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ABSTRACT – This study explores how 
biohacking technologies, particularly those 
involving cognitive augmentation and bodily 
modification, reshape social identity and class 
structures through a post-humanist sociological 
perspective. By employing a literature-based 
approach, the research analyzes how 
technological interventions alter the construction 
of the self, redefine social hierarchies, and 
fragment traditional identity categories. The 
analysis reveals that biohacking introduces new 
symbolic economies wherein enhanced bodies 
become markers of social privilege. Access to 
enhancement tools remains uneven, further 
embedding socio-economic disparities. 
Technologically modified individuals often 
experience elevated status, while those 
without access face exclusion from evolving 
social norms. The concept of identity is 
transformed into a dynamic construct shaped 
by technological capability, leading to the 
emergence of techno-subjectivities. These 
shifts challenge the integrity of communal 
experiences and disrupt the formation of 
collective solidarity. The findings suggest that 
biohacking, while presented as a personal or 
liberatory choice, contributes to the 
reproduction of structural inequality when left 
unregulated. The study underscores the 
importance of critical inquiry into how identity 
and class are continually reconfigured in light of 
technological advancement, offering a sociological 
contribution that moves beyond celebration 
toward deeper reflection. 

Keywords: Biohacking, post-humanism, social 
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embodiment, sociological transformation, human 
enhancement. 

A. INTRODUCTION  

In recent years, the emergence of biohacking 
technologies has challenged conventional 
understandings of the human body and identity 
(Gaspar et al., 2019). As biomedical enhancements 
and cognitive augmentation tools become 

increasingly accessible, they are reshaping how 
individuals perceive their physical and mental 
boundaries (Darmawan, 2025). The 
sociological lens offers a powerful framework to 
examine how these technologies influence not 
only personal identity but also collective 
notions of humanity. What was once considered 
purely biological is now subject to technological 
intervention, raising significant philosophical 
and social questions (Tomašovičová, 2022). 

Social theorists have long interrogated the 
relationship between the body and societal 
structures, but the arrival of post-humanism, 
fueled by biohacking, presents a novel 
trajectory. Technologies that modify bodily 
capacities or enhance cognitive functions push 
the boundaries of the 'natural' human. These 
developments lead to redefinitions of personhood, 
agency, and even moral responsibility. Post-
humanism, as a sociological inquiry, thus compels 
a reevaluation of long-held assumptions about 
human limits, particularly when human faculties 
are technologically mediated (Ahn, 2023). 

Beyond individual transformations, these 
technologies impact collective social 
arrangements (Arifin & Darmawan, 2021). 
Access to biohacking tools—such as neural 
implants, gene editing, or smart prosthetics—
introduces new dimensions of inequality and 
privilege. Those with economic means or 
technological literacy may gain advantages that 
reshape class dynamics and reinforce structural 
disparities. This raises concerns over equity, 
autonomy, and the reconfiguration of social 
stratification in technologically mediated 
societies (Hobson & Roessing, 2022). 

Further, the visibility of technologically modified 
bodies in public and digital spaces cultivates new 
aesthetic norms and pressures. These visible 
alterations become part of social identity 
construction, influencing how bodies are read, 
judged, and categorized. As biohacking blurs the 
line between enhancement and identity 
expression, it demands critical attention to its 
societal ramifications (McMillan, 2020). 
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The core issues that arise from this 
transformation are complex. One major issue is 
the regulation and governance of biohacking 
technologies (Lewis & Thomson, 2019). Despite 
their growing presence, policies surrounding 
their ethical application remain underdeveloped. 
Scholars such as Fukuyama (2002) have warned 
about the potential for technological 
enhancement to undermine democratic equality, 
yet enforcement mechanisms lag behind. 

Another pressing concern is the epistemological 
uncertainty surrounding post-human identity. 
Haraway (1991) argues that traditional 
dichotomies of human versus machine are 
collapsing, but without clear frameworks, the 
social implications remain speculative. This 
ambiguity influences public discourse, legal 
categorization, and institutional practices, often 
leaving critical gaps in protection and 
recognition (Kadlecová, 2020). 

A further issue involves the cultural and 
symbolic meanings attributed to 
technologically altered bodies. As argued by 
Balsamo (1996), the technologically mediated 
body becomes a site of power negotiation—
both as object and subject. Such bodies are 
often situated within discourses of 
productivity, control, and desire, which 
complicate efforts to understand them merely 
as empowered entities (Rose, 2017). 

These problems signal the necessity of 
sociological investigation. The transformation 
of the human body through technology is not 
simply a technical matter; it has social 
repercussions that demand rigorous analysis 
(Bednar & Welch, 2020). The shifting 
definition of identity, coupled with emerging 
class formations based on technological 
access, necessitates scholarly attention. As 
such, analyzing biohacking within a post-
humanist sociological perspective is essential to 
grasp the trajectory of human development in 
the digital age (Sands, 2022). 

This issue warrants focused attention because it 
reshapes our understanding of identity, 
community, and societal expectations. The 
increasing normalization of body enhancement 
challenges traditional frameworks of 
personhood and raises critical questions 
regarding authenticity and agency. Furthermore, 
these shifts are not occurring in isolation—they 
are intertwined with larger institutional and 
cultural systems that influence how these 
bodies are accepted or marginalized. 

This study aims to explore how biohacking 
technologies are reshaping contemporary 
understandings of the human body and identity 
within the sociological framework of post-
humanism. By examining how technological 
modification intersects with social categorization 
and inequality, this analysis seeks to illuminate 
the changing dynamics of identity formation and 
class distinction. The findings of this study 
contribute to the growing discourse on the 
sociotechnical construction of identity, offering 
insights into how technology mediates human 
existence in evolving social orders. 

B. METHOD  

This research adopts a qualitative literature review 
method, emphasizing a normative-sociological 
analysis. It draws upon primary and secondary 
academic sources to explore the impact of 
biohacking within the framework of post-humanist 
sociology. According to Neuman (2006), literature-
based research is suitable for examining theoretical 
constructs and understanding how concepts 
evolve in response to social changes. This approach 
allows the study to identify connections between 
technological developments and their sociological 
implications without relying on empirical 
fieldwork. The data used include books, peer-
reviewed journal articles, and relevant legal or 
institutional frameworks regarding body 
modification and technological enhancement. 

The data collection technique is based on 
structured reading and critical interpretation of 
selected texts. This aligns with Blaikie's (2000) 
description of qualitative research strategies 
that emphasize meaning, subjectivity, and 
interpretation over quantification. Sources are 
chosen based on their relevance to themes of 
identity, technology, and social stratification. The 
analysis technique is inductive and interpretive, 
seeking patterns of argumentation that reveal how 
biohacking influences contemporary perceptions 
of social identity and class. The trustworthiness of 
the data is supported through triangulation by 
comparing different scholarly perspectives on 
the same topic and ensuring alignment with 
established sociological theories. 

C. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION   

In recent decades, the convergence of biology and 
technology has brought forth a reimagining of the 
human form (Xu et al., 2019). Advancements once 
confined to the realm of medical restoration now 
enter territories of enhancement and voluntary 
transformation. Individuals are no longer 
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limited to passive interactions with their bodies; 
instead, they actively reengineer themselves in 
pursuit of elevated states of being (Courpasson 
& Monties, 2017). This phenomenon signals a 
cultural shift that challenges long-standing 
assumptions about the body as a static 
biological entity. 

At the heart of this transformation lies the 
emergence of biohacking—an array of practices 
that integrate digital tools, genetic 
interventions, and mechanical augmentations 
into the human body (Lupton, 2015). These 
interventions transcend therapeutic intent and 
redefine the very purpose of embodiment. No 
longer directed solely by survival or recovery, 
bodily modification becomes an instrument of 
self-determined evolution (Harwood et al., 
2023). The resulting figures embody aspirations, 
anxieties, and philosophical reorientations 
surrounding the nature of existence in 
technologically saturated environments. 

Traditional sociological frameworks, while 
invaluable in interpreting collective behavior 
and social patterns, often fall short in explaining 
the ontological upheavals triggered by such 
innovations (Bour, 2019). It is here that post-
humanist theory proves instrumental. By 
decentering the human subject and embracing a 
fluid interplay between organisms and 
machines, this lens opens new pathways for 
understanding how emerging technologies 
reshape identity. The body, once viewed as a 
vessel of social inscription, is now an open 
interface subject to design, iteration, and 
experimentation (Haddow et al., 2023). 

These shifts are not merely superficial; they 
penetrate the deepest layers of selfhood and 
interpersonal dynamics. The individual 
becomes a site of convergence for cultural 
codes, technological capacities, and biological 
potentialities (Drozdova & Vlasova, 2019). As 
such, identity construction becomes a process 
mediated by circuits, implants, and data, 
complicating traditional markers of gender, 
race, and ability. In this emergent order, human 
agency is recalibrated to accommodate the 
material influence of innovation (Suchman, 2020). 

By acknowledging this transformation, 
sociology finds itself compelled to expand its 
analytical vocabulary (Bakirov, 2021). The 
post-humanist orientation encourages a 
departure from anthropocentric paradigms 
and moves toward a relational understanding of 
subjectivity (Homewood, 2018). In this view, 
biohacking is neither anomaly nor fringe 

experiment—it is a central development that 
demands critical attention. Through this lens, 
society is not just reacting to technological 
progress; it is actively being reconstructed by it. 

The sociological lens of post-humanism offers 
an insightful framework for examining how 
biohacking technologies—ranging from 
cognitive enhancements to bodily 
modifications—restructure the way individuals 
perceive themselves and are positioned within 
society (Aznar & Burguete, 2020). Unlike 
traditional biomedical interventions, 
biohacking introduces deliberate technological 
intrusions into the body that extend beyond 
medical necessity, reflecting desires for 
performance optimization, aesthetic 
redefinition, and ontological experimentation. 
According to Braidotti (2006), post-humanist 
thought detaches the human condition from its 
species-bound limitations and repositions it 
within a network of technological assemblages. 
Within this framework, biohacking is not 
merely a tool but a mechanism for constructing 
new identities that blur the line between 
organic and synthetic, human and machine 
(Petersén, 2023). 

The implications of these alterations are most 
visible in the way social identities are 
constructed and validated (Loewenthal, 
2017). Traditional identity categories—such 
as gender, age, and ability—are destabilized 
as technological augmentation introduces a 
layer of fluidity and choice. As Haraway 
(2003) argued in her work on the cyborg 
metaphor, hybrid identities born out of 
technological integration challenge the 
coherence of essentialist identity markers. 
Biohackers who opt for neural implants, 
subdermal chips, or prosthetic enhancements 
embody new forms of self-expression that 
reflect autonomy and resistance to normative 
bodily standards, which often place them at 
odds with dominant cultural narratives 
(Barfield & Williams, 2017). 

However, this transformation is not experienced 
uniformly across all social strata. The capacity to 
engage in biohacking practices is often restricted 
by access to knowledge, financial resources, and 
technological infrastructure. Rose (2007) 
observed that the governance of biotechnological 
access reproduces socio-economic boundaries, 
thereby generating new hierarchies of 
embodiment. Those who can afford sophisticated 
enhancements acquire advantages not only 
biologically, but also socially, as augmented 
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capabilities begin to serve as status markers. 
This phenomenon reinforces a stratification 
system where technologically altered bodies 
symbolize elite membership, while 
unmodified bodies are seen as lagging behind 
(Zanc & Lupu, 2013). 

Moreover, the normalization of enhanced 
bodies shifts societal expectations regarding 
performance, productivity, and aesthetics 
(Vogiatzaki & Krukowski, 2016). As Hogle 
(2005) noted, biomedical technologies tend to 
redefine the "normal" body in alignment with 
idealized capacities, placing pressure on 
individuals to conform or risk marginalization. In 
such a landscape, identity becomes increasingly 
performative and technological, tied to one’s 
ability to keep up with rapid enhancements 
(Siegel et al., 2017). This redefinition of bodily 
worth translates into new forms of symbolic 
capital within class structures. 

Biohacking, therefore, reconfigures not just the 
individual’s self-concept but the broader social 
order (Jansen & Wehrle, 2018). The emergence 
of augmented elites, defined by their access to 
enhancement technologies, reveals a techno-
elitism that reshapes class boundaries (Nabben, 
2021). According to Sadowski (2010) and Tyfield 
et al. (2017), the political economy of biohacking 
is inseparable from neoliberal ideologies that 
promote personal optimization as both moral 
imperative and market commodity. In this view, 
enhancement is no longer a personal choice but a 
socioeconomic demand, leading to the 
commodification of identity. 

Social cohesion is also disrupted as biohacked 
individuals create communities with shared 
technological ideologies, often disconnected 
from conventional identity groupings (Barceló 
& Lemkow, 2016). These enclaves may foster 
solidarity among the bio-enhanced, but they can 
alienate those outside the augmentation 
discourse. As Wolfe (2010) observed, post-
humanism problematizes the notion of a unified 
“human” identity, replacing it with a multiplicity 
of techno-subjectivities that are hierarchically 
organized by access and capability. This 
transformation exacerbates feelings of exclusion 
among unaugmented populations (Gomel, 2011). 

Education, employment, and even interpersonal 
relationships begin to reflect these new 
divisions (Gangwar, 2020). Individuals with 
cognitive enhancements, such as nootropic 
implants or neurostimulators, may outperform 
others in competitive settings, creating pressure 
on institutions to adjust their standards. As 

Franklin (2007) and Mulligan et al. (2019) 
emphasized, the integration of technology 
into identity construction forces social 
institutions to redefine merit, fairness, and 
inclusion in an age where enhancement can 
skew baselines of comparison. 

Legal and ethical systems struggle to keep pace 
with these sociotechnical shifts (Pasmore et al., 
2019). The absence of clear regulatory 
boundaries around elective human enhancement 
allows disparities to proliferate. As Coeckelbergh 
(2009) noted, the unequal distribution of 
enhancement technologies raises questions 
about justice, autonomy, and democratic access. 
While biohacking offers opportunities for self-
reinvention, it also risks entrenching privilege in 
more subtle and biologically coded forms. 

Cultural narratives around the "post-human" 
reinforce these disparities (Zettler et al., 2019). 
Popular media often depict enhanced individuals 
as superior, desirable, or even more evolved, 
creating aspirational models that amplify class 
tension (Chithra, 2021). This symbolic 
construction feeds into consumer behaviors, 
where body enhancement is marketed as 
empowerment but primarily benefits those with 
purchasing power. As Hayles (2008) described, 
the post-human subject becomes a product 
shaped by both desire and market logic. 

The destabilization of traditional social 
markers gives rise to identity crises and 
alienation among individuals who cannot or 
choose not to participate in biohacking (Henry, 
2014). This divergence creates rifts within 
communities and families, as value systems 
diverge based on technological affinity. The 
sociological outcome is a bifurcation of 
identity pathways—one oriented toward 
techno-progress, the other toward organic 
resistance (Cohen et al., 2016). This tension 
mirrors larger cultural debates over 
authenticity, belonging, and what it means to 
be human. 

These developments challenge the foundations 
of collective solidarity. When identity becomes 
technologically modulated, shared experiences 
are fragmented by differing levels of 
enhancement (Bologan & Seo, 2017). The notion 
of common struggle, essential to social 
movements and cohesion, weakens as 
individuals become isolated within personalized 
technological trajectories. Sloterdijk (2009) 
noted that such fragmentation risks turning 
society into an archipelago of individuals, each 
shaped by their own bio-technological profile. 



-23- 

Nevertheless, resistance emerges from critical 
sociological voices and grassroots movements 
(Ourahmoune, 2017). Scholars and activists 
warn against the uncritical adoption of 
enhancement technologies without interrogating 
their implications for equity and social justice. As 
Ihde (2002) argued, technological embodiment 
should not obscure the social and political 
conditions that shape access. The reframing of 
identity through biohacking must be read not as 
liberation, but as participation in a complex 
system of power and exclusion. 

The convergence of human ambition and 
technological capacity has given rise to a form of 
embodiment that exceeds conventional 
understanding (Gladden, 2019). No longer 
defined solely by organic composition or 
inherited traits, the body has become a dynamic 
platform for reconfiguration. This shift compels 
scholars to reevaluate long-standing 
assumptions about subjectivity, agency, and 
social classification, particularly as enhancement 
becomes both a personal aspiration and a 
commodified ideal (Welsh, 2020). 

While the pursuit of transformation is often 
framed as empowerment, it simultaneously 
introduces modes of exclusion that mirror, and 
sometimes intensify, preexisting social divides. 
Technological access, proficiency, and literacy 
determine who may participate in the 
redefinition of selfhood (Masur, 2020). These 
disparities embed themselves not only in the 
body, but in educational systems, labor markets, 
and institutional structures that reward 
technologically mediated performance. 

What emerges is a new architecture of social 
meaning, one in which difference is 
engineered and hierarchy recalibrated 
through tools of augmentation. As individuals 
navigate this landscape, the lines separating 
choice from necessity, identity from 
aspiration, and liberation from conformity 
begin to blur (Rabb, 2023). The implications of 
this ambiguity stretch beyond aesthetics or 
ability—they challenge the very foundations of 
ethical social engagement. 

It becomes increasingly clear that biohacking 
cannot be understood solely through scientific, 
medical, or technological discourses. It must be 
addressed as a profoundly sociological 
phenomenon, with ramifications that shape 
how people understand worth, value, and place 
in a stratified world. The reconstructed body is 
not apolitical—it carries inscriptions of 
privilege, regulation, and ideology. 

Therefore, the discourse must shift from 
fascination to critical vigilance. The future of 
bodily enhancement demands frameworks that 
account for power, equity, and responsibility. 
Only by confronting the social architectures that 
surround biohacking can we avoid reinscribing 
the very forms of inequality that innovation 
seeks to transcend. 

D. CONCLUSION 

The transformation of the human body and 
self-conception through biohacking 
technologies reflects more than mere personal 
choice; it reshapes the foundational 
dimensions of social identity and class 
relations. This study has demonstrated that the 
integration of enhancement technologies 
within the post-humanist sociological 
framework results in new hierarchies of 
embodiment, fragmented notions of collective 
identity, and a shift in symbolic capital. 
Technological modifications have generated 
fluid, hybrid subjectivities that challenge 
traditional social categories, yet simultaneously 
reinforce inequality through uneven access and 
market-driven logic. 

The examination of biohacking through a 
sociological and post-humanist lens brings to 
light implications that affect not just 
individuals but the broader structure of 
society. As technological intervention 
becomes embedded in the formation of social 
status and identity, questions of fairness, 
inclusion, and institutional responsibility 
become unavoidable. The findings suggest a 
pressing need for scholars, educators, and 
policymakers to address how identity is 
increasingly mediated by technologies not 
governed equitably. Ignoring these 
developments could lead to deeper divisions 
and erosion of shared social narratives that 
sustain cohesion in human communities. 

This paper recommends sustained academic 
attention and empirical research to monitor 
how technological self-modification influences 
emerging social patterns. Although biohacking 
presents an image of individual empowerment, 
it necessitates vigilant scrutiny to ensure it 
does not intensify marginalization under the 
guise of progress. Future sociological inquiry 
should continue to interrogate these 
transformations with intellectual precision 
and ethical commitment, ensuring that the 
technological future remains critically engaged 
rather than blindly celebrated. 
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