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To interpret is a way of reacting to enunciative poverty, and to
compensate for it by a multiplication of meaning; a way of speaking
on the basis of that poverty, and yet despite it. But to analyse a
discursive formation is to seek the law of that poverty, it is to weigh
it up, and to determine its specific form. In one sense, therefore, it is
to weigh the “value” of statements. A value that is not defined by
their truth, that is not gauged by the presence of a secret content;
but which characterizes their place, their capacity for circulation
and exchange, their possibility for transformation, not only in the
economy of discourse, but more generally, in the administration of
scarce resources. In one sense, discourse ceases to be what it is for
the exegetic attitude: an inexhaustible treasure from which one can
always draw new, and always unpredictable riches; a providence
that has always spoken in advance, and which enables one to hear,
when one knows how to listen, retrospective oracles: it appears as
an asset—finite, limited, desirable, useful—that has its own rules of
appearance, but also its own conditions of appropriation and
operation; an asset that consequently, from the moment of its
existence (and not only in its “practical applications”), poses the
question of power; an asset that is, by nature, the object of struggle,
a political struggle.

—Michel Foucault, The Archaeology of Knowledge
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in the early 1960s. I told her what I'd learned about the “Homeowner’s
Manual” that all new residents of Levittown received. These manuals had
all sorts of “do’s and don’ts” that would be “strictly enforced.” These included
lawn-mowing guidelines, the requirement of permission to change the color
of the house, and the prohibition of fences and clotheslines.
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must think this is some kind of stoop!” For my friend, reflecting on the story
of Levittown, it became clear that it was the conviction that her parents had
left “the stoop” behind in Brooklyn that provoked these seasonal fits of pique.
She also had the sense that there was some connection between “the
stoop thing” and the threat in her mother’s voice when she told my friend
and her younger sister to be home at such-and-such an hour and “don’t
make me yell out for you.” “Yelling out,” like passing hot days on the
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Foucaultian Method
A New Tale to Tell

Feminist and critical race theorists alike have long acknowledged the
“intersection” of gender and race difference; it is by now a truism that the
ways that we become boys and girls, men and women cannot be disentangled
from the ways in which we become white or black men and women, Asian or
Latino boys and girls. Such theoretical analyses have contributed in important
ways to discussions of how gender is “raced” and how race is “gendered.”
And yet, there has been little comparative analysis of the specific mechanisms
that are at work in the “production” of each, that is, how they are intelligible
as categories, together with the ways these categories come to make sense of
us—as raced and gendered human beings. Recognizing important differences
between the production of gender and race can help feminist and critical race
theorists “think together” these categories without conflating and thus mis-
understanding the specific mechanisms of each.

1 propose that in Foucault’s analytics of power we may find critical
tools for understanding and addressing the gap between the reality, which is
always a complex production of difference, and our analyses, which seem
generally to focus on one sort of difference to the exclusion of another.
Even as Foucault’s failure to address the production of gender in a sustained
way has been rightfully and frequently noted, feminist theorists have
found Foucault’s later (or “genealogical”) work useful for understanding
the production of gender and the specific expression of power that
captures its operation.’ In fact, as Susan Bordo has noted, Foucault’s famous
interest in the body and its “disciplining” coincided with feminist contentions
that the “ ‘definition and shaping’ of the [gendered] body is ‘the focal point
for struggles over the shape of power’” (Bordo 1993, 17). In Bordo’s
own feminist Foucaultian analysis in “The Body and the Reproduction of
Femininity,” for example, she observes that women’s preoccupation with
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the “pursuit of an ever-changing, homogenizing, elusive ideal of femininity”
effectively renders female bodies “docile bodies,” “bodies whose forces
and energies are habituated to external regulation, subjection, trans-
formation, ‘improvement’ ” (ibid., 166). The successful fashioning of the
docile body thus relies ultimately on the internalization of standards, rules,
and norms that are the focus of Foucault’s analyses. In other words, even as
women’s active cultivation of femininity may be promoted by images in
magazines or other media and reinforced by means of rewards and
punishments via any number of social institutions, the real mark of what
Foucault calls “disciplinary power” is its deployment by individual
subjects who direct this power inward, applying it to their own bodies, their
own selves.”

While feminist applications of Foucault’s ideas are now commonplace,
comparable applications of his analyses of power to questions concerning
race have been more limited.? Foucault’s work published before his death in
1984 reflects a virtual silence with respect to the deployment of race as a
category of difference. Unlike gender, which, as Simone de Beauvoir famously
noted, was not the result of some “occurrence”—that is, it has no clear
beginning or “historical facts” that can explain the category or the subjection
with which it is associated (Beauvoir [1949] 1989, xxiv)—the idea of “race”
has origins traceable to the early modern period, from which time attributions
of racial difference have entailed exploitation, enslavement, and even geno-
cide.* It is for this reason that Foucault’s conception of power as pouvoir, a
concept that emphasizes “productiveness” over “repressiveness” and the pos-
sibilities of “resistance” over “determination,” fails to describe the operation
of “power”—in the more conventional, encompassing sense—with respect to
the history of racist oppression.’

Foucault in fact clarifies that the conception of power as pouvoir was not
intended to describe these sorts of power relations. In “The Subject and
Power,” he writes that “slavery is not a power relationship when a man is in
chains, only when he has some possible mobility, even a chance of escape. (In
this case, it is a question of a physical relationship of constraint)” (Foucault
[1982] 1983, 221).% Simple “constraint” is certainly too limiting a concept to
describe the specific expression of power involved in the forms of racist
exclusion prevalent today; “disciplinary power” inadequately captures the
particular kind of power at work in the contemporary promotion of white
supremacy. For example, de facto residential segregation—the racial homo-
geneity that has generally marked neighborhoods in the United States since
the Second World War (see, e.g., Massey and Denton 1993)—can no longer -
be attributed to an obvious sort of “constraint” as laws proscribing discrimi-
nation have now been in place for decades. Nor, it appears, can an ascription
of “disciplinary power” genuinely explain the great disparities in wealth and
resources evident when comparing the status of white and nonwhite commu-
nities. The multiplicity of measures denying black women reproductive free-
dom relative to white women (see, e.g., Roberts 1997) are similarly difficult to
characterize in these terms, as is the disproportionate number of black men
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involved in the criminal justice system (see, e.g., Maguire and Pastore 1998).
Although it is compelling to describe the production of gender as a function
of disciplinary power, then, we cannot simply extend that analysis to the
production of race.

What these examples do suggest is that even if, as many have suggested,
race and gender work in complementary ways, they do not work in the same
way, which fact has presented a challenge to theorists who are trying to think
the two categories together. The project of this book is to explore the nature of
this difference and this difficulty. In this introduction I explain my effort to
make use of Foucault’s methods to understand the operation of gender and
race. While, as so many feminist theorists have compellingly shown, the
deployment of gender is best understood as a function of disciplinary power,
I will argue that the deployment of race is primarily a function of what
Foucault calls “biopower,” an expression of power that is bound up with the
state apparatus.

Foucault’s “genealogical” work, particularly Discipline and Punish and
the first volume of The History of Sexuality, has been prominently featured
in feminist theory and frequently cited in work by critical race theorists.
His earlier, “archaeological” works, up to and including The Archaeology
of Knowledge, are more concerned with the examination of the discourses
in and through which we think and act and have received comparatively
less attention.” Nonetheless, Foucault’s archaeological method significantly
informs the genealogical work that follows it. This introduction demonstrates
the important role that archaeological method—together with the genealogy
that comes later—can play in thinking about the production of race
and gender, illuminating the historical contingency of these categories of
difference, which take shape and become meaningful at particular times
and in specific geographic locations. As my present interest is in con-
temporary formations of race and gender in the United States, I take as the
focus of my analysis cases that emerged here in the second half of the
twentieth century.

To think about race and gender together, I ultimately contend, we
must attend especially to a third figure, “the family,” the critical site for the
production of difference. By “the family” I mean both the social formation
and the normative idea that shapes our understanding of what the family is
or is supposed to be. I argue that disciplinary power—and the production of
gender with which it is associated—may be located within the family,
the privileged location of the internalization of social norms. By contrast,
biopower—what Foucault sometimes characterizes as a “regulatory” power
that he explicitly associates with the production of race—issues from outside
and acts upon the family. While I contend that examination of the family
should occupy a central place in examinations of the production of difference,
I also note that the family has significantly receded in contemporary feminist
theoretical analysis. This displacement of the family is an important develop-
ment in the discipline; its examination provides us an opportunity to trace the
deleterious effects of conceptions of gender that have come to dominance, as
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well as the possibilities for reconceiving these understandings, and is where
[ begin.

Toward an Archaeology of Gender

Feminist Theory: Privileging Gender, Obscuring Race

Thinking critically about the family constituted the focal point of feminist
theoretical analysis at the beginning of the Second Wave. Redress of
what Betty Friedan ten years earlier had called “the problem that has no
name,” that is, the suburban woman’s confinement in the home (Friedan
1963), was taken in the burgeoning activism of the late 1960s and
early 1970s to entail a much broader set of demands pertaining to woman’s
position in the family. These included the legal reforms that brought about
reproductive choice, the recognition of marital rape, and the founding of
battered women’s shelters and day-care centers (Nicholson 1986; Echols
1989). Feminist theory and in particular Shulamith Firestone’s Dialectic of
Sex ([1970] 1979) and Gayle Rubin’s “Traffic in Women” (1975) provided
the most developed critiques of women’s identification with the domestic
sphere and foregrounded the figure of the family as the primary instrument of
women’s subjection. Despite the significant differences between Firestone and
Rubin—differences that would come to characterize, for most of the rest of the
century, principal and competing methodologies of feminist thinking—each
places the institution of the family and women’s position within it at the center
of her analysis.® While feminist theory since that time can trace its focus on
gender as the most salient object of analysis to Rubin’s 1975 treatment, the
work that emblematizes this shift in emphasis from the family to women’s role
is perhaps The Reproduction of Mothering, the book that came to be so closely
identified with feminist theories of gender throughout the 1980s.”

In this 1978 classic Chodorow argues that gender identity is acquired in
the family. To understand, as she writes, how women “are produced” as
women, with the “social and economic location” (Chodorow 1978, 13) that
production entails, we must examine the disparity between the positions
men and women assume in the family. Both girls and boys will enjoy a
primary emotional bond with their mothers, but the development of boys’
and girls’ identities (and the affective capacities with which these are asso-
ciated) must then diverge at the oedipal stage to facilitate girls’ assumption
of the mother’s position—generally restricted to the private sphere of the
family—and boys’ assumption of the father’s, which occupies the public
sphere beyond the family. This divergence in development is responsible,
according to Chodorow, for the -assignment of the different positions that
characterize what she calls “the social organization and reproduction of
gender” (ibid., 7).

Even as The Reproduction of Mothering came to occupy a prominent
place in feminist theories of gender, it also came to stand, as Chodorow



