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The relationship between Gender Identity, Technology, and Power.
As humans living in the society, we’ve developed an understanding of the word power. Parents have power over all the actions of their children; teachers have the ability to punish their students, and the authorities can castigate the citizens who breach the law. Through such relationships, the society has been able to grasp the fact that people affect one another based on how they relate. There is a disagreement between those who define power as the capacity or ability to act and those who define power as getting someone to do what you command them to do. Michel Foucault’s writing concerning power, knowledge and the production of subjectivity has been very influential despite being critiqued by feminist theorists who have engaged with his theories at length. His project was to give an elaboration on how power produces subjectivity through focusing on the ways it invests the body. However, Foucault’s accounts are gender-neutral and failing to address clearly or even recognize how significant gender is in the play of power (Foucault 40). Arendt refers to power as communication and not coercion and control. She explains that power radically differs from domination, violence or control in that it can’t be exercised over someone without communication and cooperation. Although Arendt didn’t focus on her personal identity as a woman, she seems to have been conscious of her identity as a Jew. According to her power is “the human ability not just to act but to act in concert” (Arendt 44).
One of the central and leading threads of Foucault’s genealogy is an analysis of the functioning of power and transformations in nature which mark the transition to the modern society. His genealogy of modern power challenges the common assumption that power is essentially a negative, repressive force operating purely through the mechanisms of censorship, taboo and law. According to Foucault, this concept has its origin in the practices of power characteristic in pre-modern societies. He claims that these societies had centralized power coordinated by a sovereign authority that exercised control over the people through threats and open display of violence (Foucault 180-184). However, from the seventieth century onwards, as the populations grew, new mechanisms emerged which centered on administration and management of life. The new form of ‘bio-power’ revolved around two poles. The first pole is about the efficient government of the people and involves regulating phenomena such as disease, sickness, birth, and death. Foucault labels the other pole ‘disciplinary power’ since it targets the body as an object to be trained and manipulated. In the Discipline and Punish, Foucault explains the practice of discipline and training associated with disciplinary power. These practices started in isolated institutional settings including hospitals, prisons, factories, schools and military establishments. Although disciplinary power is directed towards the body, it takes control of the mind hence inducing a psychological state of permanent visibility and consciousness (Foucault 186).
The transition to modernity involves replacing the law by the norm in the society to the development of social or human sciences. In The History of Sexuality, Foucault gives a description of how sex and sexuality became very crucial political issues during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. The spread of bio-power in the modern society has an intimate connection to the social science discourses on both sex and sexuality. During these centuries, social science discourses tended to understand sex as a biological and psychic drive with links to identity hence with potentially far-reaching effects on the social and sexual behavior of individuals (Foucault 190). The establishment of sexual and social science categories of deviancy and normalcy led to various political technologies aiming to treat, sanction and reform any deviant behavior in the interest of the individual and society. Foucault suggested that in modern society the behavior of an individual and a group is increasingly controlled through various standards of normality that are disseminated by assessing, diagnostic and normative knowledge such as medicine, criminology, psychiatry and psychology. Individuals in the modern society have become agents of their own ‘normalization’ through the classifications, categories and norms propagated by both scientific and administrative discourses that support to reveal their identities. It’s Foucault’s insight into the effectiveness and productivity of the technologies characteristic of normalizing bio-power that leads to his conclusion that power in the modern society is fundamentally creative rather than a repressive force (Foucault, 194).
	Modern regimes of power reign to produce their populations as subjects who are not only objects but also vehicles of power. Foucault says “The Individual is not to be conceived as a sort of elementary nucleus, a primitive atom, a multiple and inert materials on which power comes to fasten or against which it happens to strike, and in so doing subdues or crushes individuals” (Foucault, 98). According to Foucault, power creates knowledge in two senses. The first is that institutions of power are able to make some forms of knowledge historically possible. The other sense is that these institutions can determine the conditions under which technological and scientific statements come to be counted as either true of false. Across the world, truth is only produced by virtue of several forms of constraint inducing regular effects of power (Foucault 131). Those in political power aren’t ready to disclose anything that will compromise their power. Today, the production of truth is never separable from technologies of power. Foucault also maintains that knowledge usually induces the effects of power and constitutes objects such as ‘the homosexual,' ‘the delinquent’, or ‘the criminal type’ which become available for control and manipulation. 
	Arendt’s first major work, On Totalitarianism, is a clear response to the devastating events of her life- the rise of Soviet Stalinism and the annihilation of thousands of peasants, the rise of Nazi in Germany and the catastrophic fate of the European Jewry at its hands. In her writing, she insists that these manifestations of political evil represented a “novel form of government” built upon ideological fiction and terror. Although the older tyrannies used terror as an instrument of attaining and sustaining power, modern regimes exhibit little use of terror. With the development and advancement of technology, those in power today have either devised ways to stay in or get into power (Arendt ). 
Hannah Arendt didn’t discuss gender as a political question since none of her major works talk about women’s rights, female liberation or even gendered aspects of power. Despite the absence of a single theory of gender in her philosophy, Arendt’s life work has generated an entire tradition of feminist responses. Arendt’s private and public distinction in The Human Condition appears to neglect the fundamental need that women be freed from traditional roles and occupations given to them by the male, white, heterosexist, supremacist patriarchal order. From this theory, it appears women are kept in a different world by men who seem to be in charge. In the modern society, this has continued to be a challenge despite a lot of efforts on women empowerment all over the world. According to Arendt, the modern age is primarily based on a series of mistakes, one of which is the assumption that ‘body functions’ and ‘material concerns’ can easily become ‘public matters’ (Arendt 73). Women seem to bring with them a reality as ‘representatives of the realms of the body’ which according to Arendt means women strictly have no place in the public. This gives a picture of the role and position occupied by women in some of the nations of the world. On the contrary, some nations such the United States where to have a woman as a presidential aspirant shows that they have found a place in the public. One of Foucault’s best insight into the working of power at micro-political level is when he identifies the body and sexuality as a direct locus of social control. His poststructuralist theory has been the most attractive to political and feminist social theorists because of his emphasis on the body as targeted and formed on historical regimes of bio-power (Foucault 41).
One of the key issues for the feminist theory has been the problem of how the body can be conceived without necessarily reducing its materiality to fixed biological essence. The notion of the body is central to the oppression of women since biological differences between the sexes form the foundation that has served to establish and legitimize gender inequality (Foucault 41). There still exists the idea that women are inferior compared to men. In fact, this idea has become naturalized and legitimized. Due to this, women are not given opportunities of getting into power, denied some basic needs or aren’t expected to work for themselves. It involves two conceptual moves. Firstly, the bodies of women are judged inferior concerning ideals and norms based on men’s physical capacities. Secondly, the biological functions are collapsed to social characteristics. While men have been thought to have the ability to transcend the biological level, women have been defined regarding their physical abilities for motherhood and reproduction. 
In The History of Sexuality, Foucault gives an anti-essentialist account of a sexual body without denying its materiality. He writes, “The notion of sex brought about a fundamental reversal: it made it possible to invert the representation of the relationships of power to sexuality, causing the latter appear, not in its essential and positive relation to power, but as being rooted in a specific and irreducible urgency which power tries as best it can to dominate” (Foucault 41) The truth here is that the relationship between gender identity and power is misinterpreted when sexuality is seen as an unruly force that power can directly oppose, repress, or constrain. The phenomenon of gender identity should be understood as established through the exercise of power relations. In modern western cultures, theories of homosexuality co-exist in an uneasy way with biologically. Foucault says, “Homosexuality appeared as one of the forms of sexuality transposed from the practice of Sodomy onto a kind of interior androgyny, a hermaphrodism of the soul” (Foucault 43). Racial categories are the most politically significant in the contention relation to racism which is arguably analogous to other forms of oppression.
Foucault’s analysis of power strongly emphasizes micro level power relations rather than focusing on centralized sources of power such as the state of the economy. Nearly all the nations of the world are governed in terms of the state and as an economy. Foucault argues that the modern power operates in a manner described as ‘a capillary fashion’ throughout the social body and is best grasped in its local effects as well as the daily practices which sustain and reproduce the power relations. The emphasis on everyday practices that reproduce power relations has combined with the analysis of these politics and alteration of gendered power relations in the institutions of marriage, compulsory heterosexuality, and motherhood. Foucault’s work gives a different idea on what is usually referred to as the ‘politics of everyday life.’ This provides an empirical and conceptual basis for examining and treating phenomena such as medicine, sexuality, psychiatry, the school, and social science (Foucault 48). His approach to the analysis of power results to the treatment of political problems since it widens the area within which the people may collectively, confront and understand as they try to change the character of their lives. David Graeber says, “It is value that brings universes into being” (Graeber 21) 
When we look at the subterranean developments which have contributed to the resurgence of fundamentalism in the politics of America, we discover a growing sense that the civilization of productivity no longer includes large numbers of the young Americans, particularly in the working and middle class. While these young men in the inner city are closed out of the future that was promised, their prospects have become uncertain while their sense of entitlement has become more certain. In the theory of pluralism, Connolly argues for pluralization as a goal and not as a state of affairs. He challenges older ideas through his argument of “multiple of factions” which follows the logic of engaging different groups, constituencies, as well as voters at the micro and macro level. Connolly promotes an ‘agonistic democracy,’ where he explores positive ways for engaging some aspects of the political conflict. The positive ethos of engagement can be used to debate and resolve political differences (Connolly 66). As seen in the recent years, we’ve had such tactics apply to resolve political tensions across a number of nations in Africa. Countries such as Kenya, South Sudan, and Sierra Leone are an example of a ‘positive ethos of engagement’ that helped debate and solve political differences.
By engaging Foucault and Nietzsche, Connolly explores the nature of democratic contestation and the relation to pluralism. The American state is the highest institution of democratic accountability across the world, yet it participates in a global economy which confines and limits the terms of its domestic accountability. The disruption of this link between power and democratic accountability is threatening to compromise the historical commitment to democratic politics. As at now, the state is open to the charge that is can’t be accountable to its electorate even with the advanced technology (Connolly 88). David Graeber tried to argue out in Toward an anthropological theory of value that value will be a significant issue if people see social worlds not just as collections of persons or things but rather as one project of mutual creation, as something that was collectively made and remade (Graeber 22). Writing why I am not a Secularist, Connolly explores a few problematic aspects of secularism. Connolly notes the imminent failure of the secularists during 1970s, who thought it would be a dominant view in the public only to be proved wrong by the evangelical movement which dominated politics for more than a decade soon after (Connolly 94).
Arendt added to the thinking on the connections of nineteenth-century imperialism with the twentieth-century war over and above what had been argued by others. Her reflections on imperialism appear to be based on generalizations from the Nazi German colonial experience, especially in the South-West of Africa. These regimes designed and implemented acts of mass cruelty in the name of political power. Reacting to the fixation of death in the western political philosophy, Arendt comes up with the memorable notion of ‘nasality’ (Arendt 42). This refers to the idea that she says “men, though they must die, are not born in order to die but instead to begin” (Arendt 43). She asserted that the capacity of imaginative reinvention, to start again, was the most characteristic feature of humans and the bedrock of political action as well. As a strong defender of political pluralism, she rejected violence as an anti-political act, yet she recognized the role of violence in establishing new patterns of social relations. On the other hand, she was a realist and part of her realism involved recognition, contra Morgenthau, and classical realists, of the perennial human fascination with war. Though the past centuries involved war to gain power, it isn’t a modern way anymore. The World War II and the Nazi reign in Germany are examples where terror and violence were used to gain supremacy. While Arendt wasn’t a systematic thinker, a study on what she had to offer in is timely and fills a critical gap in the political theory literature (Arendt 44). 
In Arendt’s work, On Revolution, she takes her rethinking of varied political concepts and goes ahead to apply them to the modern era. She takes issue with Marxist and liberal interpretations of modern political revolutions including America and French. Against liberals, she disputes the claim that such revolutions were majorly concerned with the establishment of a government which would make space for the individual liberty beyond the reach of the economy and state (Arendt 778). Against Marxist interpretations on the French Revolution, Arendt disputes the claim that it was primarily driven by the ‘social question,’ an attempt to overcome poverty and the exclusion of the majority against the few who monopolized resources and wealth in the ‘ancient regime.’ She rather claims what differentiates these revolutions is the fact that they exhibit the exercise of fundamental capacities in politics- that of people acting together on the basis of mutually agreed on purposes before establishing a real public space of freedom. According to her, the American and French revolutions are ultimately failing to establish clearly a reliable political space in which the current activities of the shared decision, deliberation, and coordinated action may be exercised. Referring to French Revolution, the subordination of political freedom to issues of managing welfare reduces political institutions to only administering the distribution of resources (Arendt 781). 
The American Revolution, on the other hand, avoided this fate, and through the constitution, a political society was founded on the basis of comment assent. Arendt saw this as a partial and limited success since America didn’t create an institutional space for its citizens to have free expression, judgment, and persuasion which defined political existence. While the average citizen is protected from the arbitrary exercise of authority by checks and balances in the constitution, he could no longer participate ‘in judgment and authority,’ hence became deprived of exercising his or her political capacities (Arendt 779). Arendt’s ideas have been applied by other writers to such areas as the role of law in war, neo-conservatism, human rights crusading and the Iraq War. The interest of feminists in domestic technology can be tracked to previous debates about housework as one of the key elements of women’s oppression by men or those in power. The concern with the impact of technology on the society reflects the naïve technological determinism which prevailed in the social sciences of the past two centuries (Foucault 28).
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