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1  Introduction

Philosophy of technology does not always include discussions about gender 
issues, but some work does. For example, in the past there has been work on 
reproductive technologies (Dusek 2006) and today there is a growing interest in 
gender issues, for example many people comment on gender bias created by arti-
ficial intelligence. Often this has a feminist angle. A famous source of inspira-
tion remains the work of Donna Haraway (2000), which is still very influential, 
and others such as Judy Wajcman (2004) and some of the authors in this volume. 
Haraway used the cyborg figure in order to try to move beyond male domination 
in social relations and to transgress boundaries. But whereas in Haraway’s post-
modernism there is more emphasis on culture and texts, Wajcman—in line with 
the empirical turn in philosophy of technology, somewhat compatible with post-
phenomenology (Ihde 1990), with affinities to critical theory, and close to or 
within STS—shows how material artefacts themselves are shaped by gender 
meanings, for example how smartphones—through their production—are related 
to conflicts and rape of women in Central Africa. More generally, the latter direc-
tion encourages us to think about how material artefacts are gendered.

The essay presented in this chapter is situated between and beyond these 
approaches: it focuses on concrete technology but tries to retrieve something 
from the more language-oriented philosophy that preceded the empirical turn 
(Coeckelbergh 2017a). For this purpose, I do not start from Haraway, Wajcman, 
or other feminist authors, but use a very different, perhaps unexpected depart-
ing point: the later work of Ludwig Wittgenstein. Drawing on previous work 
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(Coeckelbergh 2017b, c) and calling attention not so much to the performativity of 
discourse (Butler 1988) but to the performativity of humans using artefacts, I use 
Wittgenstein’s use-oriented and holistic thinking about language in order to under-
stand technology as embedded in a social-cultural context, using the concept of 
“technology games”. This enables us to raise gender issues in the following way. 
First, I claim that technology is always part of technology games: through their 
use and thus also use-context (with Wittgenstein one could say: activities, games, 
and form of life), material artefacts and other technologies are always necessar-
ily linked to all kinds of social and cultural meanings. Second, I argue that this 
includes what I call “gender games”. We can and should analyze and reveal how 
material artefacts are linked to various gender meanings that are related to the rel-
evant activities, games and form of life. This not necessarily feminist but certainly 
critical phenomenological and hermeneutical approach, enables us to understand, 
among other things, why and how material artefacts can be gendered (and, as I 
will argue, how they also “gender”). In this way it is in line with the posthumanist 
aim to question binaries (it questions the material/cultural binary), which is pre-
sent in some feminist theory (Haraway) and can also inform the development of 
future and emerging technologies in a way that takes into account, and perhaps 
actively tries to influence and shape, gender issues.

2  Technology Games: Using Wittgenstein for Thinking 
About Technology

It is impossible to do full justice to Wittgenstein’s work and its rich reception his-
tory; for the purpose of this essay I will focus on the later work and offer a brief 
working account and interpretation of what Wittgenstein says about language 
based on his Philosophical Investigations (1953/2009). I will then use this view 
about language, including concepts such as language games and form of life, for 
thinking about technology.

Wittgenstein’s view of language is use-oriented. According to Wittgenstein, 
the meaning of a word is not attached to that word-object but depends on its use. 
Use gives a sign its “life” (Wittgenstein 1953/2009: § 432, 135e). In that sense, 
words are like tools and, more generally, language and conceptions are instru-
ments (§ 569, 159e). He compares words to tools in a toolbox (§ 11, 9e). Tools 
have only meaning in their use and in the context of that use. Likewise, the mean-
ing of words depends on how we use them and, furthermore, on our activities, 
our use-contexts. Therefore, his theory of language and meaning is not only use-
oriented but also holistic. Wittgenstein uses the term “language-game” to refer to 
“the whole, consisting of language and the activities into which it is woven” (§ 7, 
9e). Another term he uses for the whole is “form of life”: “to imagine a language 
means to imagine a form of life” (§ 19, 11e). Thus, language is not a matter of 
isolated word-objects; what gives words meaning is their embeddedness in activi-
ties, games, and a form of life, which we can interpret as their social and culture 
use-context.
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If we now use this approach for thinking about technology (Coeckelbergh 
2017c) and turn the metaphor of the toolbox around, we arrive at the following 
view: technology—here understood as tools—is like language, provided that the 
latter is understood in a Wittgensteinian use-oriented and holistic way. First, the 
meaning of technology is not a matter of isolated artefacts-objects but, as postphe-
nomenology already acknowledged (Ihde 1990: 70), is a matter of use. Using what 
Wittgenstein says about language, we could say that use gives life to technologies 
as tools. Second (and this goes beyond postphenomenology), technologies-in-use 
are always related to, and part of, particular activities, games, and a form of life. 
What I called “technology games” (Coeckelbergh 2017c) shape the meaning of 
particular uses. For example, the meaning of a navigation device is not only about 
that device as a material artefact; the artefact is used in an activity (driving) and a 
use-context (traffic), which is in turn connected to traffic games with its rules and 
implicit knowledge, and ultimately to the way we do things in a car culture and in 
modern society. The meaning of the material artefact is thus embedded in games 
and a form of life. Not only words but also other technologies must be understood 
in this use-oriented and holistic way. As Winner already argued in the 1980s using 
Wittgensteinian language, technologies are part of a form of life in the sense that 
they are “woven into the texture of everyday existence” (Winner 1986: 12) and 
hence are connected with expectations and other elements of the social. For exam-
ple, when we interact with a computer, we already have expectations based on 
older patterns (1986: 14).

Consider how today people interact with assistive home devices with a voice 
interface or with a so-called social robot: before we start talking with the device 
or the robot, there are already conversational patterns and social expectations, in 
which the use of the device is embedded. There are ways we do things with one 
another; social robots tap into these meanings and are governed by these patterns. 
For example, the activities and games of meeting someone, ordering a coffee, or 
talking about the weather. “Meeting” a social robot can be only meaningful and 
successful if embedded in patterns of how humans meet. And “conversation” 
with a device like Alexa can only be meaningful to the human user since that user 
already has experience of human-human conversations.

More generally, there are always already social-cultural patterns in which the 
material artefacts-in-use are embedded. These patterns range from specific activi-
ties and games to aspects of a wider form of life. For example, I have argued 
that our use of contemporary technologies often fits within a romantic culture; 
our expectations about the technologies such as robotics, artificial intelligence, 
and augmented reality relate to our romantic desires for the wondrous, magical, 
extraordinary, emotional, and spiritual (Coeckelbergh 2017d). And the use and 
meaning of service robots may well be embedded in a history of slavery or (mis)
use of animals; there is always a cultural and historical background which contrib-
utes to the meaning of the artefact. The meaning of the material artefact is never 
exhausted by its materiality or functionality; through its use, user, and use-context, 
there is a kind of overflow or abundance of meaning stemming from the games 
and form of life it is part of.
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Using another analogy to language, one may also use the term “grammar”: 
technologies are not just about isolated material elements and not even about 
material elements that are connected and composed (grammar as syntax); they 
are also embedded in, and ruled by, a social-cultural grammar, which shapes and 
makes possible particular meanings of the technology.

Note, however, that although some of this meaning can be formalized (e.g. in 
the form of rules), this grammar is not necessarily implicit, and perhaps can never 
be entirely explicit. Knowing how to do things with technology is connected to 
knowing how to do things in a particular game and form of life, and this includes 
a lot of tacit knowledge. Material technologies are connected to such tacit knowl-
edge as much as they are connected to explicit rules. This explains, by the way, 
why it is so difficult to create very successful “social” technologies or general arti-
ficial intelligence: the social-cultural-material life is embedded and embodied in 
human beings as users. For example, while there has been a lot of progress in nat-
ural language processing, artificial intelligence is still not good enough since nei-
ther symbolic AI based on rules nor pattern recognition through machine learning 
can grasp all the meanings that emerge from our embodied and cultural practices 
and that are linked to our games and form of life, which contain meanings that are 
hard or impossible to make explicit.

A Wittgensteinian framework thus helps us to conceptualize the social and cul-
tural dimension of technologies understood as tools and material artefacts. They 
neither belong to a symbolic world of signs, as postmodern theories made it seem, 
nor do they reside exclusively in a material world that is only loosely connected 
to the social world. Technologies-in-use, as material artefacts that are used and 
that are part of games and use-contexts, belong to both worlds at the same time. 
Technologies are not just things; they are performed and they are social and cul-
tural. The framework suggests a metaphysics and epistemology of technology that 
is less dualist. If it entails a metaphysics at all, it is one that is not about what tech-
nology is but more about what we do with technology and what technology does; 
it is more process-oriented and performative (Coeckelbergh 2017b). If it implies 
an epistemology, it is one that is not just about objects and not just about sub-
jects, but also, less dualistically, about the knowledge that emerges in and from 
technologies-in-use and humans using technologies. The Wittgensteinian frame-
work proposed here is not about bringing back “culture” as if that was a kind of 
“thing”, external to technologies and their use. If there is “cultural” knowledge, it 
is a knowledge that is entangled with the use, games, and form of life connected 
with the technology.

Moreover, this approach also helps us to discuss the normative side of tech-
nologies. Technology games are not neutral; the meanings related to technological 
artefacts have a normative aspect. The games and form of life are also prescrip-
tive, contain rules, encourage one to do things in one way rather than another. The 
grammar of technology is normative. For example, a robot in humanoid form may 
encourage the user to behave as if the robot is a human being. And a device pow-
ered by artificial intelligence may nudge the user to speak in one way rather than 
another, so that the device “understands” what is being said. Or it may nudge the 
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user to treat it as a human or animal companion. Using the proposed approach, we 
can reveal some of the normativities connected to technological artefacts.

Furthermore, if we are not happy with a particular technology and technol-
ogy game, we may want to try to change the technology and change the game(s). 
While we cannot deny that our social and cultural use-grammars are to a large 
extent “given”, we can nevertheless make performative interventions to try to 
change that grammar. Changing our technologies or at least changing the use of 
our technologies is one way to do this. We can “hack” (to use a technology meta-
phor) and “edit” (to use a language metaphor) our technologies and the grammars 
and games they are a part of and help to constitute. Social-technological change 
is possible, even if we always have to acknowledge the power and normativity of 
what is already there. True change and transformation is only possible with such a 
recognition of limitations and resistance.

This normative side of technologies, and indeed the critical, perhaps even polit-
ical potential of a use-oriented and holistic phenomenology and hermeneutics of 
technology, are very relevant to thinking about gender issues, to which I now turn.

3  Gender Games: How Robots and Artificial Intelligent 
Systems Are Linked to, and Enable Us to Perform, 
Gender Meanings, and How We Can Change 
the Games

The normative meanings related to material artefacts can include a gender aspect. 
The proposed Wittgensteinian framework can help to reveal, express, and (there-
fore) critically assess such socially and politically relevant meanings. I propose the 
term “gender games” to articulate the idea that technology as material artefacts-
in-use can be connected to games and a form of life that includes gender-relevant 
meanings, prescriptions, and patterns. How we think about gender—at all kinds 
of levels and in all kinds of contexts—and how we “do” and “perform” gender 
(Butler 1988) shapes not only our language and discourse but also how we develop 
and use technologies. To say, then, that a technological artefact is gendered is to 
say that it is connected to games, patterns, grammars, and a form of life in which 
there are normatively relevant gender meanings that shape the meaning of that par-
ticular technological artefact. The phenomenology and hermeneutics proposed in 
the previous section can help to reveal and analyze these gender meanings. There 
are what we may call “gender grammars” that rule and shape what we do, includ-
ing our use of technologies.

But the direction also goes the other way around: a particular use of technolo-
gies may confirm and perpetuate a particular pattern, grammar, game and form 
of life, including a particular gender meaning and way of dealing with gender. 
Gender grammars and gender games are not fixed, external, and isolated blocks 
of “culture”, nor are they limited to their instantiation in discourse; they are con-
structed, performed, and perpetuated by our concrete performances: performances 
with words but also performances with things. Particular uses of technology and 
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the material artefacts involved are thus not only references or indexes of par-
ticular games and a particular form of life; they also help to constitute these. 
Technologies, understood here as tools and material artefacts, are not only gen-
dered (in the sense that they refer to gender meanings) but are also gendering: 
they actively shape gender meanings. This renders it all the more important to pay 
attention not only to discourse, understood as the use of words, but also to technol-
ogy, understood as the use of tools and things. In this way, the proposed approach 
moves beyond the postmodern obsession with signs but also beyond versions and 
interpretations of the empirical turn that neglected the question of meaning and 
ignored theories of language such as Wittgenstein’s. It takes us beyond the mate-
rial/culture binary, which was arguably always one of the aims of posthumanist 
versions of feminism.

Let me give some examples of how technologies refer to gender meanings and, 
at the same time, help to perpetuate these meanings: how technologies are part of, 
and co-constitute, gender games. This will also further illustrate the critical poten-
tial of a “gender games” approach as proposed here. My examples cluster around 
(1) robotics technologies and (2) artificial intelligence technologies.

3.1  Robots and How Women Are Perceived and Treated

If we start from a dualist and classical realist approach, it is hard to see how robots 
can be directly connected to gender meanings. For example, why can anyone—
e.g. a feminist activist—get upset with a material artefact such as a sex robot? 
From a dualist and realist point of view, it is just a machine, a thing. It is not 
a human being and it is not a woman. It is unconnected to the world of human 
beings, culture and discourse, in which we can have discussions about gender and 
feminism, politics, and so on. It is puzzling why we should worry about a material 
artefact at all. Such an artefact, according to this view, can never be ethically rele-
vant or political itself. If sex robots are problematic at all, it is not the robot that is 
problematic but the human beings. The discussion should not be about technology 
but about how good or bad human beings are.

If, however, we start from the approach proposed in this chapter, then we 
can understand how robots, through their use as connected to particular games 
and a wider form of life, can have gender meanings and can be used to perpetu-
ate these meanings and the related ethical and political problems. For example, 
sex robots having a female shape and used in a particular way (e.g. as “prosti-
tutes” or as “rape victim” or as a “partner”) may then be understood as being con-
nected to games of domination and exploitation (but also: games of conversation 
between partners) and to a form of life in which women are treated as things or—
as Kathleen Richardson argues—property (Richardson 2019), in which violence is 
normalized, and in which social relationships are impoverished. Household robots 
having a female shape may be connected to the history of oppression of women 
and a history of slavery (or to narratives of liberation of women). And contem-
porary sex robots can be connected to a long history of fantasies about artificial 
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lovers and to sexual practices and technologies, all going back to ancient times 
(Devlin 2018). Whatever the claim is (often but not necessarily made from a femi-
nist angle), my point is that the approach I propose enables us to adequately theo-
rize this: it enables connecting the material artefact (and word) to such meanings 
and revealing, analyzing, and critically discussing them. What matters here is nei-
ther the material artefact alone nor the discourse or culture alone; if there is an 
ethical or political problem at all, it is the specific coupling of the material artefact 
to the activities, games, and form of life that is problematic, the specific entangle-
ment of object and subject if you wish. The normativity is in the coupling between 
the technology-in-use and the gender games. An adequate ethical and political 
analysis needs to focus on these precise uses and specific games. In this sense, we 
should not discuss about “the sex robot” as if it were a mere thing and an abstrac-
tion; technology is always also about its uses and the activities and games it is 
connected to, activities and games that are present in a particular culture and soci-
ety and which have a history. These activities, games, and forms of life already 
contain particular ways in which women are perceived and treated, and this feeds 
into our technologies as they are developed and used in particular contexts.

Again it should be emphasized that the relation goes both ways: the wider cul-
tural use-context shapes the meaning of the specific artefact (e.g. a sex robot), but 
at the same time that artefact instantiates and helps to perpetuate the game and 
form of life (e.g. the prostitution game and a form of life in which exploitation or 
objectification of women is normalized). Sex robots are gendered in the sense that 
they refer to wider meanings that are already there and at the same time they help 
to constitute a particular culture, understood not in a reified way but as activities, 
games, and forms of life. In this sense, the robots also “gender”, or at least are 
used by human beings to gender in particular ways. This renders it all the more 
urgent not only to study discourse but also consider technologies in their use and 
use-contexts. Technologies are never merely technical or functional; they also 
actively produce and reproduce meaning, including gender meanings. But it also 
suggests the possibility of change: if the technology does all this, then by changing 
the technologies we can also change how they link to and co-constitute our games 
and forms of life. We can create different robots and use them differently.

Moreover, this less dualistic approach encourages us to not only to critically 
look at actual artefacts but also at images, fantasies, and narratives about the tech-
nology, for example an image of a service robot in female shape, a fantasy of hav-
ing a relationship with a robot, or a narrative about robot slaves. As Haraway and 
the earlier romantics already knew, fiction matters politically, too. This takes us 
once again beyond an approach that interprets “empirical” and “material” in a way 
that narrowly focuses on technologies as material artefacts in the sense of “real 
existing things” or “physical” things, which, in the best case, are then related to 
an external social context in which there is a play of human actors. The use of 
technologies can take many forms, including fictional ones. And things are often 
connected with words. Our names for things matter. For example, whether we call 
a robot a “machine” or a “companion” (or even “lover”) matters for our perception 
of that robot. Language is also a technology and as Wittgenstein argued: words are 

mark.coeckelbergh@univie.ac.at



M. Coeckelbergh34

tools. What matters for the purpose of critical analysis is not the technology as a 
tool or material artefact as such (if that makes sense at all), but the entanglement 
of the technology (real or fictional, material or immaterial) with activities, games 
and a form of life—here: gender games. This can include language games (e.g. 
a particular discourse about women) but more broadly it refers to the way we do 
things (with one another) in a particular social and cultural context. It refers to our 
games and our form of life, including gender games. In this way, the technological 
and the social are intrinsically linked.

3.2  Artificial Intelligence (AI) and Gender Bias

The importance of analyzing the couplings between technologies and gender 
games (in the light of the entanglement of technology with the social through its 
use) also becomes very relevant when we consider another gendered/gendering 
technology example: artificial intelligence (AI) and the problem of bias.

It is often said that artificial intelligence systems, in the form of machine learn-
ing that uses (big) data, risks the creation or perpetuation of bias. This can happen 
through the algorithm and its training but also through the selection and process-
ing of data(sets). Bias can happen at all stages of the process. Bias often arises 
unintentionally: while usually not intended by the developers or users of the sys-
tem, nevertheless the outcomes (e.g. decisions) may be unjust and unfair to par-
ticular individuals and groups. For example, a machine learning algorithm used 
in a criminal justice context may infer that if a suspect’s parents went to prison, 
that suspect has more chance to go to prison. If a recommendation (or even a sen-
tence) is based on this correlation, this unfairly discriminates against people who 
find themselves in such a situation. (House of Commons 2018) Bias often happens 
because there is already bias in the training dataset and, more generally, within 
wider society. For example, machine learning can acquire bias from feeding on 
textual data from the World Wide Web since such language corpora reflect every-
day human culture and language use, including its biases (Caliskan et al. 2017). 
This includes gender bias, which is present in everyday language. The technology 
then functions as a kind of mirror of society, including its present and even his-
torical biases. This renders it hard to avoid or address the problem of bias in and 
through AI.

Again, classical ethics and dualist thinking about humans and technology may 
focus on the human beings only, seeing the technology as merely “technical”. But 
this problem of AI bias is not usually about human beings with good or bad inten-
tions. It is about specific ways the technology interacts with the social and cul-
tural. This cannot be handled by classic frameworks, but the proposed “technology 
games” and “gender games” framework is able to deal with this: it can conceptu-
alize and clarify the problem. It can show how the algorithms, the data, and their 
material infrastructure give rise to bias problems since it understands technology 
and its meanings as intrinsically linked to specific uses, games, and a form of life 
in which there are already meanings present: here gender meanings related to bias.
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This helps to illuminate the case in which a machine algorithm feeds on data 
from the Web and in this way acquires gender bias. This can be conceptualized by 
saying that the data reflect and refer to language games in our culture and society 
which contain gender bias and, more generally, to a historically evolved form of 
life in which there are all kinds of biases, including gender bias. The technology 
and the culture are not two different things: both are already connected because all 
technologies refer in their meaning to the games and a form of life that are already 
there at the moment when the technology is used and that shape the use and mean-
ing of the technology. This explains why we can have “biased AI”, why it is not a 
contradiction to link technology and culture so closely.

However, it would be misleading to suggest that we therefore cannot change 
anything. If we take seriously the framework present, then the relation also goes 
the other way around. First, when it comes to discourse: while language, and in 
particular writing, is a memory technology that “attempts” to fix the bias, the bias 
is not part of a reified realm of culture and language. Both culture and language, 
including its biases, are only present if they are used and performed. We can 
speak and write differently. We can use the technology of writing differently and 
change the technology of our language and writing. This can enable social change, 
including in the area of gender. Second, when it comes to biased AI technology 
and smart algorithms, the algorithms and the data do not only reflect a bias that is 
already there but also actively confirm and perpetuate that bias. The technology-
in-use and in a particular use context performs the bias. The technology is not only 
gendered but also gendering. This is very problematic but also opens up the pos-
sibility for change: we can try to change the technology in such a way that it is no 
longer performing and perpetuating the bias. While both the wider culture and the 
technologies we have at our disposal “try to present themselves” as given and do 
have a pervasive and substantial influence that cannot and should not be ignored, 
ultimately, “cultures” and “technologies” only exist in and through use and perfor-
mance, and we can do performative interventions to change them. We can change 
the game. Perhaps we can even slowly but surely transform our form of life. For 
gender bias this means: we can change our technologies to gender in a different 
way, including our language and our high tech such as artificial intelligence. We 
can make semantic interventions: not only by means of changing the discourse, 
but also by changing technologies.

4  Conclusion: Critical Function, Implications for the 
Development of Technologies, and the Limitations 
of Language Use

Using the proposed approach, we can reveal the games and forms of life particular 
material artefacts are connected to. We can reveal the gender games of specific 
technologies, or more precisely: we can reveal how the material artefact-in-use 
(including how it appears to the user) is connected to gender aspects of the wider 
activities, games, and forms of life. This helps one to understand why artefacts 
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such as sex robots or technologies such as artificial intelligence can give rise to 
very normative and political claims about women and other gender issues. More 
generally, this approach entertains and promises thinking that bridges between 
more “cultural” and more “material” approaches to thinking about technology, 
between (thinking about) language and (thinking about) technology, between 
“objective” and “subjective” thinking, and, in the end, between on the one hand 
humanities and on the other hand engineering and science cultures. This is in line 
with phenomenological and hermeneutic approaches in philosophy and perhaps 
also with posthumanism, including posthumanist versions of feminism.

But it is also a critical approach or is at least compatible with a critical 
approach: once particular technology games/gender games are revealed, one can 
criticize them. One can criticize particular technology-gender games couplings 
and particular technology-form of life couplings. For this purpose, it may well 
be necessary to connect to different games or different players than Wittgenstein, 
games and players that offer specific normative theories. Feminist theory can be 
one such language game and feminist authors such players, among others (e.g. 
Marxian critical theory, Foucaultian theory, etc.). But this can only be done if the 
revealing is done beforehand or in conjunction. In this way we gain more insight 
into how particular artefacts are related to particular games and forms of life. Only 
then can we gain a critical relation to it. We need to do a phenomenology and her-
meneutics of artefacts-in-use and in-context—or rather: in con-technologies and 
con-media (since text is really not the only stuff of which games and forms of life 
are made). For this purpose, it might be interesting to team up with social studies 
of science and technology (STS), given its expertise in connecting material arte-
facts to social games, but then the theoretical framework needs to be compatible 
with the proposed approach. Moreover, the revealing itself has already a critical 
function, in so far as people may be unaware of the relevant games and forms of 
life, including gender games, that are connected with specific technologies. There 
is no critical evaluation and no possibility for resistance if there is no awareness.

However, as I suggested in my discussion of examples, attention to technol-
ogy games/gender games and critical work on these games needs not be limited to 
interventions in discourse; it can also become more practical (or more practical in 
other domains than discourse practices) and probably should become more practi-
cal. The proposed approach should have implications not only for thinking about 
technologies but also for the development and use of technologies. We can try to 
develop technologies that have a more desirable meaning, including gender mean-
ing. If we evaluate such meanings and couplings as undesirable and unjust, we can 
try to create technologies that are gendered and gender in a different way. We can 
also try to change the relevant game or form of life in different ways, and thereby 
also influence and re-shape a specific artefact-game or artefact-form of life cou-
pling. Discourse remains relevant. But technology is one area where the games are 
played and the games are constituted, including gender games. The development 
of technologies needs to be taken seriously as an area where not only “techni-
cal” things are done but where also the social and culture is forged, where seman-
tics is performed, and where social change can take place. Discourse and related 
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technologies and media such as writing constitute only one kind of technological 
realm, one kind of media. And given the pervasive influence of other technologies 
such as digital technologies, it is not necessarily the most powerful.

If we want change, then, including change with regard to gender issues, it is 
important to understand the limitations of the use of language. For sure, language 
can help to intervene in technology development. Words can be tools for change. 
One could talk to technology developers. One could try to articulate the mean-
ings and values that are embedded in a particular technology, including the gender 
meanings. One could try to articulate the technology games/gender games. One 
could even try to show how the technology fits within a form of life. However, 
first, given their semantic activities as explained here, technologies (other than 
everyday language, since technologies such as artificial intelligence and robotics 
also make use of other languages such as programming languages) have a power 
and influence on their own, which limits what language can do. And, second, one 
also encounters the problem of implicit knowledge. Given the presence of implicit 
knowledge in technology games/gender games, not all gender meanings in a par-
ticular social and cultural context can be made explicit. It is possible to play a 
game without fully knowing what one is doing and without fully being able to 
explain what one is doing, at least if “knowing” means explicit knowledge. It is 
possible to live a form of life without fully being able to articulate it. If this is the 
case, then this seems to set limits not only to the project of revealing gender games 
but also to changing them. It may seem that it is very hard to change a particular 
game, let alone a form of life. However, this assumes again that language is the 
only way to really change anything. Given the semantic power of technologies as 
theorized here, different technologies and different uses of technologies—that is, 
other technologies and media than language—can and should also be the part of a 
path towards social change. If technology and its meanings are interpreted in the 
way proposed in this chapter, the power of technology is not only a threat or a lim-
itation; it is also a chance. Technology is also a realm where change can happen—
precisely because it is not a separate realm, because it is deeply and intrinsically 
connected with meaning. Technology, as gendered and gendering, also provides a 
chance for doing things differently. Probably a combination of words and (other) 
tools is needed to “gender” in a different way, a change in the way we speak and a 
change in the way we use other technologies.

Yet staying closer to Wittgenstein again and keeping in mind the power of 
existing technologies-in-use and media-in-use in which gender meanings are 
embedded in various ways, it is probably wise not to overestimate the possibility 
of social change. The possibility of changing the way we do things in a particular 
con-text and con-technology is limited. Whatever our good intentions and concrete 
efforts in the realm of language and in other technologies may be: like all games, 
gender games cannot easily be changed and it is difficult to institutionalize new 
games. Maybe only small changes are possible, through particular activities and 
technologies. Small changes in performances. Some new performances in particu-
lar “marginal” contexts. But all changes to technology games/gender games, even 
if small, matter.
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