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INTERSECTIONALITY

READING 43

It’s All in the Family: Intersections
of Gender, Race, and Nation

Patricia Hill Collins

When former vice president Dan Quayle used the
term family values'near the end of a speech at a
political fundraiser in 1992, he apparently touched
a national nerve. Following Quayle’s speech,; close to
three hundred articles using the term family values in
their titles appeared in the popular press. Despite the
range of political perspectives expressed on “family
values,” one thing remained clear—“family values,”
however defined, seemed central to national well-
being. The term family values constituted a touch-
stone, a phrase that apparently tapped much deeper
feelings about the significance of ideas of family, if
not actual families themselves, in the United States.
Situated in the center of “family values” debates is
an imagined traditional family ideal. Formed through
a combination of marital and blood ties, ideal fami-
Jies consist of heterosexual couples that produce their
own biological children. Such families have a specific
authority structure; namely, a father-head earning
an adequate family wage, a stay-at-home wife, and
children. Those who idealize the traditional family
as a private haven from a public world see family as
held together by primary emotional bonds of love
and caring. Assuming a relatively fixed sexual divi-
sion of labor, wherein women’s roles are defined as
primarily in the home and men’s in the public world
of work, the traditional family ideal also assumes the
separation of work and family. Defined as a natural
or biological arrangement based on heterosexual at-
traction, this monolithic family type articulates with
governmental structures. It is organized not around
a biological core, but a state-sanctioned, heterosexual
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_ideal provides an interpretive framework that accom-

marriage that confers legitimacy not only on the
family structure itself but on children born into it
(Andersen 1991).!

The power of this traditional family ideal lies in its
dual function as an ideological construction and as a
fundamental principle of social organization. As ide-
ology, thetoric associated with the traditional family

modates a range of meanings. Just as reworking the
thetoric of family for their own political agendas is a
common strategy for conservative movements of all
types, the alleged unity and solidarity attributed to
family is often invoked to symbolize the aspirations
of oppressed groups. For example, the conservative
right and Black nationalists alike both rely on family
Janguage to advance their political agendas.

Moreover, because family constitutes a fundamen-
tal principle of social organization, the significance
of the traditional family ideal transcends ideology.
In the United States, understandings of social in-
stitutions and social policies are often constructed
through family rhetoric. Families constitute primary
sites of belonging to various groups: to the family
as an assumed biological entity; to geographically
identifiable, racially segregated neighborhoods con-
ceptualized as imagined families; to so-called racial
families codified in science and law; and to the U.S.
nation-state conceptualized as a national family.

The importance of family also overlaps with the
emerging paradigm of intersectionality. Building
on a tradition from Black Women’s Studies, in-
tersectionality has attracted substantial scholarly
attention in the 1990s.2 As opposed to examining
gender, race, class, and nation, as separate systems
of oppression, intersectionality explores how these
systems mutually construct one another, or, in the
words of Black British sociologist Stuart Hall, how
they “articulate” with one another (Slack 1996).
Current scholarship deploying intersectional analy-
ses suggests that certain ideas and practices surface
repeatedly across multiple systems of oppression
and serve as focal points or privileged social loca-
tions for these intersecting systems.”
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The use of the traditional family ideal in the
United States may function as one such privileged
exemplar of intersectionality.* In this [essay], I ex-
plore how six dimensions of the traditional family
ideal construct intersections of gender, race, and
nation. Fach dimension demonstrates specific con-
nections between family as a gendered system of
social organization, race as ideology and practice in
the United States, and constructions of U.S. national
identity. Collectively, these six dimensions illuminate
specific ways that ideological constructions of fam-
ily, as well as the significance of family in shaping
social practices, constitute an especially rich site for
intersectional analysis. . . .

MANUFACTURING NATURALIZED
HIERARCHY

One dimension of family as a privileged exemplar
of intersectionality lies in how it reconciles the con-
tradictory relationship between equality and hier-
archy. The traditional family ideal projects a model
of equality. A well-functioning family protects
and balances the interests of all its members—the
strong care for the weak, and everyone contrib-
utes to and benefits from family membership in
proportion to his or her capacities. In contrast to
this idealized version, actual families remain or-
ganized around varying patterns of hierarchy. As
Ann McClintock observes, “the family image came
to figure hierarchy within unity [emphasis in origi-
nal] as an organic element of historical progress,
and thus became indispensable for legitimating
exclusion and hierarchy within nonfamilial social
forms such as nationalism, liberal individualism
and imperialism” (McClintock 1995, 45). Families
are expected to socialize their members into an
appropriate set of “family values” that simultane-
ously reinforce the hierarchy within the assumed
unity of interests symbolized by the family and
lay the foundation for many social hierarchies. In
particular, hierarchies of gender, wealth, age, and
sexuality within actual family units correlate with
comparable hierarchies in U.S. society. Individuals
typically learn their assigned place in hierarchies of
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race, gender, ethnicity, sexuality, nation, and social
class in their families of origin. At the same time,
they learn to view such hierarchies as natural social
arrangements, as compared to socially constructed
ones. Hierarchy in this sense becomes “naturalized”
because it is associated with seemingly “natural”
processes of the family.

The “family values” that underlie the traditional
family ideal work to naturalize U.S. hierarchies of
gender, age, and sexuality. For example, the tradi-
tional family ideal assumes a male headship that
privileges and naturalizes masculinity as a source of
authority. Similarly, parental control over dependent
children reproduces age and seniority as fundamen-
tal principles of social organization. Moreover, gen-
der and age mutually construct one another; mothers
comply with fathers, sisters defer to brothers, all with
the understanding that boys submit to maternal au-
thority until they become men. Working in tandem
with these mutually constructing age and gender
hierarchies are comparable ideas concerning sexual-
ity. Predicated on assumptions of heterosexism, the
invisibility of gay, lesbian, and bisexual sexualities in
the traditional family ideal obscures these sexualities
and keeps them hidden. Regardless of how individual
families grapple with these hierarchical notions, they
remain the received wisdom to be confronted.

In the United States, naturalized hierarchies of
gender and age are interwoven with corresponding
racial hierarchies, regardless of whether racial hier-
archies are justified with reference to biological, ge-
netic differences or to immutable cultural differences
(Goldberg 1993). The logic of the traditional family
ideal can be used to explain race relations. One way
that this occurs is when racial inequality becomes
explained using family roles. For example, racial ide-
ologies that portray people of color as intellectually
underdeveloped, uncivilized children require parallel
ideas that construct Whites as intellectually mature,
civilized adults. When applied to race, family rhetoric
that deems adults more developed than children, and
thus entitled to greater power, uses naturalized ideas
about age and authority to legitimate racial hierar-
chy. Combining age and gender hierarchies adds ad-
ditional complexity. Whereas White men and White
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women enjoy shared racial privileges provided by
Whiteness, within the racial boundary of Whiteness,
wormen are expected to defer to men. People of color
have not been immune from this same logic. Within
the frame of race as family, women of subordinated
racial groups defer to men of their groups, often to
support men’s struggles in dealing with racism. . ...
This notion of naturalized hierarchy learned in
family units frames issues of U.S. national identity in
particular ways. If the nation-state is conceptualized
as a national family with the traditional family ideal
providing ideas about family, then the standards used
to assess the contributions of family members in het-
erosexual, married-couple households with children
become foundational for assessing group contri-
butions . to overall national well-being. Naturalized
hierarchies of the traditional family ideal influence
understandings of constructions of first- and second-
class citizenship. For example, using a logic of birth
order elevates the importance of time of arrival in
the country for citizenship entitlements. Claims that
early-migrating, White Anglo-Saxon Protestants are
entitled to more benefits than more recent arrivals
resemble beliefs that “last hired, first fired” rules fairly
discriminate among workers. Similarly, notions of
naturalized gender hierarchies promulgated by the
traditional family ideal—the differential treatment
of girls and boys regarding economic autonomy and
free access to public space—parallel practices such
as the sex-typing of occupations in the paid labor
market and male domination in government, profes-
sional sports, the streets, and other public spaces.

As is the case with all situations of hierarchy, ac-
tual or implicit use of force, sanctions and violence
may be needed to maintain unequal power rela-
tions. However, the very pervasiveness of violence
can lead to its invisibility. For example, feminist
efforts to have violence against women in the home
taken seriously as a bona fide form of violence and
not just a private family matter have long met with
resistance. In a similar fashion, the extent of the
violence against Native American, Puerto Rican,
Mexican-American, African-American, and other
groups who were incorporated into the United States
not through voluntary migration but via conquest

and slavery remains routinely overlooked. Even cur-
rent violence against such groups remains underre-
ported unless captured in a dramatic fashion, such as
the videotaped beating of motorist Rodney King by
Los Angeles police officers. Despite their severity and
recent increase, hate crimes against gays, lesbians,
and bisexuals also remain largely invisible. Through
these silences, these forms of violence not only are
néglected, they become legitimated. ...

Subordinated groups often face difficult contra-
dictions in responding to such violence (Crenshaw
1991). One response consists of analyzing one
or more hierarchies as being socially constructed
while continuing to see others as naturalized. In
African-American civil society, for example, the
question of maintaining racial solidarity comes
face-to-face with the question of how naturalized
hierarchies construct one another. Maintaining
racial solidarity at all costs often requires replicat-
ing hierarchies of gender, social class, sexuality, and
nation in Black civil society.

LOOKING FOR A HOME: PLACE,
SPACE, AND TERRITORY

The multiple meanings attached to the concept
of “home”—home as family housebold, home as
neighborhood, home as native country—speak to
its significance within family as a privileged exem-
plar of intersectionality. In the United States, the
traditional family ideal’s ideas about place, space,
and territory suggest that families, racial groups,
and nation-states require their own unique places
or “homes” Because “homes” provide spaces of
privacy and security for families, races, and nation-
states, they serve as sanctuaries for group mem-
bers. Surrounded by individuals who seemingly
share similar objectives, these homes represent
idealized, privatized spaces where members can
feel at ease.

This view of home requires certain gendered
ideas about private and public space. Because
women are so often associated with family, home
space becomes seen as a private, feminized space




that is distinct from the public, masculinized space
that lies outside its borders. Family space is for
members only—outsiders can be invited in only by
family members or else they are intruders. Within
these gendered spheres of private and public space,
women and men again assume distinctive roles.
Women are expected to remain in their home
“place” Avoiding the dangerous space of public
streets allows women to care for children, the sick,
and the elderly, and other dependent family mem-
bers. Men are expected to support and defend the
private, feminized space that houses their families.
Actual U.S. families rarely meet this ideal. . . .

ON “BLOOD TIES”: FAMILY, RACE,
AND NATION

Presumptions of “blood ties” that permeate the tradi-
tional family ideal reflect another dimension of how
family operates as a privileged exemplar of inter-
sectionality. In the United States, concepts of family
and kinship draw strength from the flow of blood
as a substance that regulates the spread of rights
(Williams 1995). While the legal system continues
to privilege heterosexual married couples as the pre-
ferred family organization, the importance given to
bonds between mothers and children, brothers and
sisters, grandmothers and grandchildren, illustrates
the significance of biology in definitions of family.
Representing the genetic links among related indi-
viduals, the belief in blood ties naturalizes the bonds
among members of kinship networks. Blood, family,
and kin are so closely connected that the absence of
such ties can be cause for concern. As the search of
adoptees for their “real” families or bloed relatives
suggests, blood ties remain highly significant for
definitions of family.

Given the significance attached to biology,
women of different racial groups have varying
responsibilities in maintaining blood ties. For ex-
ample, White women play a special role in keeping
family bloodlines pure. Historically, creating White
families required controlling White women’s sexu-
ality, largely through social norms that advocated
pre-marital virginity. By marrying White men

-
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and engaging in sexual relations only with their
husbands, White women ensured the racial purity
of White families. Thus, through social taboos
that eschewed pre-marital sexuality and interracial
marriage for White women, White families could
thereby avoid racial degeneration (Young 1995).
When reinserted into naturalized hierarchies of
gender, race, class, and nation, and institutionally
enforced via mechanisms such as segregated space
and state-sanctioned violence, efforts to regulate

sexuality and marriage reinforced beliefs in the sanc-

tity of “blood ties.”

. . . Definitions of race as family in the United
States traditionally rested on biological classifica-
tions legitimated by science and legally sanctioned
by law. By grouping people through notions of
physical similarity, such as skin color, facial fea-
tures, or hair texture, and supported by law and
custom, scientific racism defined Whites and Blacks
as distinctive social groups (Gould 1981). Just as
members of “real” families linked by blood were ex-
pected to resemble one another, so were members
of racial groups descended from a common blood-
line seen as sharing similar physical, intellectual,
and moral attributes. Within this logic, those lack-
ing biological similarities became defined as family
outsiders, while racially different groups became
strangers to one another.

... US. national identity may be grounded more
in ethnic nationalism than is typically realized. Notions
of U.S. national identity that take both family and race
into account result in a view of the United States as
a large national family with racial families hierarchi-
cally arranged within it. Representing the epitome of
racial purity that is also associated with U.S. national
interests, Whites constitute the most valuable citi-
zens. In this racialized nation-state, Native Americans,
African-Americans, Mexican Americans, and Puerto
Ricans become second-class citizens, whereas people
of color from the Caribbean, Asia, Latin America, and
Africa encounter more difficulty becoming natural-
ized citizens than immigrants from European nations.
Because all of these groups are not White and thereby
lack appropriate blood ties, they are deemed to be less-
worthy actual and potential U.S. citizens. ...
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MEMBERSHIP HAS ITS
PRIVILEGES: RIGHTS,
OBLIGATIONS AND RULES

By suggesting an ideal relationship between the
rights and responsibilities of family membership,
the traditional family ideal operates as a privileged
exemplar of intersectionality in yet another way.
In a situation in which notions of belonging to a
family remain important to issues of responsibility
and accountability, individuals feel that they “owe”
something to, and are responsible for, members
of their families. For example, people within fam-
ily units routinely help their family members by
babysitting, lending money, helping relatives find
employment and housing, or caring for the elderly.
Family members linked by blood are entitled to
these benefits merely by belonging. Even when fam-
ily members lack merit, they are entitled to benefits
simply because they belong. Beyond this issue of
access to entitlements, individuals incur differential
responsibilities that depend on their placement in
family hierarchies. For example, women are ex-
pected to perform much of the domestic labor that
keeps the family going, whereas men’s duties lie in
providing financial support.

In a similar fashion, U.S. citizens by birth or
naturalization acquire certain rights and respon-
sibilities that accrue from membership. Citizens
are promised entitlements such as equal protection
under the law, access to unemployment insurance,
old age pensions, free public education, and other
social welfare benefits. Citizens are also expected
to fulfill certain obligations to one another. U.S.
citizens are expected to pay taxes, observe the law,
and engage in military service when required. In
contrast to the rights and responsibilities provided
insiders, outsiders lack both the entitlements pro-
vided group members and the obligations attached
to belonging. Similar to non-family members,
non-U.S. citizens are neither entitled to citizenship
benefits nor responsible for national duties. . . .

In a situation of naturalized hierarchy, con-
ceptualizing U.S. national identity as composed
of racial groups that collectively comprise a U.S.

national family fosters differential patterns of en-
forcement of the rights and obligations of citizen-
ship. Members of some racial families receive full
benefits of membership while others encounter
inferior treatment. Gender hierarchies add addi-
tional complexity. African-American women’s ex-
periences with entitlement criteria for 1930s Social
Security programs, for example, illustrate how in-
stitutionalized racism and gender-specific ideology
public policies shaped national public policy. Race
was a factor in deciding which occupations would
be covered by Social Security. Two occupational
categories were expressly excluded from cover-
age: agricultural and domestic workers, the two
categories that included most African-American
women. Also, by providing differential benefits
to men and women through worker’s compensa-
tion (for which Black women did not qualify) and
mother’s aid, from its inception, Social Security
encompassed ideas about gender. Eligibility rules
rewarded women who remained in marriages and
were supported by their husbands but penalized
women who became separated or divorced or who
remained single and earned their own way. Black
women who were not in stable marriages lacked
access to spousal and widows benefits that rou-
tinely subsidized White women. In this case, the
combination of race-targeted polices concerning
occupational category and gender-targeted policies
concerning applicants’ marita] status worked to ex-
clude Black women from benefits (Gordon 1994).
On paper, Black women may have been first-class
U.S. citizens, but their experiences reveal their
second-class treatment.

FAMILY GENEALOGY:
INHERITANCE AND THE
FAMILY WAGE

. . . Focusing on wealth not only references con-
temporary economic inequality but also incorpo-
rates the historical origins and reproduction of class
differences over time. Despite ideas that social mo-
bility is widespread, U.S. children routinely enjoy or
suffer the economic status of their parents. Families




constitute important sites for inheritance, not solely
of cultural values, but of property. Families use
wealth to create opportunities, secure a desired
standard of living, and pass their social class status
to their children. In this process, the family home
becomes more than a private respite from the de-
mands of the public sphere. When “family values”
and “property values” become intertwined, homes
in racially segregated neighborhoods become im-
portant investments. The traditional family ideal
shows the family not only occupying a home, but
owning it. Ensconced in tax policies that pro-
vide lucrative benefits for homeowners, for many
Americans, the single-family home as a tangible
symbol of wealth remains central to the American
dream (Coontz 1992). Wealth matters because, if
one adheres to rules of marriage and childbear-
ing, it is directly transferable from generation to
generation. ‘

... Despite the historical concentration of wealth
among a small percentage of families, the intergen-
erational transmission of wealth through family also
operates among working-class families. Traditional
analyses view working-class families in purely wage-
earning terms. Such families are thought to have no
property to pass on to their children, and are seen
as mere employees of other more wealthy families.
However, the notion of working-class men being en-
titled to a “family wage” emerges at the intersection
of expectations of family inheritance and a natural-
ized gender hierarchy. In this situation, working-
class men inherit opportunities to earn a wage and
are expected to use that wage to support their fami-
lies. According to this logic, women’s and children’s
social class status derives from that of men.

When these relationships regulating intergenera-
tional property transmission are racialized, as they
are in the United States, another level of complexity
emerges. In her analysis of how racism undermined
the War on Poverty program, Jill Quadagno de-
scribes the resistance that craft unions put forth
when pressured to change entrenched patterns of
racial discrimination. As Quadagno points out, the
right of unions to select their own members was
Seen as a “property right of the working class. This
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was a most compelling argument for nepotism—the
tradition of passing on the craft from fathers to sons”
{Quadagno 1994, 65). Among Philadelphia plumbers,
40 percent of the apprentices were sons of members.
Fathers wanted their sons to be trained as plumbers
and to continue in the business. Practices such as
these virtually ensured that African-Americans and
other groups were excluded from lucrative positions.
Quadagno quotes one construction worker who
explains the concept of property rights and property
transmission in White working-class famnilies:

Some men leave their sons money, some large invest-
ments, some business connections and some a profes-
sion. I have none of these to bequeath to my sons. I
have only one worthwhile thing to give: my trade. . ..
For this simple father’s wish it is said that I discrimi-
nate against Negroes. Don’t all of us discriminate?
Which of us when it comes to choice will not choose a
son over all others? (quoted in Quadagno 1994, 65)

In effect, racial discrimination in education,
employment, and housing historically reflected
White working-class understandings of these social
locations as “private property” to be disposed of as
inherited wealth. . ..

FAMILY PLANNING

The significance of the family as an exemplar of
intersectionality can also be seen in one final dimen-
sion of family rhetoric. Family planning comprises
a constellation of options, ranging from coercion to
choice, from permanence to reversibility regarding
reproduction of actual populations. In the case of
individual families, decision-making lies with fam-
ily members; they decide whether to have children,
how many children to have, and how those children
will be spaced. Feminist scholars in particular have
identified how male control over women’s sexual and
reproductive capacities has been central to women'’s
oppression (see, for example, Raymond 1993). ...
Social policies designed to foster the health of
the United States conceptualized as a national fam-
ily follow a family planning logic, as demonstrated
via eugenic thinking. Early twentieth century “ra-
cial hygiene” or eugenic movements compellingly
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illustrate the thinking that underlies population
policies designed to control the motherhood of
different groups of women for reasons of national-
ity and race (Haller 1984; Proctor 1988). Eugenic
philosophies and the population policies they sup-
ported emerged in political economies with distinc-
tive needs, and in societies with particular social
class relations. Common to eugenic movements
throughout the world was the view that biology was
central to solving social problems. Societies that
embraced eugenic philosophies typically aimed to
transform social problems into technical problems
amenable to biological solutions effected via social
engineering. Bugenic approaches thus combined a
“philosophy of biological determinism with a belief
that science might provide a technical fix for social
problems” (Proctor 1988, 286).

Three elements of eugenic thinking seem remark-
ably similar to themes in American public policy.
Those embracing eugenic thinking saw “race and
heredity—the birth rates of the fit and the unfit—as
the forces that shape[d] . . . political and social de-
velopments” (Haller 1984, 78). First, eugenic think-
ing racializes segments of a given population by
classifying people into mutually exclusive racial
groups. Because the United States has operated as
a racialized state since its inception, race remains a
fundamental principle of U.S. social organization.
While racial meanings change in response to politi-
cal and economic conditions, the fundamental belief
in race as a guiding principle of U.S. society remains
remarkably hardy. Associating diverse racial groups
with perceived national interests, a second element
of eugenic thinking, also has a long history in the
United States. The third feature of eugenic thinking,
the direct control of different racial groups through
various measures also is present in U.S. politics.
So-called positive eugenic—efforts to increase re-
production among the better groups who allegedly
carried the outstanding qualities of their group in
their genes—and negative eugenic—efforts to pre-
vent the propagation by less desirable groups—also
have affected U.S. public policy. . ..

With the civil rights, women’s, anti-war, and other
social movements of the 1950s and 1960s, as well

as the growing nonwhite immigrant population of
the 1970s and 1980s, the United States experienced
profound change. Omi and Winant (1994) inter-
pret the expanding conservative social projects that
emerged during this period as a direct response to
the perceived gains of Blacks and women. One core
feature characterizing the rhetoric of social projects
of the Right was a return to the family values of the
traditional U.S. family. By associating the ideal family
With U.S. national interests, these movements linked
those interests to their own political agendas con-
cerning race and gender. Returning to “family values”
not only invoked racial and gendered meanings, it set
the stage for reviving a logic of eugenic that could be
applied to adolescent pregnancy, women’s poverty,
street crime, and other social issues.

In this context, contemporary American social
policies from the 1960s through the “family values”
debate of the 1990s become more comprehensible.
When attached to state policy in a racialized nation-
state, questions of controlling the sexuality and fertility
of women from diverse race, social class, and citizen-
ship groups become highly politicized. For example,
White women, especially those of the middle class, are
encouraged to reproduce. In contrast, women of color,
especially those lacking economic resources or not in
state sanctioned marriages, are routinely discouraged
from having children (Raymond 1993). Population
policies such as providing lavish services to combat
infertility for White, middle class women, while offer-
ing a limited range of Norplant, Depo Provera, and
sterilization to poor African-American women consti-
tute contemporary reflections of the logic of eugenic
thinking (Davis 1981; Nsiah-Jefferson 1989)....

RECLAIMING FAMILY

Family occupies such a prominent place in the lan-
guage of public discourse in the United States that
rejecting it outright might be counterproductive
for groups aiming to challenge hierarchies. Because
the family functions as a privileged exemplar of
intersectionality in structuring hierarchy; it poten-
tially can serve a similar function in challenging
that hierarchy. . ..
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Given the power of family as ideological con-
struction and principle of social organization, Black
nationalist, feminist, and other political movements

- in the United States dedicated to challenging social

inequality might consider recasting intersectional
understandings of family in ways that do not re-
produce inequality. Instead of engaging in endless
criticism, reclaiming the language of family for
democratic ends and transforming the very concep-
tion of family itself might provide a more useful
approach.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. What is an example of a subordinated group
other than African Americans that has contra-
dictions?

2. How realistic is the traditional family ideal today?

3. What is the role of family and race in U.S.
national identity?

NOTES

1. By dislodging beliefs in the naturalness or normality of
any one family form, feminist scholarship analyzes the
significance of specific notions of family to gender op-
pression (Thorne 1992). As Stephanie Coontz (1992)
reports, this traditional family ideal never existed, even
during the 1950s, a decade that is often assumed to be
the era of its realization. Feminist anthropologists also
challenge the traditional family ideal by demonstrating
that the heterosexual, married couple form in the United
States is neither “natural.” universal, nor cross-culturally
normative (Collier et al. 1992). Recent family scholar-
ship suggests that large numbers of U.S. families never
experienced the traditional family ideal, and those who
may have once achieved this form are now abandoning it
(Coontz 1992; Stacey 1992).

2. In the early 1980s, several African<American women
scholar-activists called for a new approach to analyzing
Black women’s lives. They claimed that African-American
womer’s experiences were shaped not just by race but also
by gender, social class, and sexuality. In this tradition, works
such as Wormen, Race, and Class by Angela Davis (1981),“A
Black Feminist Statement” drafted by the Combahee River
Collective (1982), and Audre Lorde’s (1984) classic volume
Sister Outsider stand as groundbreaking works that explore
interconmections among systems of oppression. Subsequent
work aimed to name this interconnected relationship with
terms such as matrix of domination (Collins 1990), and
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intersectionality (Crenshaw 1991). Because Black lesbians
were at the forefront in raising the issue of intersectionality,
sexuality was one of the emphases in early work by African-
American women. However, pervasive homophobia in
African-American communities, as evidenced by the reac-
tion to the works of Alice Walker, Ntosake Shange, Michele
Wallace and other early modern Black feminists, diverted
attention from intersectional analyses that emphasized sex-
uality. The absence of a developed tradition of queer theory
in the academy also worked against more comprehensive
intersectional analyses. For early intersectional analyses that
included sexuality, see the essays in Barbara Smith’s (1983)
edited volume Home Girls: A Black Feminist Anthology.

3, A wide range of topics, such as the significance of pri-
matology in framing gendered, raced views of nature in
modern science (Haraway 1989); the social construction
of Whiteness among White women in. the United States
(Frankenberg 1993); race, gender, and sexuality in the
colonial conquest (McClintock 1995); and the interplay
of race, class, and gender in welfare state policies in the
United States (Brewer 1994: Quadagno 1994) have all
received an intersectional treatment. Moreover, the initial
emphasis on race, social class, and gender has expanded
to include intersections involving sexuality, ethnicity, and
nationalism (Anthias and Yuval-Davis 1992; Parker et al.
1992; Daniels 1997).

4. Theoretical and empirical work on women of color’s
location in work and family not only challenges the tradi-
tional family ideal, but paves the way for the more general

question of family as a privileged site of intersectionality.

For work in this tradition, see Dill 1988, Zinn 1989, and
Glenn 1992.
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