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When [ wake up later, her hand is inside me. Her entire
body has become my cock, is emerging from my loins. But
the veins of her arms have a lot more class than the veins of
abiocock. I catch her arm between my two hands and rub it
from top to bottom as if for a counter-sexual jerk-off. Then
[ go all the way back to her right shoulder, her neck, and
push two fingers into her mouth. She sucks them, without
taking her hand off my body. Pleasure follows this arrange-
ment of forces, this hierarchy of functions whose stability
is necessarily precarious. We go on like that until I come in
her hand, until my hand comes in her mouth.

We leave the hotel. My elbows are burning, Fucking her
is harder than factory work, harder than driving a truck
loaded with nitroglycerine in a cowboy film. She tears off
my skin, every time.

. TECHNOGENDER

he invention of the category gender signaled a splitting

off and became the source point for the emergence of the
pharmacopornographic regime for producing and govern-
ing sexuality. Far from its being the creation of a feminist
agenda, the notion of gender belongs to the biotechnological
discourse that appeared in the US medical and therapeutic
industries at the end of the 1940s. Gender and pharmaco-
pornographic masculinity and femininity are artifacts that
originated with industrial capitalism and would reach com-
mercial peaks during the Cold War, just like canned food,
computers, plastic chairs, nuclear energy, television, credit
cards, disposable ballpoint pens, bar codes, inflatable mat-

tresses, or telecommunications satellites.

In 1955, the child psychologist John Money, who treated
“hermaphrodites” and “intersex babies,” became the first
to make use of the grammatical category of gender as a
clinical and diagnosis tool. He would develop it with Anke
Ehrhardt and Joan and John Hampson as part of a set of
potential hormonal or surgical techniques to modify the
bodies of babies born with genitals or chromosomes that
medicine—relying on its visual and discursive criteria—
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couldn't classify as strictly female or male.! To the rigid
nineteenth-century categorizations of sex, John Money
opposed the malleability of gender, using social and bio-
chemical techniques. When he used gender as a name for
“social role” or “psychological identity,” he was essentially
thinking of the possibility of using technologies (from hor-
mones to social techniques, such as those employed in ped-
agogic and administrative institutions) to modify the body
or to produce subjectivity intentionally in order to conform
to a preexisting visual and biopolitical order, which was
prescriptive for what was supposed to be a female or male
human body.” In order to ensure that their external “sexual”
development could be identified as feminine, newborns
declared to be “intersex” because they possessed a “micro-
penis” (according to somato-political visual criteria) had it
amputated, and their genitals were reconstructed in the
form of a vagina, after which they received hormone-sub-
stitution therapy.® Intersex activists have pointed out the
similarity between traditional non-Western cliterodectomy
techniques and industrialized practices of genital mutila-
tion on intersex bodies in the West.* Far as they were from

the rigidity and exteriority of techniques of normalization
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of the body of the architectonic and disciplinary systems
at the end of the nineteenth century and beginning of th.e
twentieth, the new biocapitalism’s pharmacopornographic
techniques of gender production were simultaneously inva-
sive and minimal, penetrating and invisible, intimate and
toxic, high tech and mutilating.

Like the Pill or the oncomouse, gender is a biotech
industrial artifact. The technologies of gender, sex, sexu-
ality, and race are the true economicopolitical sect?rs of
pharmacopornism. They are technologies of productlon' o.f
somatic fictions. Male and female are terms without empiri-
cal content beyond the technologies that produce them.
That being the case, the recent history of sexualityh appeérs
as a gigantic pharmacopornographic Disneyland in which
the tropes of sexual naturalism are fabricated on a g'loba]
scale as products of the endocrinological, surgical, agrifood
and media industries.

Whereas Money tampered with the bodies of infants to
force them into the categories of “male gender” or “femnale
gender,” Dr. Henry Benjamin administered estrogens and
progesterone to a new kind of patient of state-managed
medicine: an adult who claims not to identify with the gen-
der that was assigned at birth. Curiously, the criteria for the
assignment of gender, as well as those for its reassignment
in cases of transsexuality, function according to two meta-
physical models of the body that are nearly irreconcilable.
On the one hand, the criteria for sex assignment that per-
mit a decision regarding whether or not a body is “female”
or “male” at the moment of birth (or in utero, using a
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sonogram) depend on a model of visual recognition that is
supposedly empirical and in which the signifiers (chromo-
somes, size of the genitals, etc.) are cast as scientific truths.
In this case, making a body visible implies that it is being
assigned a male or female gender in a univocal and defini-
tive way. This unveiling of gender depends on an optical
ontology: the real is what you can see. On the other hand,
the idea that posits a true “psychological sex” distinct from
the one that has been assigned at birth—in other words,
a subjective conviction of being a “man” or a “woman”"—
belongs to the model of radical invisibility, of the nonrepre-
sentable, and this paradigm is close to that of the Freudian
unconscious: an immaterial ontology. In this case, the real
isn’t accessible to the senses and is by definition what can-
not be apprehended by empirical means. These two models
can function together thanks to a single metaphysical axis
that attaches them as it opposes them. It's necessary to
imagine the biopolitical ideals of masculinity and feminin-
ity as transcendental essences from which are suspended
aesthetics of gender, normative codes of visual recognition,
and immaterial psychological convictions prompting the
subject to proclaim itself male or female, heterosexual or
homosexual, cis- or trans. However, the visual criteria that
govern sex assignment at birth are not a biological event
any more than are the psychological criteria that lead to
the “inner” conviction of being a man or a woman: “Physi-
cal genitals are a construction of biological and scientific

forms of life.”® Penises and vaginas are biocodes of power-

- 31 Suzanne Kessler and Wendy McKenna, “Toward a Theory of Gender,” in The Transgender
Studies Reader, eds. Susan Stryker and Stephen Whittle (New York: Routledge, 2006) l,';"ﬂ‘
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knowledge regimes. They are ideal regulators, biopolitical
fictions that find their somatic support in individual subjec-
tivity.® The pharmacopornographic sex-gender regime is the
result of the unexpected alliance between the nineteenth-
century naturalist metaphysics of sexual dimorphism,
focused on heterosexual reproduction, and the rise of a
hyperconstructivist medical and biotech industry in which
gender roles and identities can be artificially designed.’
Plato meets Money in the high-tech gender garage.
The hyperbolic production of the postwar medical dis-
course on gender is the sign of an epistemic crisis: the
endless “nature versus nurture” debates of the 1950s-70s
that involved John Money, David O. Caudwell, Robert
Stoller, Henry Benjamin, Richard Green, or Milton Dia-
mond remind us of sixteenth-century tricks on spheres
and epicycles whose aim was to maintain the hegemony
of the geocentric astronomical model. The proliferation of
the clinical discourse on “true hermaphroditism,’ “pseudo-
hermaphroditism,’ “intersexuality,” “sexual incongruities,”
and “psychopathia transexualis,”® as well as the medical
normalization of techniques of sex reassignment, genital
mutilation of intersex babies, and surgical reconstruction
of gender, are nothing other than desperate (and violent)
measures to reinforce a shattered epistemology. In the
1950s, which were confronted with the political rise of fem-
inism and with homosexuality, as well as with the desire

{ Allegories of
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of “transvestites,” “deviants,” and “transsexuals” to escape
or transform birth sex assignment, the dimorphism epis-
temology of sexual difference was simply crumbling. Nine-
teenth-century disciplinary epistemology was grounded on
the biopolitical imperative of the heterosexual reproduc-
tion of the nation’s population. As Suzanne J. Kessler and
Wendy McKenna put it, human bodies were “diagnosed”
male or female at birth as potential “sperm and egg cell car-
riers.” But “sperm and egg cell carriers” were gaining new
political agency over their reproductive power. Moreover

new techniques in the 1950s for reading genetic and chro:
mosomal differences and measuring endocrinological lev-
els introduced variables that could not be reduced to the
epistemological framework of sexual dimorphism. Medical

biological, and political discourses were confronted with an’
infinite variability of bodies and desires (multiple chromo-
somal, gonadal, hormonal, external genital, psychological

and political variables) that could not be subsumed withir;
the disciplinary imperative of heterosexual reproduction

John Money puts it this way: '

In human beings, the irreducible sex differences are
that males impregnate, and females menstruate, ges-
tate, and lactate. Otherwise, sexual dimorphism that is
programmed into the brain under the influence of pre-
natal hormones appears to be not sex-irreducible, but sex-
shared and threshold-dimorphic. A complete tiwory of
the differentiation of all the constituents of masculinity
or femininity of the gender identity role needs to be both

9. Kessler and McKenna, *T, The > " ity The |
. 1, “Toward a Theory of Gender,” in The Transgender Studies Reader,
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multivariable and sequential in type. It must be applica-
ble to all the syndromes of hermaphroditism, and to the
genesis of the gender identity role phenomena, including
transvestism and transsexualism, as well as to the genesis

of a heterosexual gender identity role."

But in the late 1950s, males are no longer guaranteed to
impregnate, females stop menstruating and gestating
under the effects of the contraceptive pill, and lactation is
provided by food industries instead of by female breasts.
The heterosexual dimorphic regime of “sperm and egg cell
carriers” is going awry.

Instead of collectively producing an alternative (mul-
timorphic) epistemology for understanding bodies and
desires, the 1950s medical, biological, and political dis-
courses decided to directly intervene within the structures
of living beings to artificially construct sexual dimorphism
using surgical, prosthetic, and hormonal techniques sup-
ported by the pharmacological, medical, and food indus-
tries.'! When the possibility of the technical construction
of sexual difference is recognized as a point of departure,
nature and identity are brought to the level of a somatic
parody. Whereas the disciplinary system of the nineteenth
century considered sex to be natural, definitive, unchange-
able, and transcendental, pharmacopornographic gender
seems to be synthetic, malleable, variable, open to transfor-

10. John Maney, "Pediatric Sexology and Hermaphroditism,” Journal of Sex and Marital
Therapy, 11, no. 3 (1985): 139, doi: 10.1080/00926238508405440

11. See Anne Fausto-Sterling, “The Five Sexes, Revisited,” Sciences 40, no, 4 (July/August
2000): 18-23. Several biologists have recently called for a change to a non-dimorphic

epistemology of sex-gender assignment.
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mation, and imitable, as well as produced and reproduced
technically.
Strangely, the medical and biotechnological dimen-
sions of gender production were ignored within the “cul-
tural” version of white feminism’s constructivism, which
reappropriated the notion of “gender” in order to recast it
as an instrument of critical analysis of the oppression of
women. Gender appears gradually in the anthropological
or sociological texts of Margaret Mead or Ann Oakley as
the social and cultural construction of sexual difference. 2
The feminist culturalist definitions of gender have been the
source of two stumbling blocks whose disastrous effects are
still at work in the current “politics of gender” that main-
tain that sex, an anatomical truth, is a biological given and
therefore isn't subject to cultural construction, whereas
gender specifically expresses the social, cultural, and politi-
cal difference of women in a society and at a particular his-
torical moment, In this context, there’s nothing surprising
about feminism's finding itself on a dead-end street of the
essentialism/constructivism debates or regarding the poli-
tics of the state’s facility in co-opting feminist rhetoric into
an extensive program of sexual normalization and social
control. Why didn’t 1970s culturalist and constructivist
feminists fight against clinical diagnosis, reassignment
protocols for intersex bodies, normalizing biochemical
and surgical technologies, and the binary regime within
administrative systems? Intersex activist Cheryl Chase
answers: “Intersexuals have had such difficulty generating

12. One of the first texts where this difference is clearly thematicized is Ann ( Jakley, Sex,
Gender and Society (London: Maurice Temple Smith, Ltd., 1972). See also Christine Delphy,
L'Enemi principal, vol. 2, Penser le genre, (Paris: Syllepse, 2001)

Technogender 107

mainstream feminist support not only because of the racist
and colonialist frameworks that situate cliterodectomy as
a practice foreign to proper subjects within the first world,

but also because intersexuality undermines the stability of

the category of ‘woman.”*

Apart from claims coming from the intersex and trans-
sexual movements, late 1980s queer theory represe.nte.d
the first critique of the use of the notion of gender w1tP}1n
feminism itself. In the 1980s, Teresa de Lauretis and J’udllth
Butler started to point out that second-wave feminism
uncritically shared the very epistemological sex-gender
framework it aimed to question. Lauretis claimed Fhat
feminist “theory” could not be evinced unless it examined
its own critical foundations, political terms, linguistic praf—
tices, and practices of the production of visibility. .Lz?uretls
asked what the political subject produced by femlms.m as
a discourse and practice of representation was. Stripped
of all self-indulgence, her conclusion takes the form of
an extremely lucid warning: feminism functions, or. ?an
function, as an instrument of normalization and political
control when it reduces its subject to “women.” Under the
apparent neutrality and universality of th(? t.erm wmr.za'n, a
host of vectors of production and subjectivity are hiding:
sex, race, class, sexuality, age, ability, geopolitical or corpo-
ral difference, and so on. In Lauretian terms, the subjectlof
feminism is inevitably eccentric; rather than coinciding w1.th
“women,” it arises as a force of displacement, as a practice

5 o ARG V)
for the transformation of subjectivity.
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Inorder to question the conflation of gender and woman,
Teresa de Lauretis developed the notion of “technologies
of gender."” For Lauretis, filmmaking devices—specific
modes of recording, projection, montage, signification,
and decoding—serve as a paradigm for conceiving of the
production of gender and sexual subjectivity. This amounts
to saying that the pharmacopornographic regime func-
tions like a machine of somatic representation in which
text, image, and the corporal spread through the interior
of an expansive cybernetic circuit. According to Laurentis’s
semiotic-political interpretation, gender is the effect of a
system of signification that includes modes of production
and decoding of politically regulated visual and textual
signs. The subject, who is simultaneously the producer and
interpreter of these signs, is constantly involved in a cor-
poral process of signification, representation, and self-rep-
resentation. Transposing Foucault’s critique of disciplinary
power and Metz’s cinematographic semiotics to feminism,
Lauretis writes:

It seemed to me that gender was not the simple deriva-
tion of anatomical/biological sex but a sociocultural con-
struction, a representation, or better, the compounded
effect of discursive and visual representations which |
saw emanating from various institutions—the family,
religion, the educational system, the media, medicine, or
law—but also from less obvious sources: language, art,
literature, film, and so on. However, the constructed-ness
or discursive nature of gender does not prevent it from

15, See Teresa de Lauretis, Techrologies of Gender: Essays on Theory, Film, and Fiction
lB]mnnmgmn. IN: Indiana University Press, 1987),
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having real implications, or concrete effe‘ct.s, both social
and subjective, for the material life of ind1v1.duals‘ On thei
contrary, the reality of gender is precisely in the effecti
of its representation; gender is realized, becomes r?al
when that representation becomes a self—repr'esentanon.
is individually assumed as a form of one’s social and sub-

jective identity.'

Lauretis displaces the naturalized notion of "wor‘xlla'n"
with “gender” while translating the question of the .dla'—.
lectics of oppression” into a multiplicity of “technologies.
The issue of this conceptual difference between gendef' and
woman, between “technologies of power” and “dialectics of
oppression” isn’t limited to nominal questions of transla-
tion or semantics. The issue directly concerns body t.echnol-
ogies and devices of subjectification. This dlstmctlo.n.has
the potential to disrupt the entire grammar of femx.msm,
and even the entire political history of the production of
difference between the sexes. Whereas the feminism of the
1970s studied the sources of the oppression of women,
Lauretis invites us to identify the functioning of a colle'ec—
tion of technologies of gender, operating across bodies
that produce not only differences of gender but E:.llSO sexual,
racial, somatic, class, age, disability, and other differences.
As a result, a new field of study has been established for
femninism: the analysis of different technologies of gender

that produce (always in a precarious, unstable way) bodies,
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subjects of enunciation and action. It goes without sayin
Fhat research about these technologies of gender cannotg
In any case, be reduced to a statistical or sociological stud);
o‘f women'’s situation in the different domains of produc-
tion of bodies, discourses, and representations.'’ The issue
no longer comes down to considering gender as a cultural
force that comes to modify a biologically determined foun-
dation (sex). Instead, it is subjectivity as a whole, produced
within the techno-organic circuits that are codified in terms
of gender, sex, race, and sexuality through which pharma-
copornographic capital circulates.
With Lauretis, Judith Butler introduced the largest and
most acute critique of both gender-sex epistemology and
the grammar of feminism, For Butler, gender is a system
of rules, conventions, social norms, and institutional prac-
tices that performatively produce the subject they claim to
describe. Through a cross-referenced reading of Austin
Derrida, and Foucault, Butler reaches a consideration of.
gender in which it is no longer an essence or psychological
truth, but a discursive, corporal, and performative pracgtice
by means of which the subject acquires social intelligibilit
and political recognition.” Today, this Butlerian analysiz
.co.mes together with Donna J. Haraway’s lessons for exam-
ining the semiotechnical dimension of this performative
Production: pushing the performative hypothesis further
into the body, as far as its organs and fluids; drawing it into
the cells, chromosomes, and genes.

17. Lauretis, Te hnologies of Gender.,
] H Yan . - %
See Butler's Gender Trouble, Bodies That Matter, and Undoing Gender
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The clinical notion of gender invented by Money sees
it above all as an instrument of rationalization for a living
being whose visible body is only one of the parameters.
The invention of gender as an organizing principle was
necessary for the appearance and development of a series
of pharmacopornographic techniques for the normaliza-
tion and transformation of living beings—a process that
includes photographing “deviants,” cellular diagnosis, hor-
monal analysis and therapy, chromosomal readings, and
transsexual and intersexual surgery.

Photography, invented in the early part of the nine-
teenth century, before the appearance and perfection of
hormonal and surgical techniques, signaled a crucial stage
in the production of the new sexual subject and its visual
truth. Of course, this process of representation of the body
had already begun in the seventeenth century with anatom-
ical and pornographic drawings,'? but it is photography that
would endow this technical production of the materiality of
the body with the merit of visual realism. Let us take the
example of one of the classical images by Félix Nadar® rep-

resenting “hermaphrodites” and “inverts”: a body, named
“X" in medical histories, appears in a supine position with
legs spread, covered with a white slip that has been raised to
the level of the chest, exposing the upper part of the pelvis.
The genitals have been unveiled to the eyes of the camera by
a hand coming from outside the frame. The image reveals

its own process of discursive production. It shares its codes

19. Laqueur, Making Sex, 154-63
20, Nadar photographed a "hermaphrodite” patient around 1860 at the behest of the

French physician Armand Trousseau.
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of representation with the pornography that appears at
the same period; the doctor’s hand hides and exhibits the
genitals, thus establishing a power relationship between
the subject and the object of representation. The face and
espf?cially, the eyes of the patient have been effaced: tht:
'dev1ant cannot be the agent of his/her own representation.
The truth of sex takes on the nature of a visual disclosure, a
process in which photography participates like an ontologi-
cal catalyst, making explicit a reality that wouldn’t be able
to emerge any other way.
A century later, in 1980, the anthropologist Susan
Kessler will denounce the aesthetic codes (relying on the
shape and form of the penis and the clitoris) that dominate
medical protocol for the assignment of sex to newborns
Although the visual criteria for sex assignment may not.
seem to have changed very much since the end of the nine-
teenth century, the current technical possibilities of body
modification are introducing substantial differences in
the process of the assignment and production of feminin-
ity and masculinity in the pharmacopornographi( era. The
process of normalization (assignment, reassignment) that
could be accomplished only by discursive or photographic
representation in the past is now inscribed within the very
structure of the living being by surgical, endocrinological
and even genetic techniques. ’
After World War 11, human mapping in the West, charac-
te‘rized by sexual dimorphism and its classification of sexu-
alities as normal or deviant, healthy or disabled, becomes
dependent on the legal and commercial management
of molecules essential to the production of phenotypes
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(external signs) that are culturally recognized as female or
male (facial hair, size and shape of the genitals, voice reg-
ister . . . ), as well as on the technopolitical management of
the reproduction of the species and on the pharmacologi-
cal control of our immune systems and their resistance to
aggression, illness, and death.

There have been several regimes of body production—
political regimes for producing and reproducing human life
on the planet, depending on the historical moment and the
political, economic, and cultural context. Some lost their
potential for subjectification (for example, matriarchy or
Greek pedophilia) when the political technoecologies inside
of which they functioned disappeared. Others are undergo-
ing full mutation. This is the case with ours.

If the concept of gender has introduced a rift, the pre-
cise reason is that it re{)resents the first self-conscious
moment within the epistemology of sexual difference.
From this point on, there is no going back; Money is to the
history of sexuality what Hegel is to the history of philoso-
phy and Einstein to the conception of space-time. It is the

beginning of the end, the explosion of sex-nature, nature-
history, time and space as linearity and extension. With
the notion of gender, the medical discourse is unveiling its
arbitrary foundations and its constructivist character, and
at the same time opening the way for new forms of resis-
tance and political action. When [ bring up the idea of a
rift introduced by the notion of gender, 'm not claiming to
be referring to the passage from one political paradigm to
a radically distinct other, or to an epistemological rupture

that will give rise to a form of radical discontinuity. Rather,
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:,itz);u;fe;(j;mr;e,' for example,'the displacement of produc-
y y hair from the disciplinary sex regime to the
cgiepr;inzrrypharmacopomographic regime. In the sexodis-
. system of the nineteenth ce i
:lae(iyb \:;as considered to be a monstrot?su;:;ot:ialli);ar:jj
frame(‘)’v:r:zsf lz:.;’ccz:z:inv:;b]zkwizhin the spectacularized
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condition, making women potential clients of the melg'lcal
:]yf:ctzlrlw; a::dconsumers of manufactured molecules (s::-
; rocur, which is admini i
testosterone production, but also insitl(:;efegtzlartlz:st;a]:;e
Purpose of which is not hormonal, but political, nor ’l' y
tion. After 1961, hirsutism was measured by th'e Ferl:a o
C.yallwey scale, which examines nineteen body areas I(I;:an-
sndel-)urns to toes) to assess normal hair growth. % 'I(')hm
Ferriman Gallwey score establishes a correlation be.tweer(:
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gender, ethnicity, and hair; for example, in a Caucasian
woman a score of eight is regarded as indicative of andro-
gen excess whereas in Bast Asian and Native American
women a much lower score reveals hirsutism. According
to the same clinical method, Ashkenazi Jews and Hispanic
women are “high-risk ethnic groups.”” Hirsutism becomes
here a method to clinically assess race as much as gender.
Biopolitical loop: femininity-body-hair-visibility, circus-
hirsutism-Androcur-race-cosmetic-treatment-invisibility-
femininity. Different “techniques of the body™* and visual
frameworks produce different somato-political living fic-
tions: formerly exhibited in the circus, the racialized phar-
macopornographic hirsute body becomes the object of the
plastic surgery clinic and the beauty salon and their tech-
niques of hormonal regulation and electrolysis.

In the changing definitions of gender, there is no succes-
sion of models (sovereign, disciplinary, and pharmacopor-
nographic) about to be supplanted historically by others, or
any ruptures or radical discontinuities, but rather an inter-
connected simultaneity, a transversal effect of multiple
somato-political models that compose and implement sub-
jectivity according to various intensities, different indexes

of penetration, and different degrees of efficiency.

22. Daniel A. Dumesic and Lauri A. Pasch, “Hirsutism: Bother or Burden? Developing
a patient-centered management approach,” Sexuality, Reproduction & Menopause 9,no.3
(August 2011): 14

23, Marcel Mauss, “Techniques du corps,” in Sociologie et anthropologie (Paris: PUF, 2001),
This article was originally published in Journal de Psychologie, 32, no. 3-4 (15 mars-15 avril,
1936), Paper presented at the Société de Psychologie on May 17,1934,
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[f this is r.1ot the case, then how to explain the fact that
at th.e beginning of the twenty-first century, rhinoplast is:
considered plastic surgery whereas vaginoplasty (the suZ i-
cal construction of a vagina) and phalloplasty (the sur icgal
c?nstruction of a penis) are considered sex change o gera-
tions?* One could say that two clearly distinct re Ii)me
of power-knowledge traverse the body and that thegco :
struct the nose and the genitals according to dif?erent
somato-political technologies. Whereas the nose is re .
‘lated by a pharmacopornographic power in which an or gau
is csmsxdered to be private property and merchandise gthn
genitals are still imprisoned in a premodern, soverei : 2
nearly theocratic power regime that consid,ers therrgmnt'oartl)
the property of the state and dependent on unchan ine
transcendental law. But in the pharmacopornographic sgo g
fety, a conflicting multiplicity of power-knowledge re imOt
1s operating simultaneously on different organs, tearif t:s
body apart. We are not bodies without organs, but ragth ,
an array of heterogeneous organs unable to l;e ath ec;
.under the same skin. Those who survive the mutatgion fl:e
is hapPening will see their bodies moving into a new sen 'ar
technical system and will witness the proliferation of n];O—
organs; in other words, they'll cease to be the bodi hw
they were before. e
When it comes to such transformations of the livin

body, the outlines of the problem become clearer. Pharmf

24, See Dean bpadc, ltlating Gender,” in The ransgender Studies Reader eds. Susan
Mutilating Gender,” i The T der Studies Read, ds, §
[ - n X .
Stryker and Stephen Whittle (New York Rnulledge 2006), 315-52
. r L0

Technogender 117

gopornographic gender is neither metaphor nor ideology;
it can’t be reduced to a performance: it is a form of political
technoecology. The certainty of being a man or a woman
is a somato-political biofiction produced by a collection of
body technologies, pharmacologic and audiovisual tech-
niques that determine and define the scope of our somatic
potentialities and function like prostheses of subjectifica-
tion. Gender is an operational program capable of trigger-
ing a proliferation of sensory perceptions under the form of
affects, desires, actions, beliefs, and identities. One of the
characteristic results of such a technology of gender is the
production of inner knowledge about oneself, with a sense
of a sexual self that appears to be an emotional reality that

is evident to consciousness. ‘I am a man,” “I am a woman,”

“I am heterosexual,” “l am homosexual,” “I am transsexual”:
thesesare units of specific knowledge about oneself, hard
biopolitical nuclei around which it's possible to assemble an
entire collection of discourses and performative practices.
We could call the “programming of gender” a psycho-
political neoliberal modeling of subjectivity that potenti-
ates the production of subjects that think of themselves
and behave like individual bodies, aware of themselves
as private organic spaces and biological properties with
fixed identities of gender and sexuality. The prevailing
programming of gender operates with the following prem-
ise: an individual = a healthy body = a sex = a gender = a
sexuality = a private property. But constructing gender,
as Butler has argued, always amounts to taking the risk
of dismantling it. Producing gender implies a collection of
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strategies of naturalization/denaturalization and identifi-
cation/disidentification. Drag king devices and hormonal
self-experimentation are only two of these derailment
strategies.

Within the pharmacopornographic regime, gender is
constructed in industrial networks of biopolitical mate-
rialization; it is reproduced and reinforced socially by its
transformation into entertainment, moving images, digital
data, pharmacological molecules, cybercodes. Pharmaco-
pornographic female or male gender exists before a public
audience, as a somato-discursive construction of a collec-
tive nature, facing a scientific community or a network.,

Technogender is a public, scientific, community network
biocode.

Ocytocin, serotonin, codeine, cortisone, the estrogens,
omeprazole, testosterone, and so on, correspond to the
group of molecules currently available for the manufac-
turing of subjectivity and its affects. We are technobiopo-
litically equipped to screw, reproduce the National Body,
and consume. We live under the control of molecular tech-
nologies, hormonal straitjackets intended to maintain
biopower: hyperestrogened bodies-rape-testosterone-
love-pregnancy-sex drives-abjection-ejaculation. And the
state draws its pleasure from the production and control of
our pornogore subjectivity.

The objective of these pharmacopornographic technolo-
gies is the production of a living political prosthesis: a body
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that is compliant enough to put its potentia gauder;dz, ltS-
total and abstract capacity for creating pleasure, a.t t efstelr
vice of the production of capital and the reproductx;)r: 0 r;e]
species. Outside such somato-political ecology o tsp:t i
and egg carriers,” there are neither men nor women, ju

i i ither
there is neither heterosexuality nor homosexuality, ne

ableness nor disability.

Our contemporary societies are gigantic sexopolitical labo};
ratories where the genders are producm.i. The body—elac
and every one of our bodies—is the mvaluable.ezc avte
where transactions of power are ceaselessly .carne 0: d
My body = the multitude’s body. Postwar ‘whlte n;en a <
women are biotechnological beings belongm‘g to the szx ‘
political regime, whose goal is the production, repll'f)f uc
tion, and colonial expansion of heterosexual human life on
theglagril:;ing in the 1940s, the new biopolitical idealts of
masculinity and femininity were createc.i ur‘lder labora otry
conditions. These artifacts (us) can’t exist in a pure sta Ie,
but only within our enclosed sexual tec.hrroeco§ysterfzsz;l.r:
our role as sexual subjects, we're inhabiting blocap1; is
amusement parks. We are men and wox-nen C.Jf the la F)x:—
tory, effects of a kind of politicoscientific blo—Platl(.)m‘s (;
We are strange biopolitical fictions because we are alive: ;v
are simultaneously the effect of the pharmacopornographic

power (biopower) regime and the potential for its defeat

(bioempowerment).
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Some semiotechnical codes of white heterosexual femininity belonging
to the postwar pharmacopomugraphic political ecology:

Little Women, a mother’s courage, the Pill, the hyperloaded
cocktail of estrogens and Progesterone, the honor of virgins,
Sleeping Beauty, bulimia, the desire for a child, the shame of
deflowering, The Little Mermaid, silence in the face of rape,
Cinderella, the ultimate immorah'ry of abortion, cakes and
cookies, knowing how to give a good blowjob, bromazepam,
the shame about not having done it yet, Gone with the Wind,
saying no when you want to say yes, not leaving home, hay-
ing small hands, Audrey Hepburn's ballet shoes, codeine,
taking care of your hair, fashion, saying yes when you want
to say no, anorexia, knowing in secret that the one you're
really attracted to is your best friend, fear of growing old,
the need to be on 3 diet constantly, the beauty imperative,
kleptomania, compassion, cooking, the desperate sensual-

making any noise, the immaculate and carcinogenic cotton
of Tampax, the certainty that Mmaternity is a natural bond,
not knowing how to cry, not knowing how to fight, not
knowing how to kill, not knowing much or knowing a lot
but not being able to say it, knowing how to wait, the sub-
dued elegance of Lady Di, Prozac, fear of being a bitch in
heat, Valium, the necessity of the G-string, knowing how to
restrain yourself, letting yourself be fucked in the ass when
it's necessary, being resigned, accurate waxing of the pubes,
depression, thirst, little lavender balls that smell goad,
the smile, the Iiving mummification of the smooth face of
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i woman,
'

g left by your husband for a younger woman.. ...

i
miotechnical codes of white heterosexual n:::::::l:’: ;\'vngy.
Io:;t:g 1o the postwar pharmacopornographic po

James Bond, soccer, wearing pants, knowing hnw t}:)ozjli(e)
ice, Platoon, knowing how to kill, knowing :
. body’s face, mass media, stomach ulcers, the
;::;}:'i:z;eess Zf paternity as a natural bo)n(t ::r:rs\;lj
i i e television version), Br :
l'l:l ez)t.ev::trio(nnlgleus(:;gStt:rm. speed, terrorism, sextfm('i ff:ks
sal'(e.r;etting hard like Ron Jeremy;::(z\;vt;ngb:(:: :OOkers,
ean?ing moneye,\ }:oi}}?:sl[::rl:es eocf, not getting hard.like Ron
R t\l;'e g:ar ir;state cancer, broken noses, philosophy,
e rrllag Sc,arface, having dirty hands, Bruce Lee,ﬁ }l)a);
iga;t:E;(:)n;'to your ex-wife, conjugal violelnce, hi)rn:lr] e :ri
» i nment, the state,
pom"gamblllc;1 E:stet;;ifn?:::l fishing, boots, the.tie, the
R th c;f beard, alcohol, coronaries, balding, the
three‘day. gn')w rney to the Moon, getting plastere:d, hang-
= pnxiflozi v):'atches, callused hands, keepmg.your
E yo::ZZz;d sﬁut camaraderie, bursts of laughter, 1r;)tzll;
- ual obsessions,
ligen?e‘ encydopedlcb;r:lc;vficll(gi;::z, serial killers, heavy
e rl?lsogc}:zz,mﬁfe for a younger woman, fear of gt;t-
n'leta:‘n::i:c;nii Ythe ass, not seeing your children after the
ting

i A8
divorce, the desire to get fucked in the
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For a long time I believed that only people like me were
really in deep shit. Because we aren’t and will never be Lit-
tle Women or James Bond heroes. Now I know that shit

concerns all of us, especially Little Women and James Bond
heroes.

THE TWILIGHT OF HETEROSEXUALITY

Monique Wittig with Michel Foucault. Judith Butler with
Antony Negri. Angela Davis with Félix Guattari. Kate Born-
stein with Franz Fanon. White heterosexual femininity is,
above all, an economic function referring to a specific posi-
tion within biopolitical relationships of production and
exchange, and based on the transformation of sex work,
the work of pregnancy, body care, and other unpaid activ-
ity within industrial capitalism.” This sexualized economy
functions through what Judith Butler has called perfor-
mative coercion:”® by means of semiotechnical, linguistic,
and corporal processes of regulated repetitions imposed by
cultural conventions. It’s impossible to imagine the rapid
expansion of industrial capitalism without the slave trade,
colonial expropriation, and the institutionalization of the
heterosexual dispositif as a mode of transformation in sur-
plus value of unpaid sexual services historically performed
by women. It is reasonable to posit an unpaid debt for sex
work that heterosexual men historically contracted with
regard to women, in the same way that Western countries

25, Wittig, 58-59,
26, Judith Butler, Gender Trouble
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should be, according to Franz Fanon, forced to reimburse a
colonial debt to colonized peoples.?” If interest were applied
to the debt for sexual services and colonial plundering, all
women and colonized peoples on the planet would receive
an annuity that would allow them to spend the rest of their

lives without working.

Heterosexuality hasn’t always existed. The contemporary
transformation of capitalism entails a mutation of the
sex-gender order. If we look attentively at the signs of
technification and informatization of gender that emerge
starting with World War 11, we can even affirm that het-
erosexuality has been summoned to disappear one day. In
fact, it is in the act of disappearing now. The postsexual era
will then begin as a secondary effect of the pharmacoporno
industry. This means that there will no longer be sexual
relations between cis-males and cis-females and that the
conditions of sexual production (production of bodies and
pleasures) are drastically changing, that they will begin to
resemble more and more closely the production of bodies
and deviant pleasures, under the control of the same phar-
macopornographic regulations. In other words, all forms of
sexuality and production of pleasure, all libidinal and bio-
political economies are now subject to the same molecular
and digital technologies of the production of sex, gender,

and sexuality.
The normative premises of the nineteenth-century

27. Frantz Fanon, “De la violence,” in Les Damnés de la terre, in Oeuvres | Paris: La

Découverte, 2011), 503.
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disciplinary sexual regime (continuity between sexuality
and reproduction and pathologization of nonreproduc-
tive practices, including masturbation and homosexuality)
were radically displaced with the invention of the Pill and
the making of pornography into a branch of popular media
industries that transformed masturbation into a source of
production of capital. But the technoliving park of which
we are part isn’t completely coherent and integrated. The
two poles of the pharmacopornographic industry (phar-
maco and porno) function more in opposition than they do
in tandem. Although the pornography industry as a whole
works as cultural propaganda for the gender dimorphic
regime (producing normative and idealized representations
of heterosexual and homosexual practice, where sexuality
equals penetration with a biopenis) and the political asym-
metry between cis-males and cis-females is legitimized as
based on anatomical differences (cis-male = biopenis; cis-

female = biovagina), the pharmaceutical and biotechnical

industries and the new techniques of assisted reproduc-

tion—even if they do continue to function in a heteronor-

mative legal framework—are ceaselessly redesigning the

frontiers between the genders and, as a whole, turning the

economic, heterosexual, and political system into an obso-

lete means of management of subjectivity.

The dialectic between pharmaco and porno is already
arising in the contradictions between various (low-tech or
high-tech) biocodes of subjectivity coming from different
regimes of production of the body. For example, families
(whether heterosexual, homosexual, or monoparental) in
which reproduction has been accomplished by in vitro fer-
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tilization with anonymous donor sperm continue to fur‘mc-
tion in a politicolegal system in which the performative
ideals of masculinity and kinship have not been cha.llen.géd.
Moreover, the biocodes of the production of subjectivity
(both those that are semiotic and those that are pharma-
ceutical, from Viagra to testosterone, by way of the aeé—
thetics of the gay body or sexual practices using synthel:c
organs) are circulating within the pharm'acopomograp ic
market without any possibility of controllmg the .processcs
of production of subjectivity that they are inducing. Thus,
biocodes (language, ways of dressing, hormone.es, pros-
theses) that once belonged to feminine, masculine, het-
erosexual, homosexual, transsexual, or even genderqueer
configurations can achieve means of expressx.on tl‘iat are
denaturalized and offbeat and free of a sexual 1den.t1ty o‘r a
precise biopolitical subjectivity. A way of life or an 1denft1ty
agenda. The visual codes governing the tran?formed ace
of Courtney Love, a rock icon, are not at all different frch
those used to rejuvenate the face of the queen of Spain,
the actress Pamela Anderson, Chen Lili (the transslexual
woman who attempted to compete in the Miss Universe
contest in 2004), or the lesbian star Ellen DeGeneres, or
from those used in remodeling the face of an anon?rr'nous
working-class cis-female who wins the right to participate
in the American TV show Extreme Makeover. As a resx..llt,
we are witnessing a horizontalization of the consum'ptl.on
of the techniques of production of the body that redhlstrllz?—
utes the differences between class, race, or sexuél identi-
ties, between the culture of rock music, hig}.\ soclnefy, a'nd
the porn industry. This pharmacopornographic shifting is a
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sign that normative white heterosexuality will soon be one
body aesthetic among many others, a retro reproductive
style that various future generations will be able to deni-
grate or exalt, a low-tech reproduction machine possibly
exportable to other parts of the world (even an excuse for
waging war against Muslim countries), but completely out
of date and decadent in Western democratic post-Judeo-
Christian societies.

Fifty years after the invention of the Pill, all sexual bod-
ies are produced and become intelligible according to a
common pharmacopornographic epistemology. There are
not body biotechnologies that differ but the administra-
tive systems that, as Dean Spade argues, sort and manage
the access and use of those technologies, distributing life
chances according to class, race, ability, gender, or sexual-
ity.” Today, a cis-male can self-administer a testosterone-
based hormonal complex to increase his athletic efficiency,
and a teenager can have an implant placed under her skin
that releases a composite of estrogens and progesterone
for three years, acting as a contraceptive; a cis-female
who claims to be a man can sign an agreement for a sex
change and receive endocrinal therapy with a base of tes-
tosterone that makes it possible to grow a beard and mus-
tache and increases muscularity; a cis-female of sixty may
discover that more than twenty years of swallowing her
high-strength contraceptive pill has caused kidney failure
or breast cancer that she is supposed to treat with chemo-
therapy resembling what the victims of Chernobyl were

28. See Dean Spade, Normal Life: Administrative Violence, Critical Trans Politics and the
Limits of the Law (New York: South End Press, 2011),
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exposed to; a heterosexual couple can resort t'o in vitré
fertilization after discovering that the male can.t produce
sperm mobile enough to fertilize the ovum of his partlnelr
because he has consumed too much tobacco and alcohol.
The same testosterone that helps turn the wheels of the
Tour de France serves to transform the bodies of F2M
transsexuals . . . The question is, who has access tf) hormone
treatments? According to which clinical diagnosis? How do
class and race modify the distribution of and the access to
technologies of production of gender? /
All this suggests that a normative regime for segrega.t‘e
distribution of race, class, gender, sexuality, ar)x::l ability
coexists with the process of “becoming common™* of tech(—i
nologies of the production of body, gende.r, sex', race, al?l
sexuality. From now on, the mutation will be impossible
. Slt:‘:he middle of the Cold War, a new ontological-politi-
cal distinction between “cis-" (a body that keeps t.h‘e ge'ndel;
it was assigned at birth) and “trans” (a body avallmg-xtse
of hormonal, surgical, prosthetic, or legal technologies :)
change that assignment) made its appearanct?. Hencefort ,
[ will use the nomenclature cis- and trans, with the under
standing that these two biopolitical gend?r .statuses are
technically produced. Both of them fall within the prov-
ince of common methods of visual recognition, pérforma-
tive production, and morphological control. The dlffe'rencef
between “cis-" and “trans” is enumerated as a function o

i 3 ch-
resistance to the norm of the consciousness of those te

at ; ichael Hardt,
29, See the notion of “becoming common” in Antonio Negri and Mi

Multitudes, 142
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nical (pharmacopornographic) processes that produce
somatic fictions of masculinity and femininity and as a
function of scientific techniques and social recognition in
public space. This implies no judgment about value: “trans”
gender is neither better nor more political than “cis-" gen-
der. It comes down to saying that, in ontopolitical terms,
there are only technogenders. Photographic, biotechnolog-
ical, surgical, pharmacological, cinematographic, or cyber-
netic techniques come to construct the materiality of the
sexes performatively. Some transsexuals claim to have been
born “imprisoned in the body of the opposite sex” and say
that the technical mechanisms placed at their disposal by
contemporary medicine are only a way of revealing their
true, authentic sex. Others, like Kate Bornstein, Del LaGrace
Volcano, or Susan Stryker, affirm their status as gender
queers, or gender deviants, and refuse any summons as man
or woman, declaring them to be impositions of the norm.

Del LaGrace Volcano puts it this way:

As a gender variant visual artist I access “technologies
of gender” in order to amplify rather than erase the her-
maphroditic traces of my body. I name myself. A gender
abolitionist. A part time gender terrorist. An intentional
mutation and intersex by design, (as opposed to diagno-
sis), in order to distinguish my journey from the thousands
of intersex individuals who have had their “ambiguous”
bodies mutilated and disfigured in a misguided attempt at

“normalization.””

30. Kate Bornstein, Gender Outlaw: On Men, Women, and the Rest of Us (New York
Routledge, 1994); Susan Stryker, “My Words to Victor Frankenstein Above the Village of
Chamounix: Performing Transgender Rage," GLQ:A Journal of Lesbian and Gay Studies 1, no
3 (1994): 227-54.

31. Del LaGrace Voleano, "Artist Statement.” last modified September 2005, http://www.
dellagracevolcano.com/statement hitml
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One cannot insist enough on the fact that the pharmaco-

ime of sexuality cannot function without
rmous quantity of semiotechnical
flow of silicone, and the

pomugraphic reg
the circulation of an eno
flow: the flow of hormones, the
1, textual, and representati(mal content . . .
not function without the constant

In other words, it can .
trafficking of gender biocodes. Gender in the twenty- ‘15
hanism for technical

century functions as an abstract mect . -
subjectiﬁc.ation; it is spliced, cut, muve("l, cited, l'nHLatL ,
swallowed, injected, transplanted, digitized, copied, con-
ceived of as design, bought, sold, modified, mortg:.iged,
nloaded, enforced, translated, falsified,
red, extracted, con-

flow of digita

transferred, dow
fabricated, swapped, dosed, administe

o
tracted, concealed, negated, renounced, betrayed . . - |

transmutes. o
In terms of political agency, subjection, :
e rejection of technologies

or empow-

erment do not depend on th : :
f nature, but rather on the differential use

f the very techniques of the produc-
al power exists without con-

in the nanie 0
and reappropriation 0

tion of subjectivity. No politic i
trol over production and distribution of gender biocodes.

Pharmacopomographic emancipation of subaltern bodie

can be measured only according to these :
roduction, circulation,

essential criteria:

involvement in and access to the p
n of somato-politic biocodes.

and interpretatio




