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Abstract

This article evaluates a Participatory Action Research (PAR) approach with mixed methods including concept mapping, g-sorting and
deliberative dialogue in the context of a research project on young people’s experiences with digital communications technologies, and
addresses some of the central insights of intersectionality theory and praxis. Our approach seeks to ensure that, insofar as possible, the
gathered data provide a rich and layered window into the experiences of young people from a range of marginalized communities
served by our project partners. The article revisits some key insights and contestations relating to intersectionality and addresses their
relationship to our approach. We evaluate whether these methods enhance understandings of the interactions of structures of
subordination with other factors identified in intersectionality scholarship, as well as the extent to which they centre the knowledge
and expertise of those subordinated by matrices of domination as discussed by authors such as Crenshaw and Hill Collins. Our
approach is just one of many that social science researchers interested in advancing intersectionality’s key insights could deploy. While
it falls short of full consistency with these insights, its mixed methods work toward our partners’ social justice objectives while
facilitating exploration of intersecting axes of subordination. Our approach can also help our project recapture the politic at the heart
of many intersectional feminist critiques, such as those of Crenshaw and Hill Collins - that reconceptualizing knowledge requires
centring the knowledge and expertise of those traditionally excluded due to interlocking systems of subordination.
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Black and other feminist of color scholarship, activism, and
organizing have a long global history of discourses illuminat-
ing the multiple ways in which “oppression, discrimination and
violence . . . structure conditions in which women of color live”
(Carastathis, 2016, p. 16). In the late 1980s, Crenshaw (1989,
1991) used the term “intersectionality” to illustrate how,
despite the ongoing interventions of feminist and anti-racism
activism, law reform efforts continued to marginalize the
experiences of Black women in the United States. Crenshaw
argued that single-axis considerations of race or gender or
double-axis approaches that simply added race to gender
(Harris, 1990) provided a distorted understanding of Black
women’s lives precisely because they failed to consider the
inseparability of race and gender in Black women’s experi-
ences, including the many ways that the interactions between
gender and race shape Black women’s realities. At around the
same time, Hill Collins (1990, p. 225) described the complex
interaction of multiple factors and contexts—or “interlocking

systems of oppression”—that worked to marginalize Black
women in a “matrix of domination.”

Since that time, scholars from a wide variety of disciplines,
including education, health, history, sociology, feminist stud-
ies, ethnic studies, and queer studies, have engaged with,
expanded upon, and debated the parameters and merits of inter-
sectionality (Cho, Crenshaw, & McCall, 2013, p. 785; Dha-
moon & Hankivsky, 2011). The incorporation of
intersectionality into theory and praxis has led to important
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developments with respect to health, economic, and legal jus-
tice reforms for members of marginalized communities (Cho
et al., 2013, p. 786; Hankivsky, 2011). Nonetheless, its incor-
poration into social science methodology has been particularly
challenging and controversial (Chadwick, 2017).

In this article, we review some' intersectionality scholar-
ship, with a view to evaluating the potential of using partici-
patory action research (PAR) with mixed methods to
investigate the entanglement of intersecting and interlocking
systems of oppression and how they shape lived experience and
knowledge. We situate our investigation in the context of an
ongoing research project that focuses on experiences of youth
from marginalized communities with digital communications
technologies. Our project includes a number of partner organi-
zations® serving people from a diverse range of marginalized
communities, with various objectives relating to policy-making
and production of educational materials. For the purposes of
our project, we propose to use a PAR approach that includes
concept mapping, g-sorting, and deliberative dialogues. Adopt-
ing a mixed method approach is consistent with intersection-
ality literature in the field of health research, where Dhamoon
and Hankivsky (2011, p. 44) favor experimentation with “a
range of existing methodologies.” We explore the degree to
which research conducted using this approach, when guided
by intersectional feminist principles, has the potential to pro-
vide a nuanced reflection of how systems of oppression interact
and to enrich our understanding of the relationship between
theory and praxis (Hill Collins & Bilge, 2016, p. 192). At the
same time, we recognize that the complexity of intersectional-
ity makes it difficult for any single approach (even one deploy-
ing multiple methods) to fully address all of the complications
and contradictions between individuals and within any social
group. Recognizing this challenge as well as the diversity of
objectives of the wealth of community, institutional, govern-
mental, and academic partners within our project, we discuss
our proposed methodology as one possible approach for
extending and/or supplementing traditionally siloed qualitative
and quantitative methods to better take some of these complex-
ities into account. We reflect critically upon the difficulties we
encountered in making the various methods we propose fit with
the overarching objectives of intersectionality by assessing the
advantages and disadvantages of each method. Ultimately, we
conclude that our proposed approach responds to the social
justice objectives of our partners for more inclusive
evidence-based educational materials and policies, while at
least partially addressing the politic at the heart of many inter-
sectional feminist critiques, that is, that centering the knowl-
edge of those traditionally excluded is essential to better
understanding the processes by which domination and subor-
dination occur and thus to achieving a more just society (Cren-
shaw, 1989; Hill Collins, 1990; May, 2015, p. 53).

Situating Ourselves and Our Project

We are the principal investigator and five coinvestigators on
The eQuality Project, a 7-year partnership initiative funded by

the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of
Canada. Our project focuses on young people’s experiences
with privacy and equality” in networked spaces. In particular,
we focus on the impacts of commercial online behavioral tar-
geting and tech-facilitated violence on the experiences of
young people aged 15-22 from communities marginalized due
to transphobia, homophobia, racism, colonialism, sexism, clas-
sism, and intersections thereof. Our partnership is founded on
collaboration between researchers, community organizations,
educators, research and policy institutes, and young people
who serve these communities in various ways. It has multiple
aims that reflect the diverse constituencies our partner
organizations serve and the particular objectives of those con-
stituencies in relation to online behavioral targeting and tech-
facilitated violence. We aim to create new knowledge about
commercial data practices and their impact on young people, as
well as how young people from marginalized communities
conceptualize privacy and equality. In addition to contributing
to digital policy-making, our partnership aims to develop
school-based and public educational materials designed to fill
knowledge gaps identified by our partner organizations.

Our partnership is committed to conducting research and to
developing and disseminating knowledge and educational
material using methods that reflect and are grounded in the
political and equality-affirming ethics set out in the rich body
of intersectional theory, praxis, and research that has gone
before us. Honoring our joint social justice commitment to
intersectionality is unlikely to be achieved through selection
of a single method given the diversity in our partner organiza-
tions, the constituent communities they serve, and their objec-
tives. For example, it seems unlikely that the policy-making
goals of some of our partners can be fully achieved through
purely qualitative methods, while qualitative methods are
likely to be particularly useful in developing educational mate-
rials that showcase the diverse ways in which intersecting axes
of subordination operate in the lives of young people from
marginalized communities. As a result, rather than opting for
a purely qualitative or a purely quantitative approach, we pro-
pose to use PAR with mixed methods. While we recognize that
this approach offers both advantages and disadvantages for
achieving the key insights of intersectionality, we are both
conscious of the importance of attending to the needs and
objectives of the diverse communities our partners serve and
hopeful that our approach offers some prospect for getting at
the social justice objectives underpinning intersectionality the-
ory and praxis.

We also recognize that our social positions as socioecono-
mically privileged individuals who self-identify as women who
are differentially affected by intersecting axes of subordination
and privilege relating to race, age, sexual orientation, and abil-
ity undoubtedly affect our understanding of and approach to
intersectionality. These factors will raise issues of imbalances
in power and privilege throughout the research process that will
have to be addressed. As a result, it will be necessary for us to
take steps to minimize these imbalances and their potentially
negative effects as much as possible, such as engaging in
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reflexive awareness exercises throughout the research process,
as suggested by Raheim et al. (2016), working to form relation-
ships of trust with communities in which research participants
reside and retaining in-community researchers to conduct data
collection exercises in situations where the power imbalance is
particularly pronounced and, in any event, whenever the com-
munities with whom we are working prefer it (Marin et al.,
2015). In our project, we will also rely heavily on our partners
for direction and advice since those working in community will
have excellent on-the-ground knowledge about the expecta-
tions and areas of concern related to power and privilege that
are held by the members of the communities that they serve.

Intersectionality

Recognizing the “tremendous heterogeneity that currently
characterizes how people understand and use intersectionality”
(p. 2), Hill Collins and Bilge (2016) describe it as follows:

Intersectionality is a way of understanding and analyzing the
complexity in the world, in people, and in human experiences.
The events and conditions of social and political life and the self
can seldom be understood as shaped by one factor. They are
generally shaped by many factors in diverse and mutually influ-
encing ways. When it comes to social inequality, people’s lives
and the organization of power in a given society are better under-
stood as being shaped not by a single axis of social division, be it
race or gender or class, but by many axes that work together and
influence each other. Intersectionality as an analytic tool gives
people better access to the complexity of the world and of them-
selves. (p. 2)

Crenshaw (1989) coined the term “intersectionality” in her
paradigm-shifting analysis of the ways in which the “single
issue” concern of feminist movements (focused on sexism) and
civil rights movements (focused on race) in the United States
“not only marginalize[d] Black women within the very move-
ments that claim them as part of their constituency
but...also...[made] the elusive goal of ending racism and
patriarchy more difficult to attain” (p. 152). Intersectionality
is part of a long-standing and ongoing global history of Black
and other women of color feminist thought and organizing from
as early as the 1830s.* Carastathis (2016) describes this history
as rich in

social-movement discourses that identified the manifold manifes-
tations of oppression, discrimination and violence that structure
conditions in which women of color live in the United States,
Britain and other white settler and imperial states. (p. 16)

In this way, intersectionality can be understood not just as a
theoretical framework but as an “analytic tool” used in multiple
contexts including everyday life, social justice activism, and
research (Hill Collins & Bilge, 2016, p. 3). While recognizing
that categories such as race and gender are socially constructed,
Crenshaw (1991) argued that categories have both “meaning
and consequences,” making them a “site of resistance for

members of different subordinated groups™ (pp. 1296-1298).
While categories may in this way be relevant to individual and
group identity, intersectionality used as an identification tool
risks re-entrenching universalizing archetypes (May, 2015, p.
27). In contrast, used as an analytic tool, intersectionality can
assist in undermining simplistic categorical identification by
showing the complex impact of the simultaneous operation of
multiple socially constructed categories and social contexts on
an individual, not only vis-a-vis other groups but also vis-a-vis
other individuals classified within the same group (Carastathis,
2016, pp. 55-56; Hill Collins & Bilge, 2016, p. 29).

Hill Collins (1990, p. 225) posited that categories like race,
gender, and class should be thought of as systems of oppression
that interlock within a matrix of domination. She argued that
placing those marginalized by the matrix at the center of anal-
ysis “opens up possibilities for a both/and conceptual stance,
one in which all groups possess varying amounts of penalty and
privilege in one historically created system.” Taking a both/and
approach (e.g., examining the co-constituting effects of race
and gender), situated in relevant historical and social context,
also assists in understanding how communities of resistance are
formed (Hill Collins, 1990).

Since the experiences of all people are influenced by mul-
tiple systems within the matrix of domination (May, 2015, p.
6), the study of these systems and their intersections will not
necessarily produce or be aimed at producing social justice
outcomes (Carastathis, 2016). Working to insure a link
between intersectionality and social justice outcomes requires
those engaging with intersectionality to focus on its anti-
oppression origins (May, 2015, p. 229). Hill Collins and Bilge
(2016) suggest that six core ideas of intersectional frameworks
are present in critical inquiry and praxis:

i. social inequality should be understood as a product of
interactions between categories rather than of a single
factor (p. 26);

ii. power should be understood as mutually constructed
by many diverse factors and power relations (e.g.,
racism and sexism) analyzed by their intersections and
across domains of structural, disciplinary, cultural and
interpersonal power (p. 27);

iii. analysis should be focused on relationality, that is, the
interconnections between entities such as race and gen-
der, rather than the differences between them (p. 27);

iv. an awareness of social context is needed to take into
account the ways in which “historical, intellectual, and
political contexts shape what we think and do” (p. 28);

v. complexity should be recognized as arising from the
interactions of social inequality, power, relationality
and social context, thus complicating use of intersec-
tional analysis (p. 29); and

vi. social justice should be understood as mandating crit-
ical analysis of the status quo and looking beyond rules
stated to be superficially equally applicable to all, in
order to see whether they are practiced and/or applied
in unequal ways (pp. 29-30).
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Centering the knowledge and expertise of “disremembered
subjects” who have traditionally been marginalized (May,
2015, p. 53, quoting Foreman, 2013, p. 316) can also strengthen
the connection between intersectionality and critical social sci-
ence inquiry. Members of marginalized communities not only
have lived expertise in identifying the negative outcomes of
interactions between socially constructed categories and con-
text, they also have lived expertise in resisting them. Ignorance
and discounting of marginalized community members’ knowl-
edge and agency have led to exclusionary policy and other
negative social justice outcomes (Dhamoon & Hankivsky,
2011).

Applying Intersectionality to Quantitative
and Qualitative Research: Strengths
and Weaknesses

Since the 1990s, the intersections between a myriad of socially
constructed categories and systems of domination have been
addressed in a wide variety of social science disciplines using
both quantitative and qualitative methods (Cho et al., 2013).
However, the transition from social justice advocacy to social
science methods has been anything but smooth.

Notwithstanding the compelling and insightful arguments
advanced in intersectional theory, as Hankivsky et al. (2014)
note, conducting research or developing policy that seeks to
advance its insights can be “intimidating” at least in part due to
a need for “explicit and user-friendly methods that can effec-
tively translate intersectional theory into practical approaches
that can be understood by decision-makers and policy
researchers” (Hankivsky et al., 2014, p. 2). This situation is
beginning to change in a number of areas including in the
health policy field where Hankivsky et al. (2014) have pro-
posed guiding principles and an Intersectionality-Based Policy
Analysis tool. These guiding principles provide helpful sign-
posts for intersectional research. Ultimately, however, select-
ing a method for data collection intended to be used in policy
development in a diverse range of fields involving a diverse
range of communities and intersecting axes of subordination
demands careful tailoring in each case. As a result, no single
social science method or group of methods is likely to prove to
be the approach for every situation.

Certainly, a number of scholars have argued that there are
both strengths and weaknesses in quantitative and qualitative
approaches when it comes to addressing the key messages of
intersectionality theory and praxis. As McCall (2005) notes,
quantitative methods have been used to help advance our
understanding of intersectionality precisely because they
enable researchers to explore individual and interactive effects
of multiple factors, such as race and gender, across a popula-
tion. By focusing analysis on the relationships between groups
who are advantaged and disadvantaged by these factors, we can
examine how they interact to produce different outcomes. For
example, multivariate analysis enables us to examine not only
the effect of race on income but also how the effect differs for

men and women (McCall, 2005, pp. 1786, 1788). Accordingly,
quantitative methods allow us to mobilize socially constructed
categories like race and gender strategically, in order to exam-
ine relationships of inequality between social groups and to
examine changing configurations of inequality along multiple
dimensions (Dhamoon & Hankivsky, 2011, p. 44; McCall,
2005, pp. 1773, 1774). However, as Bowleg (2008, p. 322)
explains, strategic deployment of categories requires careful
fashioning of questions and data analysis with a clear under-
standing that “variables such as race, sex, sexual orientation,
class, and disability” are not explanatory constructs in and of
themselves.

A full commitment to intersectionality significantly compli-
cates quantitative analysis because intersectionality calls upon
us to study multiple groups along multiple axes (McCall, 2005,
p.- 1790), and the more categories we seek to include, the more
challenging it is to measure individual and interactive effects.
This may lead to falling back on a limited set of predetermined
categories (e.g., gender and race but not gender, race, and
ability), potentially losing the elasticity we need to fully under-
stand how systems of domination interact to constitute one
another and to socially locate individuals. Moreover, where
quantitative approaches seek to disentangle categories in order
to address their impacts and interactions, they fail to appreciate
one of intersectionality’s central messages that race, gender,
and class oppressions create a synthetic experience that can’t be
understood by decompositional analysis of the interplay
between discrete factors (Fernandes, 1997; Hancock, 2013).

Quantitative analysis often involves comparing the experi-
ence of groups of interest against a “norm” in order to measure
whether or not they have been treated differently. This com-
parison can reiterate and recenter the experiences of dominant
communities, thereby undermining the political underpinnings
of Crenshaw’s initial conceptualization of intersectionality as a
method for centering the experiences of the marginalized
(Alexander-Floyd, 2012, p. 12).

In contrast, qualitative methods interrogate the boundary-
making process, often focusing on the experiences of those
detrimentally affected by the interactions of multiple factors
(e.g., poor women of color; Choo & Ferree, 2010, p. 129;
McCall, 2005, p. 1773). As such, these methods center on the
narratives of those subordinated by these interactions to
explore the richness of their lived experience. The data col-
lected make “experiences visible in complex ways”
(Alexander-Floyd, 2012, p. 20) and can be used to extrapolate
about the broader social location that each individual embodies
(McCall, 2005, p. 1781), as well as the ways in which under-
lying power structures shape identities and opportunities
(Alexander-Floyd, 2012, pp. 4, 5; Morris, 2006, p. 4).

Importantly, qualitative methods place the perspectives of
multiple marginalized groups at the center of research (Choo &
Ferree, 2010, p. 133) but are limited in their capacity to advo-
cate for collective goals in the policy arena. Despite the rich-
ness of qualitative research in illustrating lived realities, the
results are not generalizable, and generalizability is often con-
sidered a prerequisite for evidence-based policy-making.
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Moreover, like quantitative studies, qualitative investigations
often rely on comparisons to the usual (dominant) groups to
show how the experiences compare or contrast. Not only does
this recenter the usual groups as discussed above (Alexander-
Floyd, 2012, p. 9), it also can devolve into “us” and “them”
language, especially in reports aimed at mainstream audiences
(Choo & Ferree, 2010, p. 138). Once again, the danger is that
we compromise one of intersectionality’s key political objec-
tives—reinvigorating collective political action that promotes
the perspectives and needs of the most subordinated.

Intersectionality introduces complexity into research in at
least three ways. First, intersectionality expands the subject of
analysis to include multiple dimensions of social life and cate-
gories of analysis rendering it more challenging to achieve
intelligibility (McCall, 2005, p. 1774). Second, research that
aims solely to ensure that the voices of those traditionally
excluded are heard does not necessarily address the process
by which categories are produced, experienced, reproduced,
and resisted in daily life (Choo & Ferree, 2010, p. 133; McCall,
2005, p. 1783). Third, because intersectionality can be under-
stood as a method for creating new knowledge and new dem-
ocratic institutions, identities, and practices (Chun, Lipsitz, &
Shin, 2013, p. 924), concerns can arise around methods that
may examine intersections but fail to address the fundamental
commitment to social justice and equality articulated in Cren-
shaw’s and Hill Collins’ articulation of the concept
(Alexander-Floyd, 2012).

Some scholars have suggested categories should be
eschewed completely because they are socially constructed
fictions (Butler, 1993). Indeed, intersectionality can be used
to buttress this position because it challenges the completeness
of all categorical groups (e.g., the gender binary) and raises the
concern that no number of categories is enough. However, this
approach flies in the face of the basic premise underlying Black
women and women of color feminists’ insight that intersection-
ality is not a tool to reinforce simplistic socially constructed
categories. Instead, it is a method to expose social and political
processes of subordination in order to form a basis for devel-
oping justice-seeking group politics (Crenshaw, 1991, pp.
1296, 1298; Hill Collins, 1990).

We turn now to discuss the strengths and weaknesses of
PAR with mixed methods as one of many approaches for both
serving the diverse objectives of our project partners and
addressing two key insights of intersectionality as an analytic
tool: (1) the importance of starting with the perspectives and
experiences of those whose views and knowledge are often
marginalized or neglected (Morris, 2006, p. 2) and (2) the need
to move beyond “business as usual” mainstream research
approaches that describe categories of people (e.g., low income
women) toward approaches that both critically explore the
structural causes of inequality and enable the liberatory poten-
tial of intersectionally informed group politics (Alexander-
Floyd, 2012, p. 4; Morris, 2006, pp. 2, 4). In particular, we
suggest that concept mapping and g-sorting assist in exploring
structural categories that can contribute to inequality. In addi-
tion, PAR (especially in the form of deliberative dialogue in

which traditionally excluded voices are centered on group-
identified policy issues of concern) is well positioned to allow
for articulation of group needs and aspirations related to policy-
making and political action, as well as to support community
members in gaining access to information about and develop-
ing skills related to policy and political processes.

Moving Forward: Methods That Center
Intersectional Subjects in the Research
Process

PAR as a Guiding Philosophy

At the heart of much intersectional feminist critique is a call to
center the perspectives and experiences of those subordinated
by matrices of domination, in order to develop policies that
take the needs and aspirations of these communities fully into
account and seek to dismantle the power structures that con-
tribute to their subordination. PAR is useful in this regard
precisely because it:

is not so much a set of procedures to follow to gather information
as it is a philosophy and approach to gathering and using informa-
tion. It is also a tool for building and strengthening communities
and our understanding of ourselves, each other, and our relation-
ships. It can also be a powerful outreach, base building and orga-
nizing tool to help bring people together to build movements for
change. (Incite!, 2014)

PAR is a community-based research method, and as such
research questions, studies, and evaluation frameworks are
developed in partnership with the group or organization under
study (Clement, Gurstein, Longford, Moll, & Shade, 2012, p.
500; Reason & Bradbury, 2000). When PAR is guided by
feminist and intersectional principles, it can help to recapture
the justice-seeking goals underlying intersectionality, particu-
larly with respect to the perspectives and experiences of those
whose views and knowledge are too often neglected (Morris,
2006, p. 2). By seeking out these traditionally neglected
accounts in particular, PAR can fully incorporate participants
from subordinated communities into the research from design
to implementation and provide means for groups that have self-
identified an interest in seeking social justice policy reform to
articulate a rich, authentic definition of problems and solutions
that are informed by and reflective of their lived experiences
(Chun et al., 2013). PAR has been used as a way to support
positive development at a broad level, especially on issues
related to education, physical and mental health, poverty, sexu-
ality, and climate change.

As in any community, there are power dynamics and differ-
ential relationships within subordinated communities that will
need to be acknowledged and taken into account during PAR
research. Without such efforts, there is a risk that certain mem-
bers of the community may feel disenfranchised or excluded
from the project design. Simply inviting an assortment of com-
munity actors to participate in a study will not be sufficient to
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ensure the intersectional objectives of the project will be met.
Instead, in keeping with PAR principles, researchers must
recognize and consider how they will negotiate inevitable dif-
ferences between and among group members.

PAR practiced without a feminist, critical race,” or intersec-
tional perspective will not necessarily achieve the goals of
intersectionality. As such, social justice principles must be
consciously incorporated into the PAR framework in order to
reach the social justice goals imbedded in an intersectional
approach. Much PAR research is concerned with creation of
social justice outcomes. Further, PAR has been specifically
adopted as a mechanism for addressing intersectionality, yield-
ing results in one example that not only generated new knowl-
edge about the lived experiences of Asian women garment
workers in California but also instigated new community-led
democratic organizations, social justice policy reform, and pos-
itive shifts in intrafamilial relationships for the women
involved (Chun et al., 2013).

Adopting PAR as an overarching principle for intersectional
research helps embody intersectional praxis by centering the
knowledge of those subordinated by systems of domination to
“see how power works,” allowing for coextensive creation and
elaboration on the concept itself (Chun et al., 2013, p. 918). As
Chun, Lipsitz, and Shin (2013) note, it is an ideal approach
for understanding how intersections of multiple oppressions
shape participants’ experiences, leading to original and
grounded insights, evidence, ideas, and ambitions for
responding to social problems (p. 919). In recognizing and
building upon this lived expertise, we can advance the goals
of intersectionality by revealing the way that systems of dom-
ination set in motion processes that link people together,
revealing common problems that require redress (p. 923).
In this way, PAR can help contribute to development of the
sort of collective political action envisioned in intersection-
ality theory.

By taking this approach, participatory methods build alli-
ances around common beliefs and experiences, while also
recognizing difference within the group, rather than relying
on presumptions that the members of any particular socially
constructed group share a common identity or perspective
(Chun et al., 2013, p. 937). Further, participatory methods can
challenge myths and stereotypes about marginalized groups
(Chun et al., 2013, p. 935) by emphasizing members’ knowl-
edge, strength and resiliency, and countering the mischaracter-
ization of subordinated groups as weak, powerless, or
politically apathetic. Finally, by shaping the agenda around the
“questions and issues that are significant for those who partic-
ipate as co-researchers” (Chun et al., 2013, p. 930), participa-
tory methods create opportunities for skill and capacity
building in areas that have meaning for marginalized commu-
nity members themselves (Cammarota & Fine, 2008). We
recognize that by preidentifying the methods to be adopted,
our proposed approach falls short of fully incorporating parti-
cipants as coresearchers. However, we hope that this shortcom-
ing is attenuated to some extent by the fact that the methods we
have chosen are informed by the needs identified by

community partners who directly serve the communities from
which our participants will be drawn.

PAR objectives involving youth “extend from the exposi-
tion of local inequities with contextual specificity, to broader
coalition building with similarly situated youth nationally and
globally” (The Public Science Project [PSP], n.d. a; PSP, n.d.
b). One example of a PAR project related to media, technology,
and youth illustrates this research ethos. Castellanos, Bach, and
Kulick (2010), in their report on the collaborative creation of a
youth-led community needs assessment for a youth media divi-
sion of a public access media center in New York, differentiate
PAR from other research methods:

Unlike conventional research in which the authority of the
researcher/academic is often overemphasized—thus reproducing
already existing expert systems, preserving the elite status of uni-
versities, and reinforcing power imbalances between universities
and communities . . . [this study] challenges this model by shifting
and expanding how research is conceptualized, conducted, and
applied. . .the project assumes a youth-centered, participatory,
feminist epistemology in which young people’s everyday experi-
ences shape the research design and selected methodologies.
(p. 161)

These observations are particularly apposite for our project,
which focuses on young people. However, we are aware that, as
Powers and Allaman (2012) caution, tensions can be expected
to arise when engaging in PAR because these “activities are
likely to challenge institutional norms and practices including
conventional adult-youth relationships...” (p. 5). As they
engage in “reliable and sound research practices,” participants
challenge conventional wisdom that posits knowledge as deriv-
ing solely from academic institutions and experts rather than
from lived experience (Powers & Allaman, 2012, p. 5).

While potentially uncomfortable, this tension is precisely
why PAR can be so helpful to intersectional research. It can
work to destabilize the relationships of power that are at the
heart of research and to provide a forum for marginalized com-
munities to articulate their own needs and perspectives. Being
directly confronted by community members’ articulations of
their own needs and perspectives affords intersectional
researchers the important opportunity to gauge how honestly
their methods center participants in the knowledge creation
process. In the context of a youth-focused PAR project, the
creation of a youth advisory committee with decision-making
input is another step that can facilitate that gauging process.

Understanding Experiences Through Concept
Mapping and Q-Sorting

Concept mapping (Trochim, 1989) and g-sorting (Brown,
1980; Stephenson, 1953) can also be helpful to a social scientist
interested in intersectionality for two reasons. First, each
method is designed to deepen our understanding of lived
experiences, thus responding to the call of many intersection-
ality scholars for the voices of those subordinated by multiple
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systems of domination to be heard. Second, research partici-
pants drive the outcome of the research process each step of the
way, reducing the risk that the knowledge they cocreate with
researchers will be interpreted through a dominant lens.

As mixed methods, concept mapping and g-sorting use tra-
ditional quantitative methods (cluster analysis in the case of
concept mapping, modified factor analysis in the case of
g-sorting) to explore the perspectives of individual research
participants. These methods are effective for examining con-
ceptual spaces that are complex and admit multiple character-
izations or are understood from a variety of lived perspectives.
Thus, for example, van der Meulen and colleagues (van der
Meulen & Glasbeek, 2013; Wright, Glasbeek, & van der
Meulen, 2015; Wright, Heynen, & van der Meulen, 2015) used
concept mapping techniques to explore conceptualization of
closed-circuit camera surveillance in order to compare how the
various aspects of/reactions to this surveillance identified
through the concept mapping exercise (e.g., “invasive and
intrusive,” “assistive and supportive”) were rated across differ-
ent groups of women (e.g., sex workers, racialized, and older
women; club-goers and low-income women). Q-sorting has
been used to examine privacy perspectives among younger
(Morton & Sasse, 2014) and older (Morton, 2014) adults, iden-
tifying a variety of different positions on informational privacy
issues. Although no research has explicitly contrasted the
results of the two methods, the two methods have been used
to gain insight into a common issue, specifically conceptions of
feminism (Linton, 1989: concept mapping; Snelling, 1999: g-
sorting).

Concept mapping and g-sorting offer different, and poten-
tially complementary, approaches to the study of diverse per-
spectives. Both methods start with a set of statements that
reflect the focus of inquiry—the concept or issue under study.
These statements can come from a wide range of sources: They
can be generated in consultation with participants, drawn from
prior interaction with participants (e.g., open-ended survey
questions, interviews, or focus group discussions on the issue),
selected from press coverage or other published material rele-
vant to the issue, extracted from prior research, and/or devel-
oped from theoretical considerations. Often, a number of
different approaches are used to construct the statement set
or concourse (a term used in g-sorting). The goal for both
methods is to start with a set of statements that reflects the
entirety of the concept of interest. A second consideration is
the selection of subjects (or p-set in g-sorting terminology).
Both methods typically use purposive sampling techniques to
select participants. The goal in sample selection is not formal
representativeness. Instead, a broad group of participants is
selected on the basis of the insights or perspectives that they
bring, and the aim of the sampling endeavor is to ensure that a
full range of relevant perspectives is represented in the sample.
Sample sizes in g-sorting and concept mapping studies are
relatively small (usually under 40 participants) in contrast to
the large sample sizes required by traditional quantitative
methods.

The goal of concept mapping is to identify a common under-
standing or organization of a concept of interest—one that
reflects and collectively organizes the perspectives of all par-
ticipants, while exclusively privileging none. Assuming careful
identification and selection of both statements and participants
to be inclusive of the full range of perspectives and positions,
with sensitivity to and inclusion of those occupying multiply
marginalized positions, a “concept map” can provide the basis
for a collaborative dialogue or can serve as a basis for the
comparison or contrast of attitudes or experiences across dif-
ferent intersectional positions. In our research, we will use this
method to understand how young people think about their
“digital shadow” and the range of information that contributes
to this profile. The results will organize the multiple pieces of
information that go into the digital shadow into the categories
that best reflect the thinking of all participants; the method will
also allow us to contrast thinking about these categories of
personal information across various categories (e.g., racialized
vs. nonracialized youth). The method explores the experience
of individuals affected by various intersectional positions,
without being rooted in an assumption of difference or contrast
between various groups or categories. The method allows and
even encourages dialogue across intersectional positions that
focuses on similarity as well as difference, thus resisting the
reification of preexisting categories.

By contrast, the goal of g-sorting is to identify the different
subjective positions expressed by a range of participants with
respect to the issue of interest. In the context of our research,
this might take the form of an exploration of the centrality of
various aspects of the digital shadow to the person or self. The
results of the g-sorting analysis identify the different subjective
perspectives expressed across the group of participants. In our
case, these different perspectives could include one that iden-
tifies preferences or tastes as most central to the self and
another that identifies social contacts, family, and friends as
most central. The analysis examines together the opinions of all
participants (each expressed in an individual “sort,” described
below in more detail) to identify systematically different per-
spectives. Those holding different perspectives may occupy
different intersectional positions—but the analysis does not
presume these differences and indeed proceeds without infor-
mation about the individuals whose attitudes are reflected in
each sort. Similar to concept mapping, therefore, g-sorting can
reveal but does not presuppose categorical differences, and in
this way assists us to understand various intersectional posi-
tions and to resist any temptation to set up an a priori contrast or
focus on a presumed difference.

In concept mapping, participants are asked to sort the state-
ments into categories or “piles”; at the same time, they are
asked to rate each item according to specific characteristics.
Little other instruction is provided, save that there must be
more than one pile, and at least some piles with more than one
item, and participants are encouraged to sort according to what-
ever criteria make sense to them. Thus, the piles or categories
produced by each participant represent their individual organi-
zation of the topic under consideration. The data for each
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subject consist of a record of which items are “sorted” together,
and data from all subjects are combined using multidimen-
sional scaling and clustering techniques to identify a common
“map” that best reflects the statement organization of all parti-
cipants. Interpretation of the data involves naming of the clus-
ters and analysis of their relative placement. In addition, rating
scale averages can be computed for each cluster and compared
across subgroups of participants (e.g., on the basis of gender,
sexual orientation, racialization).

Concept mapping, therefore, extracts an understanding or
description of a concept that all participants can (to some
degree) relate to and reflect upon. In doing so, the method
necessarily de-emphasizes conceptual disagreements or quali-
tatively different perspectives, creating the risk that ideas from
participants from previously ignored communities will con-
tinue to be obscured. For this reason, it will be important to
supplement this mixed method with the use of other critical
qualitative methods that better ensure that the experiences of
the most marginalized are more fully articulated. At the same
time, the method allows for explicit comparison of cluster rat-
ings across identified participant groups. As a tool, concept
mapping can serve as a foundation for dialogue across or
between individuals affected by different intersections in the
matrix of domination; this is particularly true when item-rating
data are used to compare cluster ratings across groups. This
method, therefore, is valuable both to explore the conceptual
understanding held by those affected by a specific intersection
of oppressions (e.g., masculinity as experienced and concep-
tualized by Black men; Hunter & Davis, 1994) and to examine
the nuanced differences between individuals who are differ-
ently located in the matrix of domination (e.g., differences in
the importance of various community supports for sexual
minority youth; Davis, Saltzburg, & Locke, 2009).

In g-sorting, participants carry out a structured sorting task,
organizing the statements (concourse) in relation to a charac-
teristic identified in a “focus question.” A typical q-sorting
study might invite participants to sort statements about cyber-
bullying, for example, according to how much each statement
reflects their own particular understanding of the concept. Par-
ticipants are instructed to sort the items into a prespecified and
roughly normal distribution, ranging from those statements that
in their opinion least typify the focus question to those that
most typify the question. The resulting sort is an expression,
for each participant, of an individual perspective. A modifica-
tion of factor analysis (Brown, 1980; Stephenson, 1953) is
applied to the collection of g-sorts to identify characteristically
different sorts that reflect the perspective of more than one
participant. Thus, the analysis correlates participants with each
other in order to articulate identifiably different positions
within the context of the sample studied and the items sorted.

Q-sorting is oriented toward identification of a range of
positions on the issue or concept under study and thus “is
particularly useful in fields where questions of difference are
important” (Senn, 1996, p. 203). These positions emerge as
“factors” in the analysis. Each factor is “defined” by two or
more participants, and the factor can be described in terms of

the items that these participants rate particularly high or par-
ticularly low in the sorting task. The different positions are
identified through the analytic process, and while it is possible
to inquire post hoc whether identifiable social locations (e.g.,
the position of a person affected by the intersection of cate-
gories of race and gender) are related to particular ways of
sorting the items, the method neither requires nor allows pre-
supposition of different perspectives tied to specific social
locations. As with concept mapping, this technique can be used
to identify and explore different perspectives within an inter-
sectional location (e.g., different experiences of sexual identity
formation among gay men; Fassinger & Miller, 1997) or to
identify a range of perspectives expressed by participants occu-
pying different social locations (e.g., the study by Barata, 2007,
of the perspective of domestic abuse survivors on the criminal
justice system response, including both white and racialized
participants).

Q-sorting and concept mapping have been used in conjunc-
tion with other participative methods (e.g., photovoice; Haque
& Rosas, 2010; performance art, Maxwell, 1999) to explore
and represent participant experiences and perspectives. Both
methods lie outside the frames typically drawn around
“qualitative” and “quantitative” methods, and this position rep-
resents both a weakness to be addressed and a strength that can
be capitalized upon. The weakness lies in the fact that these
methods can be difficult to describe since their assumptions
and practices are unfamiliar to researchers whose work fits
securely within existing qualitative or quantitative methods.
The strength is that through innovative application of tech-
niques “at the intersection” of qualitative and quantitative
methods, these techniques can provide unique insight into the
complex lived experience of those subordinated by multiple
systems of oppression (e.g., sexism, racism, and homophobia).

These two methods are examples of what Stenner and
Rogers (2004) have termed “qualiquantological” approaches
to research. Feminist scholars have identified these methods
as valuable research tools (Campbell & Wasco, 2000). Camp-
bell and Salem (1999), for example, identify concept mapping
as a “useful tool for capturing women’s voices” (p. 66), and
Kitzinger (1986), in the context of an exploration of accounts
of lesbianism, discussed g-sorting as an approach to “describe
the different ways that people construct their realities” (p. 152).

The key is that both g-sorting and concept mapping place
participants, and participant perspectives, at the center of the
research process. Moreover, these methods are consistent with
a PAR philosophy because they allow for participant involve-
ment at all stages of the research process from the development
of research materials through the stages of data collection, data
analysis, and data interpretation—and necessarily place parti-
cipants, and their perspectives, at the center of the data collec-
tion process, consistent with the aspiration of critical feminist
theories of intersectionality. This can help to “equalize the
power relations between scientists and those they study”
(Riger, 1999, p. 92; see also Billard, 1999), thus enhancing the
likelihood that results reflect the perspectives of the partici-
pants rather than those of the researchers. Q-sorting and
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concept mapping can be used as methods of data collection and
interpretation in several research contexts, including PAR
(Billard, 1999), to provide specific insight into various lived
experiences. The results of g-sorting and/or concept mapping
exercises can inform theoretical and policy dialogue.

Deliberative Dialogue

Like concept mapping and g-sorting, deliberative dialogue is a
method that reverses the traditional direction of research,
where the researchers define the categories of interest, and
instead creates a way for participants to “better acknowledge
and ground the differences among [them] and negotiate the
means by which these differences will find expression in con-
structing group politics” (Crenshaw, 1991, p. 1299).° It is par-
ticularly useful in meeting Crenshaw’s goals because it brings
people from marginalized communities together to engage in
an overtly political process that defines issues and solutions
from their perspectives. In addition to better ensuring that
voices that are often neglected or ignored are actually heard,
deliberative dialogue addresses a second caution from intersec-
tionality: the need to move beyond “business as usual” main-
stream research approaches that purport to describe categories
of people (e.g., people with disabilities) toward methods that
both critically explore the structural causes of inequality and
enable the liberatory potential of intersectionally informed
group politics (Alexander-Floyd, 2012, p. 4; Morris, 2006,
pp- 2, 4).

Deliberative dialogue is accordingly a useful PAR method
because it allows participants to explore through deep discus-
sion their perspectives and needs, as well as solutions that
respond to those needs. Participants can draw on their own rich,
lived experiences with intersecting vectors in the matrix of
domination without either reifying identity categories or com-
paring some identity experiences to an ideal or dominant norm.
Moreover, deliberative dialogue is a policy-oriented method to
unpack power structures as participants themselves describe
the meaning of those structures based on their own experiences.
Deliberative dialogue practices also involve creating space to
acknowledge the differences among members and the
power structures within the group. This method can therefore
embrace the social justice—seeking objectives underlying inter-
sectionality by bringing together equality-seeking groups to
define the policy problem and articulate policy responses that
meet their needs and aspirations, while at the same time recog-
nizing that contradictions and conflicts within the group may
not always lead to consensus on what those policy responses
should be (Young, 2002).

Escobar (2014) conceptualizes deliberative dialogue as a
community of inquiry, as a mechanism for reinvigorating pub-
lic discourse by bringing together an “interpretive community”
of experts and citizens to create “a persuasive understanding of
the issues under investigation . . . developing arenas and forums
in which knowledge can be debated and interpreted in relation
to relevant policy issues” (Fischer, 2003, p. 13, cited in Esco-
bar, 2014, p. 483). Deliberative dialogue takes place in a

public setting designed to be a “safe space to engage in mean-
ingful dialogue” about participants’ beliefs and underlying
reasons for those beliefs. Those beliefs can be subject to chal-
lenge in a context crafted to encourage “relationship building
and deep understanding,” rather than the “advocacy
dynamics” that typically involve “prepackaged messages”
and “well-rehearsed monologues” (Escobar, 2014, p. 486).

Deliberative dialogue builds on Habermas’ theory of com-
municative action. It incorporates insights about humans’
intrinsic ability to develop consensus/understanding through
language when they are engaged in communicative processes
unhindered by strategic goals and placed in settings structured
to ensure equal opportunity to speak, challenge others, and to
defend their own claims (Pfeil, 2013, p. 124). Critical to the
exercise is ensuring that expert opinion is not permitted to
dominate in order to create a “diverse and multi-disciplinary
community of inquiry . . . that disrupts the stereotypical expert-
led consensus and engagement dynamics of some [public
engagement] processes” (Yankelovitch, 1991, p. 485). Through
this dynamic, those traditionally thought of as experts learn
from the expertise of those subordinated by systems of dom-
ination, to ensure that traditionally neglected voices are both
fully included and heard within public discourse, and to max-
imize the opportunity for skills sharing and development
among members of equality-seeking communities.

It cannot be assumed that those whose voices are intended to
be centered will necessarily feel safe to speak in the process.
Instead, steps must be taken to balance any power dynamics
between groups of participants by insuring that participants
from subordinated groups are provided with the support and
resources they require in order to fully and meaningfully par-
ticipate.” Although there is no single approach (Lavis, Boyko,
& Gauvin, 2014), various researchers have sought to create
open spaces for dialogue that share common characteristics.
First, deliberative dialogue focuses on a problem that catalyzes
the community to undertake an inquiry (Moses, Saenz, &
Farley, 2015; Pfeil, 2013; Shields, 2003, p. 511, cited in Esco-
bar, 2014, p. 483). Second, a skilled facilitator who is not a
stakeholder (Lavis et al., 2014; Li, 2015) facilitates discussion
in a way that ensures equal opportunities to express views and
perspectives (Pfeil, 2013). Third, ground rules are set for delib-
eration that encourage equal participation by all by requiring
respectful, compassionate, active listening that encourages
deeper understanding (Lavis et al., 2014; Moses et al., 2015,
p. 197; Pfeil, 2013, p. 126). Fourth, participants from a spec-
trum of social locations are recruited to ensure a “variety of
perspectives [and] open dialogue” (Lavis et al., 2014, p. 1291;
Li, 2015, p. 35; Moses et al., 2015; Pfeil, 2013). Fifth, informed
discussion is facilitated by circulation of plain language back-
ground information to engender equal awareness of the issue
among participants beforehand, with experts on hand to answer
questions on request (Escobar, 2014, p. 482; Lavis et al., 2014;
Li, 2015, p. 28). Sixth, discussion is facilitated to encourage
sensemaking, “educative dialogue, reason giving and public
information” (Moses et al., 2015, p. 197) rather than to create
consensus or compel collective decision-making in order to
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challenge expert frames (Escobar, 2014; Lavis et al., 2014;
Moses et al., 2015; Pfeil, 2013). Seventh, relevant
community-based practices for creating safe spaces for discus-
sion can be adopted (Powell, 2017).

Incorporation of deliberative dialogue should support our
project in addressing methodological concerns raised by inter-
sectionality in four ways. First, intersectionality theory posits
that the existence of categories is not necessarily the problem.
Instead, the key problem is “the particular values attached to
[categories] and the way those values foster and create social
hierarchies” (Crenshaw, 1991, p. 1296). Deliberative dialogue
is oriented toward equalization of power and resources, to lis-
ten to people who are traditionally not listened to in policy-
making processes, and to put “the experiences and perspectives
of people with the least social, economic and political power
front and centre throughout the research process” (Morris,
2006, p. 23). Further, deliberative dialogue is not premised
on reifying socially constructed categories. Instead, the pri-
mary task of organizers is to identify relevant stakeholders
by gathering those who are typically excluded, engaging
recruitment practices that allow participants to define their own
groups and/or social locations in the context of a process focus-
ing on questions about the institutions and forces “that create
fully to partly excluded groups,” what maintains them and what
can be done to change them (Li, 2015, p. 28; Morris, 2006,
p. 26).

Second, deliberative dialogue is designed to enable people
to discuss difficult issues, issues of “public moral dis-
agreement” (Moses et al., 2015, p. 196), in a purposeful process
specifically designed not to silence subordinated voices. The
method gives priority to those at the heart of the research or
policy question, allowing them to define the problem from the
bottom up and in diverse ways (Morris, 2006, pp. 27, 28).
Deliberative dialogue’s recruitment methods also help to com-
bat reification of social constructions of groups by recruiting
people “whose activism addresses. . .sites of intersection”
(Morris, 2006, p. 31). Moreover, researchers’ power is con-
strained by narrowing their role to that of dialogue facilitators
(Morris, 2006, p. 32) and can be further constrained by training
participants (where necessary) to facilitate their own dialogue.

Third, deliberative dialogue can serve to build community
and develop group politics and policy reform (Crenshaw, 1991,
p- 1299). Like concept mapping and g-sorting, deliberative
dialogue stresses the importance of process over outcome and
sensitivity to the dynamics of interactions between participants
and between participants and researchers (Pfeil, 2013). Its
overtly political nature also allows for participants to share
skills, resources and information, and to build capacity in areas
such as media relations, lobbying, and conducting research
(Morris, 2006, pp. 32, 33). In this way, the deliberative dialo-
gue process publicly acknowledges the strength and resiliency
of participant groups, while also offering the prospect for shar-
ing and developing new skills and communities (Morris, 2006,
pp. 26, 33).

Fourth, deliberative dialogue “fills the gap between policy
analysts and the public by (co)designing participation, creating

an arena for expressing and communicating and promoting
deliberation” (Li, 2015, p. 35). While it can be challenging to
directly connect deliberative dialogue to the formal policy-
making process in order to create change (Escobar, 2014),
deliberative dialogue offers the prospect of developing alterna-
tive policies that are reflective of the needs and experiences of
participants. As such, deliberative dialogue “can contribute to a
transformatory praxis,” offering the potential to “generate a
shift away from discourses of violence in the public sphere”
(Pfeil, 2013, p. 121).

Conclusion

Intersectionality theory and practice offer valuable insights for
“getting at equality” in a number of fields, two of which have
been focused on in this article. First, unless matrices of dom-
ination and their relation to people’s lives are recognized, ana-
lyzed, and meaningfully addressed, policy and social justice
movements risk further subordinating those whose social loca-
tions are negatively affected by intersecting systems of dom-
ination while further privileging beneficiaries of those systems.
Second, in order for social science research to contribute to
understandings of how these matrices operate (and how they
have been and continue to be resisted), attention must be
directed to “disremembered subjects” (May, 2015, p. 53, quot-
ing Foreman, 2013, p. 316) by centering the knowledge, exper-
tise, and techniques of resistance of those who have
traditionally been marginalized. While recognizing that cate-
gories like race and gender have social and political salience
and can both limit and enhance individual and group opportu-
nities, intersectional analysis seeks to deconstruct traditional,
single-axis understandings of their effect on lived experiences.
Bridging the perceived gap between intersectional analysis as a
theory and intersectional analysis as a mode of social science
inquiry, however, has proven challenging.

Researchers claiming to pursue intersectional investigations
have employed quantitative and qualitative methods, both of
which have been subject to praise and to criticism in terms of
achieving the equality- and justice-seeking goals of intersec-
tionality. While quantitative research on intersectionality can
explicitly address the interactions between systems of domina-
tion, thus addressing intersectionality theory’s insights on the
interactive, nonadditive impact of socially constructed cate-
gories like race and gender, quantitative analysis when
deployed on its own does not center the knowledge of those
traditionally excluded. Instead, it relies on traditional exter-
nally imposed categories and factors to group people without
knowing whether those factors are relevant to participants’
lived experiences or consistent with their own understandings
of their social location.

While qualitative methods create rich opportunities for
learning about social location from those whose knowledge
and expertise have traditionally been subordinated, and allow
for self-definition in relation to social location, they are limited
in their capacity to demonstrate how socially constructed cate-
gories and related oppressions work to produce both
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subordination and power. Like quantitative methods, qualita-
tive work can also risk reification of contested categories
depending on the assumptions made by researchers in the pro-
cess of identifying participants.

In light of these benefits and drawbacks, the challenge to
researchers involved with projects such as ours is to determine
how to conduct social science research while also advancing
intersectional analysis as a social justice practice. Our proposed
PAR with mixed methods approach aims to address the diverse
social justice objectives of our partners, while also honoring
key insights of intersectionality theory. Adopting a PAR
approach informed by critical analysis offers the opportunity
to promote robust community/research collaboration, affording
greater opportunities for learning through active direction from
those traditionally excluded from research and policy fora.
Concept mapping and g-sorting are consistent with this
approach because they offer participants a greater degree of
autonomy and minimize (albeit without eliminating) the risk
of re-entrenching problematic categories by initially sorting
information according to the responses of participants, while
still providing an opportunity to examine interactive effects.
Deliberative dialogue also extends coresearcher roles to parti-
cipants, thereby enabling those traditionally excluded from, or
silenced in, dialogue to drive inquiry and responses framed to
address their needs and experiences, while building political
community and movement for change.

These methods individually and together fall short of fully
addressing the primary objectives of intersectionality analysis,
both as a theory and as a social justice practice. As Hill Collins
and Bilge (2016) have warned, “a tidy methodology for inter-
sectional analysis” remains elusive, and our proposed approach
is no exception to that observation. However, each of our pro-
posed methods offers something of relevance to the social jus-
tice objectives of our partner organizations, while also at least
partially getting at some of the more salient goals of intersec-
tionality. As we move forward, we expect to encounter chal-
lenges in implementing these methods in accordance with a
principled commitment to improving the lived experiences of
those who are socially, politically, and economically margin-
alized by matrices of domination. We hope that the lessons
learned from intersectionality and from the voices of those
traditionally excluded will guide us in navigating those
challenges.
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Notes

1. Because of space constraints, a complete review of all, or even
most, of the scholarly work on intersectionality would be impos-
sible here, given its longevity, breadth, and depth. As a result, we
have chosen to focus on some of the more recently published
scholarship that builds on the political, anti-subordination politic
that animates intersectional scholarship such as that of Crenshaw
and Hill Collins.

2. The partner organizations include the Alberta Teachers’ Associa-
tion, The Canadian Centre for Gender and Sexual Diversity, Cana-
dian Internet Policy and Public Interest Clinic, Centre for Law,
Technology and Society (University of Ottawa), Canadian Race
Relations Foundation, Canadian Teachers’ Federation, Canadian
Women’s Foundation, Egale Canada Human Rights Trust, Alberta
Ministry of Status of Women, Human Rights Research and Edu-
cation Centre (University of Ottawa), MediaSmarts, Ontario Coali-
tion of Rape Crisis Centres, Ottawa Coalition to End Violence
Against Women, Status of Women Canada, UNICEF Canada, The
Vanier Institute of the Family, and YWCA Canada.

3. In this article, we have consciously chosen to use the terms
“equality” and “inequality” rather than “equity” and “inequity”
in part because this is the terminology used in the critical feminist
theory and praxis that we wish to center in our work. When we use
the term “equality,” we are not referring to Aristotelian equality,
which requires similar treatment for those who are similarly situ-
ated (or reduced even further—treating everyone the same).
Instead, like the critical feminist scholarship on which we rely,
we refer to a thick sense of equality—substantive equality. Under
a substantive equality approach, it is recognized that systems of
domination work to subordinate some, while privileging others
(MacKinnon, 2017). As a result, it cannot be presumed that treating
everyone the same will achieve fairness for everyone. Instead,
differential treatment is likely to be necessary in order to address
the differential impacts of systems of subordination/privilege on
individuals and groups.

4. Included among these feminists and organizers are influential his-
toric figures like Harriet Tubman, Ida B. Wells, Anna Julia Cooper,
and Sojourner Truth, to name a few (Carastathis, 2016, pp. 15-6).

5. Delgado and Stefancic (2017, p. 3) describe the critical race theory
movement as a “collection of activists and scholars engaged in
studying and transforming the relationship among race, racism and
power.” They note that the movement addresses many of the issues
taken up in civil rights discourse, but rather than focusing on incre-
mentalism, CRT “questions the very foundations of the liberal
order, including equality theory, legal reasoning, Enlightenment
rationalism, and neutral principles of constitutional law.”

6. It is important to note that critical and praxis-oriented qualitative
methods such as critical ethnographic methods incorporating par-
ticipant observations, in depth interviewing, and integrated knowl-
edge translation can also be used to address many of the
intersectionality issues we suggest that deliberative dialogue
addresses. Here, we explore deliberative dialogue because it fits
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particularly well with the kind of policy-making issues of interest
to our partner organizations.

7. The resources extended to participants should address the needs of
the particular individual/community. Examples could include ethi-
cally permissible compensation for participants’ time, provision of
childcare during research meetings, provision of transit fare to and
from meetings, and refreshments during meetings.
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