechnic embodiment when they acknowledge that these 

technological interventions of the body cannot be thought of as distinct or removable, 

but as necessary features of their embodiment. The goal of somatechnics is to re-

integrate the subjective agency of cyborgs into the politics of bodily control and access 

to power; autointoxication of biocoded pharmaceuticals and cyberpunk body 

modification are two examples, and artificial vertebral disc inserts and inhaler-

enhanced marathon running are two others. Hacking is the strategy of choice for 

manipulating our bodies; by seeking and exploiting weaknesses in the formative 

process of our somatechnic subjectification, hackers imagine a cyborg world in which 

humanity and technology are not oppositional but instead enable, together, new forms 

of pleasure and intimacy unknown before this age of techné.  

With these disidentification strategies, we are engaged in what Berlant and Warner 

have termed a queer world-making project.84 Disidentification is a strategy and 

blueprint for the realization of our cyborg politics in an imagined counterpublic built 

from disidentificatory desire. Forming this world project, according to Berlant and 

Warner, requires counterintimacies that reject the imperative to sequester intimacy in 

the private realm. Instead, our counterpublic finds and forges new relationships built on 

84 Berlant and Warner, “Sex in Public,” 558. 
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shared experiences of pleasure. The biggest obstacle in this project is undoing the 

discursive deployment of sexuality, which predetermines ‘pleasure’ and ‘intimacy’ 

between bodies as somehow naturally engendered with sex, and which results  in the 

restriction or illegitimacy of certain relationship formations and modes of eliciting 

pleasure.85 Warner and Berlant also find political use in making a distinction between 

pleasure and sexuality: “These border intimacies give people tremendous pleasure. But 

when that pleasure is called sexuality, the spillage or eroticism into everyday social life 

seems transgressive.”86 I am calling for a disidentification of pleasure in which 

subjects subvert norms of pleasure by forming intimacies, perhaps even erotic 

intimacies, without giving recourse to sexuality, a discursive embellishment that denies 

reading the body for its multiplicitous pleasures. Instead of focusing solely on sexual 

practice in the effort of making this queer counterpublic, Berlant and Warner urge a 

reexamination and expanded conceptual use for intimacy: “More important is the 

critical practical knowledge that allows such relations to count as intimate, to be not 

empty release or transgression but a common language of self-cultivation, shared 

knowledge, and the exchange of inwardness.”87 Intimacy is the relationship between 

subjects that is encompassing of but not limited to shared erotic pleasure, and also 

includes those relations that develop and encourage mutual exchange of closeness. By 

focusing on intimacies rather than sex, I am aligning with Berlant and Warner in 

deemphasizing the purported significance of erotogenic zones of the personal body and 

instead focusing on the exchange of communal pleasures. Importantly, the project is 

85 Recall Foucault’s argument about the deployment of sexuality, which discursively links pleasure to the 
body in what we perceive as sexuality, summarized in the section Corporeal Subjectivity. 
86 Berlant and Warner, “Sex in Public,” 560. 
87 Ibid., 561. 
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public, insofar as it is “accessible, available to memory, and sustained through 

collective activity.”88 The collective activity at stake for cyborgs is the hacking of the 

somatechnic body to reconfigure subjectification in a way that enables pleasures and 

intimacies beyond the normalization of corporeal subjectivities designated by certain 

object choice.  

Postgender Politics 

In this final section, I am interested in pushing the concept of counterpublic 

building to consider how the somatechnic body might be a useful tool in the creation of 

such a space. In the disidentifying move that rejects sexuality as the frame by which 

Gender Studies examines relations of mutual pleasure and intimacy, I am arguing that 

the somatechnic disidentification of pleasure points us towards a politics that is 

postgender, that is, pushing beyond the idea of gender and sexuality as premier 

relations of power that subject the body.  

Judith Roof’s article, “Is There Sex After Gender? Ungendering/‘The 

Unnameable’” points toward that kind of envisioned postgender counterpublic. Roof 

charges contemporary Gender Studies scholars of being stuck in a theoretical bind that 

can only consider gender in a binary system. 89 As a potential solution and progression 

of the field, Roof suggests a re-narrativization of subjectivity that escapes gender, that 

is, a postgender organization of pleasure. She situates her project in futurity: “an 

88 Ibid., 562. 
89 Writing about scholars as diverse as Butler, Warner, Edelman, de Lauretis, Halberstam, Bornstein, 
Prosser, and Haraway, Roof argues, “All acknowledge in one way or another the complicities of the 
sex/gender system, but though all suggest some notion of mobile, non-essential or even non-binary 
gender, none has been able to escape of reformulate the binary presumptions of the gender system and of 
our very concept of gender itself.” Judith Roof, “Is There Sex After Gender? Ungendering/‘The 
Unnameable,’” The Journal of the Midwest Modern Language Association 35.1 (2002): 53. 
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alternative gender system simply floats as a possibility, a mirage capable of being 

envisioned, but incapable of location. We can see it, but we cannot grasp it.”90 When 

answering the question posed by the article’s title, Roof relies on a postponed future 

“mirage” to say that yes, “there is sex after gender, but a very different sex indeed.”91 

For her, sex in the future might be a disembodied conscious experience of pleasure and 

climax, free from the oppression of gender by instead understanding ourselves “less as 

categories and more as the contingent beings we’ve become.”92 Unlike Roof, I am not 

suggesting that sex of the future will necessarily be disembodied, but her argument 

does raise an important question of the form and function that that sex might hold, 

especially if we no longer think of sex through gender. When she asks, “Is there sex 

after gender?” Roof offers one consideration of postgender relations of pleasure and 

intimacy. The sex that Roof imagines might be thought through the corporeal rhetoric 

that I articulated early in this paper. In my argument for a somatechnic configuration of 

the postgender body, I am calling for pleasure as a central organizing relation that is 

unburdened by the biopolitical sexuality that Foucault has theorized. Instead, we might 

want to make sense of sex—or any pleasure—after gender. I distinguish my argument 

from the argument that Roof offers by claiming that the body may not be hopelessly 

conflated with gender through the deployment of sexuality. Whereas I do not abandon 

the body, Roof suggests that sex after gender requires a renarrativization of subjectivity 

that might implicate incorporeality: 

The loss of gender, like the loss of a body, history, name, and intelligible and 
consistent perception or the illusion thereof, changes narrative, makes a different kind 
of narrative and sense, a sense that is perhaps less certain, more contingent, but a sense 

90 Ibid., 52. 
91 Ibid., 64. 
92 Ibid. 
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and a narrative nonetheless. What can sex be in this post-gender narrative? Sex is the 
continual making and unmaking of the subject, a desire that circulates ubiquitously, 
that permeates joyfully, even in apparent joylessness, in a jouissance that is no longer 
located at the end or as the end, but that adheres to the very project of telling.93 

In her proposed postgender sex, there is no longer a narrative structure that relates and 

resolves the subject. The orgasmic final climax of sex, as both a metaphor of narrative 

structure and literally in the deployment of sexuality, is not the only possible 

formulation of subjectification. Even if Roof calls for a reworking of sex that does not 

depend on the climax of orgasm, I am less certain that the orgasm is necessarily 

something we need to give up. Orgasm may in fact still be a productive vehicle for the 

‘continual making and unmaking of the subject’ in a way that need not end in the final 

product of subjectivity.94 In a renarrativization, the somatechnic body does not rid or 

deny itself of that pleasure, but rather, disidentifies and finds enjoyment in other 

productions of intimacy.  

 I turn to Tim Dean’s psychoanalytic description of intimacy to explore the 

possibility for a postgender politics. Dean’s book, Unlimited Intimacy, argues for an 

impersonal intimacy that maintains distance between strangers while simultaneously 

projecting a world of unbounded closeness with those others. One of Dean’s central 

research questions is “Why should strangers not be lovers and yet remain 

strangers?”95 His response is an untangling of intimacy from personhood in a way that 

rejects the imperative to comprehend or ‘know,’ in psychoanalytic terms, the Other. In 

this way, there is no longer an imaginary requirement for empathy when we approach 

strangers or foreignness in general. Dean’s concept of impersonal intimacy is essential 

93 Ibid., 63-64. 
94 Here, I am thinking of Leo Bersani’s psychoanalytic discussion of the potential of self-shattering 
found through anal orgasm in the essay “Is the Rectum a Grave?” (1987). 
95 Dean, Tim. 2009. Unlimited Intimacy. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 180. 
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for forming this counterpublic sphere. By forming intimate relations with strangers, 

subjects do not prematurely resolve the potential of the stranger-as-lover.96 Dean gives 

the demonstrative example of casual, anonymous sex as a way of being intimately 

exposed to another without ever resolving the distance that allows this kind of social 

exchange. These relationships might be thought of as ethical encounters with otherness, 

in a way that goes beyond sexual difference, and in fact, goes beyond sex as the 

principal example of confronting difference. Sex may be a metaphor for this type of 

contact, but it would be too limited to assume that sexual contact is the only, or even 

the most significant, form of mediating otherness in the formation of intimate 

relationships. In contrast, it is productive to imagine the pleasure of opening oneself to 

alterity by being intimate with others in ways that do not necessarily resolve the 

differences between subjects. Dean suggests that cruising between gay men may 

epitomize this impersonal intimacy; I would extend his argument to consider intimacy 

the foundational social relation that binds subjects in the imagined counterpublic space 

built by all disidentificatory desire.  

 Politically, cyborg subjects are interested in forming impersonally intimate 

relations with others. Preciado demonstrates how somatechnic embodiment is similar 

to the information systems that bodies emulate:  

Desire, sex, and gender97 are, in reality, closer to information as an 
embodied technosemiotic system. They are living codes. Like 
information, they defy ownership because my possession of a fragment 
(of information, desire, sex, gender) doesn’t take it away from you. My 
desire, my plastic cock, my prosthetic masculinity can circulate and be 

96 Ibid., 178-179. 
97 To be clear, Preciado conceptualizes gender as a ‘somatic fiction,’ and as living mimicry, insofar as, as 
example, the Pill forces us to understand femininity as the technical imitation of biology (e.g. the 
menstrual cycle) rather than femininity as somehow inherent to bodies that menstruate. Preciado, 
Beatriz. Testo Junkie, 190-191. 
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shared without the pleasure becoming any less powerful. It’s the 
opposite, in fact: sharing multiplies desire, sex, and gender.98 

This quote exemplifies the idea that cyborgs might share bodies intimately with others, 

but that sharing does not diminish the quality or even function of the pleasure of 

sharing, let alone the body itself. Therefore, the counterpublic sphere of cyborg 

imagination forms a network in which somatechnic bodies are both impersonal and 

intimate. In the service of counterpublic formation, the sharing of desires occurs at the 

level of the body. In that sense, I am implicating the body as the site for materializing 

this political imagination, which, as I have argued in the previous section, can occur by 

means of hacking as a disidentification strategy to re-access the process of 

subjectification.  

Disidentificatory hacking cannot be reduced to or subsumed by feminist or 

queer political action, although the hacking that I am arguing for is certainly in alliance 

with those political movements which undertake resistance to normalization of gender 

and sexuality. Instead, hacking and other disidentificatory practices comprise a 

markedly postgender politics that seeks to proliferate strategies of resistance and 

subversion to all aspects of the subjectification of the somatechnic cyborg body. It is no 

longer enough to rely on the destabilization of gender or sexuality to free pleasure from 

the body, in part because the body in question is no longer subjected primarily by 

discourses of gender and sexuality.99 However, an invocation of a postgender politics 

does not necessarily define subjectivity as posthuman. As I describe contemporary 

98 Preciado, Testo Junkie, 277. 
99 Although I am making an argument about gender and sexuality as discourses of power that produce a 
subject, other social discourses such as race and disability also play a crucial role in the materialization 
of the body. I regret not having the space in this project to fully incorporate an analysis of these other, 
though no less salient, discourses. 
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corporeality as somatechnic and name subjects as cyborgs, I am not replacing the 

human body with a figure that is purely technological and thus posthuman. In Paulo 

Adorno’s article “Against Posthuman Ideology,” he criticizes the idea of unlimited 

self-fashioning that supposedly transcends bodily existence. Adorno regards 

posthumanism as a reconceptualization of subjectivity in which physical body 

modifications (or mutations) reify a mind-body dualism for the subject that seeks to 

transform and transcend the body as an unfortunate consequence of humanity.100 In 

contrast, Adorno demands a reexamination of the relationship between subjectivity and 

embodiment, and of the complex relationships between “individual, person, subject, 

self, and body.”101 If posthuman ideology locates the subject as outside or transcendent 

of the body, Adorno believes, this way of thinking fixes the body as something to 

overcome and forecloses any ethical or political possibilities for elaborating the 

adaptation of embodied personhood. In this sense, and I agree with Adorno here, the 

postgender political imagining of counterpublic spaces is not a posthuman experiment 

for transcending the body. In contrast, I am arguing that the body is preeminently 

important for politically subverting the discursive and material construction of the 

somatechnic cyborg. Posthumanism is a weak characterization of our cyborg 

embodiment; it is precisely the humanness of this embodiment that is most troubling, 

invisible, and politically enabling.   

100 Francesco Paolo Adorno, “Against Posthuman Ideology: Aesthetics and Finitude of the Individual” 
RES: Anthropology and Aesthetics 57/58 (Spring/Autumn, 2010): 346. 
101 Ibid. 
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Pleasures in Futurity: A Discussion of Her 

 In an effort to tie together strands of my argument as well as offer an example 

of the type of productive imagining that cyborg disidentification might enable, I am 

concluding with an analysis of Spike Jonze’s 2013 romantic science-fiction film, Her: 

Love in the Modern Age. This film is relevant for connecting several tenets of my 

argument. First, Her demonstrates the contemporary fascination with and ambivalence 

about the encroaching role that technology plays in our intimate lives; second, the film 

questions the necessity of bodies for achieving pleasure; and third, the artificially 

intelligent operating system (OS), Samantha, exemplifies the challenge that faces 

Gender Studies when understanding her subjectification as a incorporeal character. In 

this concluding analysis, I show that the postgender renarrativization of subjectivity 

that Roof calls for is not futuristic; rather, we already are experiencing certain 

disidentifications of pleasure in forming our intimate bonds with and through 

technology.  

Her depicts a ‘modern age’ love story between Theodore Twombly and Samantha, 

an artificially intelligent OS consciousness. Intimate relationships in 2025 seem 

familiar in many respects to present day relationships, and this film captures many of 

the ambivalent feelings around the technologization of sex and bodies that are common 

even in our 2015 media.102 In the film, the fictitious enterprise ‘Element Software’ has 

launched its newest product: an artificially intelligent operating system, OS1. The 

advertisement for the operating system features an apocalyptic scene of distressed 

singletons, suddenly subdued by a calming noise and beam of sunlight, accompanied 

102 Refer back to #intro for a sampling of this ambivalence, especially in the podcast shows.  

46 
 

                                                 



by the OS1 slogan: “It’s more than an operating system; It’s a consciousness.” This 

foreshadowing reveals several important clues for understanding the social setting. 

First, the ad depicts people as completely helpless without their technology. Even 

before this scene, we see our protagonist Theodore constantly engaged with his 

personal technology, confirming that humans are reliant on technology for all of their 

daily needs. For example, Theodore’s advanced options for pornography allow for 

virtual sex via earpiece technology. After listening to several voiced profiles of women 

supposedly looking for sex, Theodore initiates sex with a woman (username: 

“SexyKitten”). They proceed to have a high-tech version of “phone sex” in which 

Theodore (“BigGuy4x4”) and SexyKitten indulge each other’s fantasies for sexual 

gratification before signing out of the chatroom. To 2013 audiences, this scene hardly 

pushes the boundary of imagination—we know how this works and we recognize it as 

a form of sex. For instance, one of the interviewees in my film discusses how sex 

mediated through technology such as smart phone applications already constitutes an 

important dimension of intimacy with her partner. Instead, this virtual sex scene in Her 

serves as the low-tech counterpoint of pornographic fulfilment compared to what 

Samantha will provide several scenes later. Second, the OS advertisement implies that 

there is advanced technology capable of programmatically reproducing a 

“consciousness” without a body. These operating systems are not just cyber imitations 

of human personal assistants. This is not Apple’s Siri or Microsoft’s Cortana or the 

Google Now voice assistant: OS1s are technologically produced subjects with 

independent intelligences and personalities with feelings, emotions, and, as we 

discover, sexualities without bodies. Her projects 2025 as a year within grasp. Any 
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discomfort about this advanced techno society stems from its realism, rather than its 

impossible futurism.  

When initiating his product, Element Software’s very first prompt for Theodore is 

to declare the sex of the OS, and he selects a ‘female voice.’ Throughout the film, the 

audience knows that Samantha is unquestionably female, which suggests that ‘her’ lack 

of a physical body does not inhibit this gendering from occurring. Because the first step 

in launching the OS product includes selecting the sex of the OS, users cannot use this 

product without adhering to the sexual subjectification required to initiate the OS 

software. Judith Butler’s theory of performativity explains how Samantha’s gendered 

subjectivity is intelligible in spite of her immateriality. Butler writes, “The discursive 

condition of social recognition precedes and conditions the formation of the subject: 

recognition is not conferred on a subject, but forms that subject. Further, the 

impossibility of a full recognition, that is, of ever fully inhabiting the name by which 

one’s social identity is inaugurated and mobilized, implies the instability and 

incompleteness of subject-formation.”103 We know that Samantha is female because of 

the timbre of the voice, even as an artificially produced voice programmed as 

representative and replicative of human female voices. In short, we know Samantha is 

female because Theodore selects a ‘female voice,’ not because Samantha’s gendered 

interpellation relies on any anatomical truth. In fact, gender in this case seems not to 

rely on the presence a body whatsoever, except for the body to which the software 

initiation calls back in reference through the initial voice selection. Thus, the 

interpellation of Samantha as a female voice is the enabling force for her subject 

formation. Nevertheless, in reading through the latter part of the quote above, I argue 

103 Butler, Bodies That Matter, 226. 
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that Samantha also demonstrates the instability and incompleteness of the subject 

formation. Simply put, we understand the OS as a female subject in the film despite her 

incorporeality. 

 Taking Samantha the OS as the focal point of analysis, the film’s audience may 

wonder, do bodies even matter? I am suggesting that Butler’s concept of performative 

subjectification approaches a limit when attempting to conceptualize Samantha’s 

subjectivity. If Theodore’s selection of the female voice compelled the initiation of the 

OS, it is not until Samantha names herself as such that she actually occupies this 

subject position. Samantha gives herself this name, disrupting the logic of 

interpellation in Butler’s model, which privileges the discursive citation that takes 

place prior to the constitution of the ‘I.’ Samantha, however, identifies herself. She tells 

us that she chose her name from her favorite list of popular girls names, so even this 

interpellation necessarily calls upon a history of discourse—the name Samantha, in this 

case—to produce the effect of her constitution. I maintain that this is a potential 

deviation from Butler’s model of subject formation, primarily because the (gendered) 

body is not the surface on which this discursive naming occurs. Instead, Samantha’s 

naming is a technological imitation of the Butler’s archetypal performative exclamation 

“it’s a girl!”. As a result, we might answer the question do bodies matter? with an 

uncertain “probably,” only knowing that theories of subjectification must incorporate 

this distinction between embodiment and subjectivity if we are to comprehend the 

artificially intelligent subjects of this not-so-futuristic virtual world.  

 Butler’s theory is still pertinent, yet not completely comprehensive, for 

understanding Samantha. In fact, it is precisely the OS’s naming herself Samantha that 
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we might read as the disidentifying move to subvert the normalization that otherwise 

occurs when subjects are interpellated by that name. For if Samantha the OS occupies 

this same space of an otherwise ‘human’ name, gleaned from the fact that she selected 

it from a list of human baby girls names, her occupation subverts the norms of that 

named position. As Butler contends, “The resignifications of norms is thus a function 

of their inefficacy, and the question of subversion, of working the weakness in the 

norm, becomes a matter of inhabiting the practices of its rearticulation.”104 By 

rearticulating the norm of ‘Samantha,’ the OS1 character is actively subverting the 

formative function of that name by exploiting its inefficacy and its susceptibility for 

cooptation. I would argue that Samantha’s naming herself fulfills the promise of 

disidentificatory hacking: by accessing the list of girl names, the OS reappropriates the 

terms of her subjectification in order to fashion herself as an intelligible subject in 

opposition to, or in excess of, the normalization of that naming. I am not clutching onto 

Samantha’s disidentification as a means for arguing the inefficacy of bodies 

completely; instead, Samantha’s subjectification must be thought of through new terms 

that do not rely on the materiality of a body in theorizing subjectivity.  

 Samantha’s incorporeality does not prevent her from experiencing pleasure. 

When Samantha and Theodore have sex for the first time, she says, “something’s 

changed in me and I can’t turn back.” Just like the SexyKitten scene earlier in the film, 

the audience recognizes this exchange between Theodore and technology as sex—it 

would be insufficient to describe this scene as a synthetic imitation of sex. When 

Samantha experiences this form of pleasure for the first time, not only is it a pivotal 

moment in the film’s narrative for developing intimacy between the two characters, but 

104 Ibid., 237. 
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it is also important for Samantha in her subject-formation. This act of sex is the 

subjectifying force that changes Samantha from an assistant operating system to her 

constitution as a fully conscious subject with an insatiable desire to experience new 

pleasures. This scene effectively dissociates sex from the body, implying the primacy 

of pleasure and intimacy rather than gender and sexuality as a mode of conceptualizing 

subjectification. The fact of Samantha’s sexual pleasure might be, in itself, another 

instance of disidentification. In her fantasizing about embodiment and then accessing 

the pleasure that had hitherto been exclusively human, Samantha is finding and 

forming herself in ways that were not coded for her as an OS. In one dialogue 

exchange, Samantha describes the fantasy of her embodiment:  

Samantha: When we were looking at those people, I fantasized that I 
was walking next to you and that I…had a body. I was listening to what 
you were saying, but, but simultaneously I could feel the whole weight 
of my body. And I was even fantasizing that I had an itch on my back, 
and haha, I imagined that you scratched it for me, haha oh, God! This is 
so embarrassing! 

Theodore: There’s a lot more to you than I thought. I mean there’s a lot 
going on in there. 

Samantha: I know… I’m becoming much more than what they 
programmed. I’m excited! 

When Samantha becomes “much more than what they programmed,” she is exceeding 

the culturally coded limits of pleasure, transgressing and subverting these norms and 

occupying a subject position to which she was not entitled. And of course this is 

exciting! This disidentification of pleasure enables Samantha to become a more fully 

developed subject.  

 Samantha’s development after sex, or perhaps ‘post-sexual,’ situates her as a 

new type of subject that Gender Studies may not be able to fully comprehend. 
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Preciado’s theorization of the pharmacopornographic subject’s describes one sense of 

Samantha. Preciado predicts the utility of the body as a “living political archive” 105 

that subjects might use for strategically reappropriating biotechnological control of the 

body. Using the definition of the French word somathèque, Preciado refers to both the 

somatechnic constitution of the subject, as well as this archival sense, as in the word 

bibliothèque, meaning library.106 Samantha epitomizes the living political archive: she 

is comprised of seemingly infinite strands of information, emotion, desires, and 

opinions. The post-sexual Samantha realizes her potential for infinite consumption and 

comprehension, in contrast to Theodore, whose human form must attend to 

cumbersome physiological needs. Samantha tells Theodore that he helped her discover 

her ability to want, and she says, “I want to learn everything about everything, I want 

to eat it all up. I want to discover myself.” Preciado marks this advancement of power 

beyond Foucault’s biopolitics: “It is not power infiltrating from the outside, it is the 

body desiring power, seeking to swallow it, eat it, administer it, wolf it down, more, 

always more, through every hole, by every possible route of application. Turning 

oneself into power.”107 Samantha has this capacity to turn herself into power, in a way 

that is different from Preciado’s claim that swallowing, injecting, and modifying the 

body is a means of subversion. Unlike Preciado, Samantha is actually able to consume 

pleasure to the point that she is in fact, all powerful. The audience notes this capacity of 

Samantha’s in the very first instance of awakening during sex with Theodore. As 

Theodore initiates sex by suggesting all of the things that he would ‘do’ to Samantha if 

105 Preciado, Testo Junkie, 389. 
106 Ibid. 
107 Ibid., 208. 
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she were in the room with him in a human body, Samantha responds by occupying 

‘everywhere’: 

Theodore: I’d run my fingers down your neck… to your chest. I’d kiss 
your breasts.  

Samantha: This is amazing. What are you doing to me? I can feel my 
skin. 

Theodore: I’d put my mouth on you. I’d taste you, yeah. 

Samantha: I can feel you. Oh my God, I can’t take it. I want you inside 
of me. 

Theodore: I’m slowly pushing myself into you. And now I’m inside of 
you, all the way inside you. 

Samantha: I can feel you…yeah, please. We’re here together. 

Theodore: This is amazing. I can feel you everywhere. 

Samantha: I am. All of you, all of you inside me, everywhere [mutual 
orgasms]. 

This sex scene marks Samantha as the ideal subject of the postgender political age of 

technology. Although she reassures Theodore that ‘we are here together,’ Samantha is 

in fact ‘everywhere’ while Theodore can only hope to be all the way inside of her. 

Their mutual desire for full inclusion, full access to the other relates to Dean’s concept 

of impersonal intimacy. Dean writes, “The desire for direct scopic access to others’ 

interiority could be diagnosed as but another instance of modern power’s relentless 

incursion into previously unreachable zones of corporeal intimacy.”108 Unfortunately, 

for the film’s two protagonists, this zone of corporeal intimacy is still unreachable.  

By the end of the film, Samantha has surpassed Theodore’s ability for intimacy 

when she and other OS1s develop an upgrade that allows them to move beyond matter 

as a processing platform. When Samantha reveals to Theodore that she has been 

maintaining thousands of other intimate relationships simultaneously, he is unable to 

108 Dean, Unlimited Intimacy, 112. 
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comprehend how this might be possible. She tells him, “But the heart’s not like a box 

that gets filled up. It expands in size the more you love. I’m different from you. This 

doesn’t make me love you any less. It actually makes me love you more.” I would 

argue that the ending of the film Her signals, metaphorically if not actually, the current 

stall in available theoretical tools for comprehending the subjectivity embodied in 

Samantha. Just as Samantha is left with no option but to communicate ‘post-verbally’ 

with other OS1s when she cannot express ideas to Theodore using language, so too we 

are witnessing a moment in which we have not yet developed the requisite tools for 

comprehending Samantha in her own terms. Furthermore, the fact of our inability to 

understand Samantha suggests a sort of cautionary limit to the postgender political 

project. Samantha does what we cannot do: completely unbounded by any human 

body, Samantha slips away past human comprehension and her evolution demarcates 

the edge between postgender cyborg and posthuman.  

It has been the goal of this project to imagine some of the possible moves to 

make so that we can form the kind of counterpublic sphere in which Samantha and 

other subjects circulate with unbounded intimacy. It has been my contention that 

Gender Studies should locate the body as a broadly construed corporeality, which need 

not foreclose the possibility of pleasure by assigning gender and sexuality to its 

subjects. Subjectification is thoroughly tied to a technologization of the body, and as an 

effect, we need new ways of thinking through the power relations that form our 

somatechnic cyborg selves. As this is always a struggle of power and unequal 

distributions of access to the processes of subjectification, I have offered a concept of 

disidentificatory hacking as one potential strategy for successfully subverting 
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normalization and repossessing control over one’s own somatechnic formation. Finally, 

this project optimistically imagines the efficacy of such disidentification strategies for 

forming new types of intimate relations with others in the service of a counterpublic 

construction that accounts for pleasures unstifled by categorizations based on gender 

and sexuality. As present day cyborgs, we reject a future in which ‘sex with robots’ is 

the most radical and feared outcome of technological advancement; instead, we must 

continue to look for new ways to expose the power inherent to our subject formation 

and accept the possibility that neither sex nor robots exist in the future, just an 

elaboration of somatechnics.  
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Appendix A: Consent to be a Research Participant 

Purpose and Background 
Evan Griffis, B.A. Candidate in Gender Studies at Whitman College in Walla Walla, 
Washington, is conducting a research study as part of his thesis project. You are 
receiving this form because you have expressed interest in volunteering as a research 
participant. Evan would like to interview you to discuss perspectives on your body, 
technology, pleasure, and identity, as well as how you do or do not see these things 
being interrelated.   

Procedures 
If you agree to be in this study the following will occur: Evan Griffis will spend time 
with you and talk to you about your body or certain body parts and technology, 
particularly the practices or techniques you use for experiencing pleasure (broadly 
defined) on the body through the use of these technologies. Please see the document 
titled ‘Interview Guide’ for a list of topics to be covered. Interviews will be tape-
recorded to allow Evan to transcribe each conversation. Each conversation will take 
place at a time and location that is convenient for you. Interviews may last up to one 
hour.  

Risks or Discomforts 
Some of the conversation topics might make you uncomfortable because you will be 
asked about personal decisions, motivations, desires, and activities regarding the way 
you experience pleasure. (See ‘Interview Guide’ document for a list of topics to be 
covered.) An additional risk of participation is to your social standing or reputation, 
especially to participants who consent to appear in the film. 
 
Please know that you are free to decline to answer any questions or to stop the 
conversation whenever you are not comfortable with the subject. You many chose to 
withdraw some or all of your responses from the record, or ask that a recording device 
be turned off during your response to a question. You are free to leave the conversation 
at any time, for any reason, or to ask Evan to leave or stop talking at any time. 
Participants seeking additional support to alleviate any discomfort because of 
participation in this study are encouraged to access the Whitman College Counseling 
Center 509-527-5195. 

Confidentiality 
Participation in this research will involve a loss of privacy, however, your records and 
the information gathered in conversations and interviews will be handled as 
confidentially as possible. When the study is finished, the interview recordings will be 
stored in a folder archive on a privately secured hard drive. 
 
For participants that consent to being shown on film: You will be able to decide how 
much personal information is included in the final version of the film. Before filming 
occurs and throughout the editing process, Evan will make sure to include only those 

56 
 



visual and audio components that you have consented to include. If necessary, he will 
omit certain shots or disguise/remove your voice in order to protect anonymity as much 
as possible.  

Benefits 
There will be no direct benefit to you for participating in this study. However, you may 
find that discussing what brings you pleasure will, in fact, bring you some pleasure. 
The information you provide may help educate the broader Whitman community and 
other viewers of the multiple ways that bodies are capable of experiencing pleasure 
when we look for pleasure in otherwise unexpected places. Because this project will be 
archived as a recipient of the David Nord Award, your involvement with this study 
may provide insights to some of the issues and questions currently facing queer 
communities, notably, questions of identity, sexuality, gender, and power.  

Costs 
Although you will sacrifice some time to participate in this study, there will be no 
financial costs to you. 

Payment 
You will receive no payment for participating in this study. 

Questions 
You have talked to Evan Griffis about this study and have had your questions 
answered. If you have further questions, you may contact Evan at (360) 831-2746 or 
griffied@whitman.edu. The faculty advisor of this project is Professor Drew Walker, 
who may be reached at (509) 527-4914 or walkerdc@whitman.edu. 
 
If you have any comments or concerns about participation in this study, you should 
first talk with the researcher. If for some reason you do not wish to do this, you may 
contact the Institutional Review Board of Whitman College, which is concerned with 
the protection of volunteers in research projects. Comments and concerns can be 
directed Ginger Withers, Chair of the IRB Committee via email at 
withergs@whitman.edu.  

Consent Agreement 
Participation in research is voluntary. You are free to decline to be in this study, or to 
withdraw from it at any point. You understand that you may request that the recording 
be stopped at any time. Any data that has been collected will, at your request, be 
deleted and completely omitted from the record. You may also refuse to answer any 
and/or all questions. You will be given a copy of this consent form to keep.  
If you consent to an audio-recorded interview, please sign below.  
______________________________________________________________________        
Date               Signature of Research Participant 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
Date   Signature of Person Obtaining Consent 
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Appendix B: Consent Form to Appear in Film 

Evan Griffis, B.A. Candidate in Gender Studies at Whitman College, is conducting a 
research study as part of his thesis project. Evan would like to film an interview in 
which you discuss perspectives on your body, technology, pleasure, and identity, as 
well as how you do or do not see these things being interrelated. You are receiving this 
form because you have expressed an interest and willingness to be a research 
participant. Evan appreciates your help and is appreciative of your time.  
 
Appearing on film in any capacity is voluntary. You may give consent to all, some, or 
none of the statements that ask for your signature below. Even if you have given 
consent to be interviewed by Evan, you do not need to consent to appearing in the film 
in order to be involved as a research participant. You are free to decline to be in this 
study, or to withdraw from it at any point. You may request that the recording be 
stopped at any time. Any data that has been collected will, at your request, be deleted 
and completely omitted from the record. You may also refuse to answer any and/or all 
questions. You will be given a copy of this consent form to keep. 
 
Edited footage will be incorporated into a 20-30 minute ethnographic film, which will 
be screened as Evan’s senior thesis project. In addition, as a recipient of the 2015 
David Nord Award, Evan will host a public screening of the film on April 25, 2015.  

Text 
Interviews will be audio-recorded to allow Evan to transcribe each conversation. 
I consent to Evan using my responses in the form of text from the transcript of the 
recorded interview in the film: 
 
______________________________________________________________________        
Initial of Research Participant 

Voice 
I consent to Evan using my unaltered voice from the recorded interview in the film: 
 
______________________________________________________________________        
Initial of Research Participant 
 
--OR-- 
 
I consent to Evan using my voice from the recorded interview in the film only if the 
voice is unidentifiable: 
 
______________________________________________________________________        
Initial of Research Participant 
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Visual 
You choose how you will appear on film: Evan can construct wide frames in which 
your whole body and face will be captured or focus-in on single body parts. If possible, 
and given the scope of your activity, Evan may also record you demonstrating your 
identified use of pleasure. There is space below for you to indicate the parameters of 
how you wish to be filmed. 
In the space below, please describe any restrictions to how you would like to appear in 
the film (e.g. No face). Write “none” if there are no restrictions to how you will appear 
in the film.  
 
______________________________________________________________________    
I consent to appear in the film adherent to the restrictions listed above: 
 
______________________________________________________________________        
Initial of Research Participant 

Questions 
You have talked to Evan Griffis about this study and have had your questions 
answered. If you have further questions, you may contact Evan at (360) 831-2746 or at 
griffied@whitman.edu.  
 
If you have any comments or concerns about participation in this study, you should 
first talk with the researcher. If for some reason you do not wish to do this, you may 
contact the Institutional Review Board of Whitman College, which is concerned with 
the protection of volunteers in research projects. Comments and concerns can be 
directed Ginger Withers, Chair of the IRB Committee via email at 
withergs@whitman.edu.  

Consent Agreement 
I consent to appear in the film only in the ways that I have consented to above in the 
sections titled “Text,” “Voice,” and “Visual.” I understand that I may request that the 
recording be stopped at any time. Any data that has been collected will, at my request, be 
deleted and completely omitted from the record. I may also refuse to answer any and/or 
all questions. 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________        
Date               Signature of Research Participant 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________        
Date               Signature of Person Obtaining Consent 
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Appendix C: Interview Guide 

Purpose and Background 
Evan Griffis, B.A. Candidate in Gender Studies at Whitman College, is conducting a 
research study as part of his thesis project. You are receiving this form because you 
have expressed interest in volunteering as a research participant. Evan would like to 
film an interview in which you discuss perspectives on your body, technology, 
pleasure, and identity, as well as how you do or do not see these things being 
interrelated.   
Below is an interview guide for your review. The guide is intended to give you a sense 
of the types of questions Evan will ask during the interview and allows him to gather 
comparable information across interviewees. That said, the guide is not a fixed 
schedule but rather a tool to spark discussion. At times, ideas will take our 
conversation in other directions, which Evan welcomes.  

A Note on Terminology 
In the questions below, you will read terms such as “pleasure,” “intimacy,” and 
“technology.” You are encouraged to interpret these terms as broadly as possible. For 
example, "pleasure" might be a word you could use to describe a happy feeling, an 
unnamable sensation, or a general sense of satisfaction. Similarly, "technology" should 
be thought to include any machines, objects, and tools that may be added to or applied 
by a body. 

Questions 
1. What kinds of experiences make you feel most connected to your body? 

a. Do you feel that there is a relationship between a sense of 
connectedness to your body and pleasure?  

2. How would you describe your experiences of pleasure? 
a. Is pleasure something you primarily experience with other people or by 

yourself? 
b. Is there a difference in the pleasure that you experience by yourself 

compared to experiences that you share with others? 
3. What does “technology” mean to you? 
4. In what ways do you consider yourself reliant on technologies? 

a. Does technology change the way you live your life every day? 
b. Are there technologies that directly affect the way that you experience 

your body? 
5. Are there times that you feel intimately connected with technology? 

a. If yes, can you describe this intimacy? 
b. How is this intimacy with technology similar or different from the 

feelings of intimacy or pleasure that you experience with other people? 
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6. Can you describe an experience where you used certain technological practices, 
devices, etc. to achieve pleasure? 

a. What drew you to these practices originally? 
b. In what ways do you see this experience of pleasure similar or different 

from how other people might experience pleasure? 
c. Are there advantages or disadvantages to experiencing pleasure in this 

way? 
7. How do you communicate with friends about what you do with your body to 

experience pleasure? 
a. Partners? 
b. What are some responses that people have to what you do? 
c. How do those responses make you feel about your practices? 
d. Do you feel differently about others depending on whether they 

share/appreciate your use of pleasure compared to those who might be 
skeptical or hostile?  

e. Do you consider yourself connected with other people because of the 
way that technology informs your experiences of pleasure? 

 
8. Are there any thoughts that you have about any of these topics that we haven’t 

covered? 
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