BRIHRZR (HSFHR) /Nov. 2015/No. 6

B OEZEELEFERHAR

SE R < o B F S 1 3 8 5K

-,

(A BB] &5k, TERERRACHESHOMRTRR, B R KE S TAGARA, A
AR S TAALIANE B RIARAN YK Z S5 AR G EME, RER M ZLEMG
RAEER R L $ A5 kR, FRAEBRINCEZHRE, AR TR 7 kR E L CAH TH EEL
S I RH A AEAAR B AR ARG, B R A TG AR AR N SRHARFEG L
Wb, B FFit SR AR R, A EAFREBEFRALIAF O I RER RSB F T R T E
EHAALTERBT HEMNA

(K@) ALK A ARAR 7 BT T X

ZE 4 (Intersectionality ) J2& 0 BR 27 BF 52 rfOBn I 3009 —Fh 3 5 0F 5875207 (Cole, 2010, p.
179) . SFEMEIIE IR T 20 205 £ RIS k& Atz s, 2 B H o 1k, M L e S
Z ORI AT AT FIT A 4 i R A BRI BTMR” (MeCall 2005, p. 1771) o Ay —FhREIE MBI, 52
FEPESRIE Z2 At 2 A R 0 S S PR AR 5 2R 48R 1 R AR T Y 52 2 M DL R AU 5 S S5 R AR R L
il s AE R — R, S8 B S A% 00 B2 A 58 (DA ][] 5 A 14 4 5t 3= SCHR ], 5 i 4k 23 DA ) 11
JE M Z 0 R R, IR AR AL S B B S A B8 AR 250 327 5 08 19 78 B DL K 3
Lo R TR LA

—. XHEMEER RN

SCEE PRI A R e T AT LB W 2 RN B2 S SRR RGN - 58 I (Sojourner Truth) F 1851 4§
LA R PE: T AR OR BT 51 9 S8 3, ok A FO% S5 B g B o A Bk (A
Brah) FIHEJE 5o (A. Phoenix) $i5 i - “ RAGY - 45& RAIARUELE S B L MERMBTA 5 15 5¢ &
FEAG I, DRI O ZR A 5 33 2 LAGIERA I IR] A2 H i B, SRR 5C &R Z v Rl i AU 6 2R ik

#CEZEL ERPSEAEER LT ERAR, IAEZFEHRBBHARR 210097, AXRERHRESTME " F
FRRAER P S REEMER” (12BSH027) ST AE S REFHINFERESIE IR ERALMS SRESHK
R AFBEBIR (2011ZDAXMOL6 ) it B B S AR o
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TR A .7 ( Brah & Phoenix, 2004, p.77)

G VE TS ML RN IR T X R T4 G604 5 R 02 5 5 A B R 5E . PR — ik o
32 B A G L SR TR S AR RS BOHE S5 % T Lo b 1 L P20 1 3, S
SRS W — B PRI BR " 7 1970 4R AR, BB A £ 1 3 AL LA T J 4 ( Cambahee River
Collectetive) 3£ Hi 1 FE 31 F 4L 4 ( simultaneity of oppressions ) i ¥ 38 By M B e 12 Ry ik« T
(17 B L 00 B 022 B 0 P, DR 7 R 9 2 3 b, B0 A R D £
( Combahee River Collective,1977/1995 , p. 234 ) s fi THR U E) H AL 17 2800 2 R R I ek ) 5
SR 3 30 T 98 1 5 ke SIS 0 324 8D M AR A 2 57 3 S5 R U B T A A7
A 22 ARG PR R O

1980 4F{R A8 #1110 47 ULTE T 38Rk I T 2632 30 1 2 A TR 1 5 T 15 2% % , R e/ W 2/ 9
5t (race/class/gender studies ) 75 42 Bk 1 [Fl P9 3 401 240, VF 22 2 3 1% W 4E 2 (A, Davis) | i 48
(Lorde) JUi D14k & (E. Spelman) \SEHIHL 42 (D. King) FFRATR TSI LB I LA KV BC 1) 59 52 P )
S, S R A 7 3 L 28 50 (5 P T 44, T LI P ) 2 LB B 1 5 e 4

1989 4F , 35 [ 44 150 AL B0 5% 508 1 ( Crenshaw ) B U4 H S8Rt ™ i3 —HE 2, )
DAL S R -+ L 2 SRS T Sk S SR T 2 9 0 B — 0 £ HE 42 single-axis frame-
work) ™ ( Crenshaw ,1989/1993 , p. 383) FUIR T MR RV e 1t 340 53 28 3, 38 A 1% A4 59 5 B J2 ™
119 2 FAS R AAE

1990 4E{R 2R , “ AR E™ BK — A B AL #& [ BE ™ (fast travelling concept) ( Knapp, 2005, p.
249) FIFRIE 9 VAT AIE (theoretical “buzaword” ) (Davis, 2008, p. 67) , ik 4 119 2 4 B M ENLHS
it B 20 B DA IR 2 S 4 S Jed B 6 T e 2 DA 9 A S I L, 91
81, BMRIUT ( Collins ) 48 1 ¥ 4 FR 363 22 5™ (“interlocking systems of oppression” ) 1 A J1 4™ ( ma-
trix of domination) A% 0 W& , W25 R4 5 J2 T 5 MO A 2 T oA ) 56 2R AL, T 32
BEREL  — RS R R I B2 PR B R I KA S 2N R St o £ AL 2L 28 T A
HEAE 94775 (Collins, 2000, p.299) . 1% 5 ( Hancock ) 3352 B 1k B S — LG HE 306, 5 2
R 42 T 2 5 9 W6 1 M LA T 0 28 B B B . (Hancock ,2007a, p. 249 ) .0 B2 5 U 4R 25
(Shields) |51/ % ( Bowleg) B ( Cole) 38 X4 (Syed) Af1ili—iK BUF ( Purdie-Vaughns ) 1535 1
( Eibach ) 45 I I\ J7 VL A BE R4 T 50 R 7 0 B o (1 R

SR, BRSSP R 2 AR 20018 SO BFTEE K BB, Zeid 30 Z4F
BRI SEREPECL 2 8 2o R B T4 32, O AN BIA S FE 2o DB T 7 sh o
e Vi N AR Ao IRIE RERIFSE B I SE 4 GV ST S M0 A SO SR sk 1
FHEMHFAER . (Cho, Crenshaw & MeCall, 2013, p. 787 ) B M2 195 # A LE], 30— X % L
T2 S 637 R Bl T 53 M A 1 28 e 58 B A S Lk 152 2 5, 1 A 22 T 3 S v 20 A
7] ( multiple intersecting identities ) SKHRA : B A~ A 22 5 1 K 23 A1 10 2 76 3 B R4 10 740 5 2 f
ORI R 00 25 2t 2 B W 3 A W T A R AR

. RHEMEREEAMERERS

SEAEPE AR AR 2N R ) Z 0SS R PR G & 7 (Shields 2008, p. 301) , FZEWLALUNT
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() IR B : etk 2 T4 AL RE 5 1 2 AR 2 4

B GOR ARG )+ S R AR 0T 2k e 2 1 S 0 L 2 1 2 14 e
LRI ASHEA R . (Cole,2009, p. 171) B3 2 , 0.4 S SRS PE I 1540 Uy SEALA

KA, F30 S0 I SR WL 262 31 10 ( monologic ) 1B 35 1 36 £ ( self-celebratory ) ( Samp-
son, 1993a, p. xi) , Bkt £ (RS BERAA " (% (“the other” ) (it AAT (i AR 2% I 40 P 5301 4
BEVR 1 TR LA (R MR LN 2 (LTI A, DB AR AP0 2 TG (0B 03
FLHE” (Sampson, 1993b, p. 1220) 4 S JREE: (1) BEFF 4oRGE S0 %, ot do b 3 S0 B2 50D
e B 5 SRR R, DA 5 T A0 B2 S0 25 53 R L B, T
S LB S P LR M 2 SR T 5 (2) A TR SR A B0 6 B 2 SR L, A0 £
o IR A7 R AR IR, 60T (R 0.0 AT St TSI , P 1 L 254 I, PR T ok
SUEA RSO AT M5 (3) 5 = M 0. B S W R e SCRY S35 T ARl i T
T EURE 3 5 LA A 30 5 (4) TR 7 4000 800 2 M TR0 0 B2 o A1) S 2
0 F SURA T HEBE, LA TRI3E 20 118 S8 0 0 B2 0 B e (8 57 5 2 W o
T RBE I 554 A B —— T JAE ) S S A s B 22— ST 7 5 (A
PR K A BRI, RIS R o 7 6 R R 56 3 2 O A I o 2 e T A 26
¥ 2D PR 9K .37 0.0 B B P B K % WG 811 7 40 LR SARAE 42 ( Sampson,
1993, pp. 1220—1221)

PR AE R 25 100 B2 5 FF U VR e/ T e R 2 T2 D B0 2 38 57 1
W (AR AT % 3 B AR L 2% 515 4 80 S WA X o B 05 7 4 1 B0 P S0 358 % 2002—
2004 4F ] PsyeINFO tf14s Ak SRR NG L FS BFE 10 563 40HF , T/ 9 40710 Silverstein) W5 % 31,
SR 1 ORI 5 T R S P B S R R ) FO S0, R 1 T 0 B 5 A ) T
S e 4 W 2 P SR L R 45 2R o AL BRSO, (Silverstein, 2006, p. 21)
R L5 WL S 552 AP SR IR AT 25 000 B M R i%E 22, 26%8) ™ ( Cole, 2009, .
170) ELLIRA: G SEE 5 S Ge 0 B2 F 9 7 0190 T A 58 1 43 Js, 22
WO 5 By IR QR EASE , TR L R b 2 R SR g0 S R A

AL B IE AT ™ HER IR T B (Anthias, 2012, p.3) SRS MBS AR A1 H
22— R 0 20 257630 AP L Bkt 2 A 2 1 22 00 5 HE P, WA 415 A
PR L R AS A B0 . — T VT B i S S R s TR B 1 72
PR 57 5, AKX P S 5 0 0 8 T AR R 7R AR 9 5 A T O 2 DA R e
) W3t . LT, S RS PEBFIE AT D A T BP9 1 3 WA ST T HE) A L 0k
BRI T 4 300 0 ORI T 20RO 2800 o T2 7030 2 LR R P 0 2 R 6
R I 0 361, AT T 5 00 2 56 L JBR 0F  22 5 40 W 0 e 90 U2 29 K 2 T4
B, T 2 S 5 AR A . 5 — 7 A, S B P B 5 A 38 2 S 2 S 38 0 B2 5
e R T S S T SO, SR 7] — L P 2 1 25 2
V5 25 A 0 K« 2K T AR T I B MR 5 LR £ 39— PR 22 T e B B A
A58 (Hankivsky, 2012, p. 1712) 3835 F 00065 14 3522 5 A3 3B AU 2 0 2 9 00 B2 T
oI A6 7 LA 1 5t 25 0 AT 00 5 G M 28 1 40 A T O 32 P30 B 2
200,

SR 2 TR AR S 2N S P 10 R LR P sl o 0 1), o TR 2,
hy 1 T ph T 22 S 301 42 A B PR TIF 5 7 6 L B 52 AR T A 35— , BP9 AR T 8 B
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PRZEIG bR A 10 10 5 AT R 20 36 8 JR 15 35 1 1) B A ( contextualized understanding) 5 55—, i
TR HE 22N R 2 4ERFIE A S A A TR TR (B JZ S AR At A ) 4 22 S0 a4 5 S, AT 4
IEBAHFFE b T A AR B il T2 SRR DRI . DR, 8 A R AR R S PN A T
W) 2 TS 2T G AR, SR DE S 0T T R T 2 J0 U T Y T 1A, o o B A0 2 A S
B RV HE 2R/ AL 2 YW R AR S 4 2 A 16 22 0 Al O s BRE 5 SRR RE DA LR T .

(72 NSARRE” 3 ey < s AL 5% & Pk S L 2N IR it T

SR FRIS SRR 1 0C R ML 5 4k 23 A R B EREAA PR RRAIE - 1 R e/ RO MRS LB 2 P CRE )
GRS R AL S A Y L B 1Y BRI s A2 6 B (social positions ) JE AN AT 43 E Y, I B AN [R] A
NG T W H ) 558 B A At S i B 5 45 A BT .7 (Hankivsky 2012, p. 1712) Z3% 2R 7548
TR AT R B k27 DX 3 I AN I A2 ) 2 B DX 2 1 SR g -+« 3K 2 X3 B A D A G
HIETE A 45 5 . (Sampson, 1993, pp. 1222—1223)

=R NN N g PR b A I M N N E A IN i Sl = W (S Rra - e il a2 7 e
6] 52 2= (A 71 56 R B3 AR, B 48 B AR TR0 “ 1838 AR 2 i 4k B Sk S ab b4 . R4 A
KO b, SRR A 22 5 R AR G 50 5 E AL S 25 KT b SR B TE A A | B8 R sl A S5
B s 422 2 O N[ 9= 8 = 5 0 2 R VAR S B A N N B S Ll 1 sl i 2 V4
TS BRI —" DSR2 T B S5 44 J2 10 AN 755 R Ge Je AH AR 7 i AR B, 0% 0 Bl
M, HEE R IR AR B A 98 BEAS GBS b 4T, R RS & 5 4R 5 A T4 1 i A2 (e 3
SCCHETN 3 SO R SO R AR AR R E . (Warner & Shields 2013, pp. 803—804)

ez P P B R S e, DT AN I T SR S WA (] A4 A AP 5 25 S P () i, o R
2 B B T A DU A 2 8] 5 BEAR N AR A R 2 0 5 4k 2 TR SR A ) & Bilan, 35
MR (Mahalingam ) $-“ SEHPE” IR A 5 4k 25 67 B 22 18] (A FLAE HT, s il 45 Fhd 25 0 8 AL )
KA (Mahalingam 2007, p.45) . BEARIHS 1 3855 M XS A 6 R M 5 R A M A A 5E 24046
DA 4 ANJ7 T 0 S8 (1) JGHERNIE /PR A/ B J2 4541 25N R I 38 S5 PEAUT) 56 R XA IR S5 REAR (1 52 1
(2) 2255 P I SR A AR 5 AR AE S S PEA ) ¢ & vh 1At 23 067 B A IR 0L : AN PR 7R S S ME Y
)RR A Y, JT A B T A S P E AL C 25 (3) SRR PEDF ST s R OC R L 5 C R 2, 3 il
XoF DR Z2 M A R R o W T ok OQ R e AR A 5 A R A L S L B 2 DL B A R R (4) 32
FE VAT 5 8 TR R XA AL 2 G5 Y INFEDCHKPE . (Collins 2012, pp. 452—454)

K11 2% 5L (Choo & Ferree ) ¥ X A%t 52 F 11 ) 4 25 AR IR A A R, Bk © ek AR o B 7 < 5
B2 Bl A T B AN S S A B ——Ff e A T = Fie | 28 5% 0 51 AR B2 5 P S0 Ak R i) <6 3 T I
PRI —— DT Bl Bt AN (] Ak 2 5 A 0 3 rh A 07 32 A 1 2R P DA % i s s T T80 )RR AE o
(Choo & Ferree,2010, p. 134) 22 % /R AL 5 IR 3R A A 3 B2 A At 23 Y mE 9 SCAL B S S5 4 ity
FEHRIEIF RT3 W% R T A PEEFEF T VE T (Cole 2009, p. 173 ), LA SGTE 22 0 W5 X~ 4
SRR I A T SO AN 206 5 2 R RS

SEREPE B XA T 0 0 R M SN A AL 2 @R P s 8, Pk R T B S oo e Sk S R A
J5T 32 SO K 53 Br T U 2 1) X6 P FE AN ) O 3R U 3l 1k DA B 45 R s 554 07 2 e ) A6 77 LRI 10 6
L XAUAT B T BB Z 18] DA SRR B 03 Z [ AA ) G 2, T IRREAAC 2B 16 1 &2 4k 2 ootk Vit
e, M EA B TR 98 5 e T B AL 2 A P AE 7RO 8 b B9 /R H - M) R i B )2 S 2w AN H
SEAMRERIE , TR S5 R PR 0 06 5 4 2 B s AR A AR T 304k 5 D7 s 18 35, AR 19 A= 1% 22 56 J2 by
T R B2 S ) SN R R 2 AL P i R [ B . AN, B 22 (Hurtado ) 38 i3 A4t 23 A
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B 5 4 T R BRI I P ) B 2 2 AT 6 2 8 A 6 S T 8 F A1, Al
R, FACHE 5 SN AR 25 AR TR FE 12 1 11115 26 51 30l 0t 48 e A 0 PR —— 11 A
PRI TN, S B DA M 3075 A A R B P O L L (ELRE A5 B A
PET 3, oPE 5 SR 564 R RO R . (Hurtado, 1989, p. 845 ) i 2 (W (4L 2 A R BF5E X
7 A DA 0 T X0 R R B o 8 3 250 /R 58 Rk 0 80 O R 19 2 7 3
INC IS

(=) AN 20 2 286 s 2 mnG . 2 oC A 2w 5 2 e Ji ik i

9 b, 2O A — MR LR AR R, S — Rk R R AR Al R,
T, SEAR H AR RN PR BT A6 30 8 IR AS 2 BT S r ) R WA R B R S R
PRI 38— AN S R IS 5 M B i 2, T2 VR AN 7 ((Crewshaw,1989/1993, p.
385 ) BIM IR SR I, A 2 06 2 22 TC A [R]85 0 A i s A 1Y - AR T 38 [ AGIA IR A 1 S e &
5y 5 L PER IR SO 25 VS 26 BN 450

Ak Z A0 2T A Y S FE R A FE R S AR O WL A . BIA R B TR R B R A 2
[F] 5 4k 2o AN PSR AR EL A 5 A B AR B, TS 2 A B R S 4R, B, SRR e SIS AOF A
SRR FE PER B E AR SN RIS S T S A e AT Z (R AR BN ) 22 KT 1 S B
A

IPNC-DOE 9153 SVATHE Y A2 2B ik S 12| PO (K = s I'at - 0 6 SN B AP Sy & Ll i
FRERIIEINT B2 B SR M A R A 2 A ) — MR 4 b ) 8 B —FF B RN AR DG I 19— R SN[ T2 4
RAMFER . TEME R, L BN 05U 175 38 1Y 385 R G0 =B F 1 1) i S B )2 S 2%
KRR R ik 7 ) SIS A4 AT TG 22008 17 DA I =2 18] 4 EL Sl R 28 56 1) 520

B ZRAS U DL RN + [ PEAR + 2ot # PRONIR) PR Lo P 24 1] ( Bowleg 2008, pp. 312—325) , i1k
SEREMEAN TR —FE GEIA [R5 o BT 5L A9 SR A8z, i 2 — M S B AN , PR A AN R 32 B K7
SN BB 25 P ARG el o X R S8 i 1 2o A s 22 S M 22 e i 37 742 6 1) 2R 0 3 52 i AN A0 ]
BN R R AR 5 SRR 22 o0 A AR AR BN S AR P AL b i SR L TR R AN T L Bk
ROMAERN ZH, (Choo & Ferree,2010, p. 131)

DUy XN R A58 2 B B — B (unitary approach) (22 JGHR ] (multiple approach ) LA & 5 5 B
] (intersectional approach) HEAT 1 BT o FL— Bl M i e — A ) i 2 S doe EL A e 5 22 U [ %
AN IR 822 S A S RS EL S A 78 k5 T S i B ) 5 8 22 A 25 DK () B e 22 18] B 3 5 A0 B A
PER) K Z . (Hancock ,2007b, p.64) (W% 1)

BET SRR 2 R AL 2N IRl 9 B — LA 5 BN 7 125, TR B T 200K PN E 20 R 5 R &8
M58 BN AS 5T, A VIS 0 0 8 22 Jo b 58 07 ¥E WA, DR R A AeT B — g 1 5 07 125 349 3 DD 3k
XF G BE TR A BRI STE , 200 A B AR E) SR L R S REMMI R R E

HER} I Bk (Hankivsky ) TAH , X5 TAIFFE #1007, B2 09 0 15 28 50 1 3 S A ME A /2 29 5 AR Ik
7 AN TG EEARAT AR BT ST 07 125 5 L H AR AR T ok B A 6 28, (W5 3 LAAS [R) 1) 77 = B A Y i
PR O Z [8] ( 0C 28 SR EL 3l -0 X b B 0 T ORGSR . (Hankivsky 2012, p. 1715) BH/K
FRFRERL R o g RS R S — RT3 3O ] T IS S8, I AN T R JR B W 58 5 1%
AT ER AT 2 Y B S S5 R AT ST AL MEROZ R S A T 2 N A VR
St 277 R SCFE MR B 27 X 5 ST 5T SR T AL 2 Y e L S A 5 HO e e R 2 A 1Y
F* 7, (Cole,2009, p.176)
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x1 FER@FR ERN R EithEF e RA LR

T T ZSER SRR
TR S 2 RULE 2 RULE
| BB S I | 0 T PR A | SO T PR A < W ]
WEZ IR | sy R AT R B2 BT ) )
| B RKE S | B (e KR RV
e O SN AN RN AT | e s st s )
T i i 50 BB 2 2 M 2 52 3
T T T DN T ST ,
ST l%ﬁjﬁﬁvﬂjﬁ %@ﬁﬁi N N e T
GRS | Sl
TP | ks BRI | PR R T REME T | 2ok Y s A T 2 T
FHZEE | ik

FH kR :A. Hancock,2007, “When multiplication doesn’t equal quick addition; Examining intersectionality as
a research paradigm” , Perspectives on Politics, vol.5, no. 1, p.64.

R A BT E N AL TS0 15 IS T AR PERTIT . 4N, /K 2% (Shields) 45 i« f1 FIA
[ ) 22 4k BE R, SR BEAE AHT B AR BIE T 7 WA 2B AT BIF S R ARt th B2 (Shields, 2008, p. 306 ) {1
IRKE IR M AT S A A T B A 2 A TR i S B i Ve S 2 e i R A B 5 B AR5, IE AN 3§
SCREPI AR B BRI E 3E AV S S A i AL 527 k9 o (Syed 2010, p. 61) BLR DA
PRSI B, DRSS BRI Aoy 918 T AL WFFE it W7 A S 285 SR A B, JC Lo ] B A F 5 35
AR T30 5 DL H AR 2 56 1 Dy S 58 h e AR I T A 45 2R

=, THHERSEAMATERENX

A — AN K A BEAE 5 AT SEE 2, SE R X SO B A AR T SO AR B T S 8 T S
TOCRRAERR T PR, A R AL PR 0 B ) R A AR ) 4R B R RIE S S A 2 B
SRR R HES) O PR T e AR SRR AL TR O A BT A

ZEWL A BTSSP E AR O B TS P O, E A LA = AN AR — SR AR R 2 ouih Gl
KRBT A AR BIR S5 . S5k B9 TS 32 2 R A T 2 ou i G AR R S H BT T i 4 45 A
(] B Rk, I LSRRGS 4 WL B gk 22 50 100 G AR AR F) e A Ak 35 5 219 45 ) S P 5 S o 9 Ak 2 A
T3 EE AT, DA Ry SRS T BT AT A TR RIT 5, AT R — > 52 St 1k DA ) AR B Sl e o 5
LSRR AR — R T HE R B U o A O RE SR Y S B R — P A [RTE S 4 SR ( Syed ,2010,
p-61) , EZR OB E T 5T E FE AT B — A [ RO BIF TS, A 200 6 H A5 A A () 9 B 8l 7 QL R XA
[ 2 98 AN 5 089 1 S M R PS8 R A A L, o B2 R 0K 5 A DA 23 W RE S A e g 52
PR 500 3R 2 RS DTG S B A RS (B 2= 2 S B A R R 22 0 O SR IR RS I 58
= SRR AR — B E S U o SRR AN RGE T T S AR T U, JC I8 AR B A S )
IR A e, B AR HEA 2 P S5 R Sl i 2708 8 (0 S B 14 BORAR 15 S BRI T R A S
PEHEAS T B T B GURR I o AL, Sm IR FR I R0 5 B2 S5 A 2 A R A P A SR IR P i A ) T 3
P11 VN L PR o P e e e O I O 7 g A

25 L il SEAEERTT AR A 1k O B 27 X 3 G AR REAAC ) S T, B 22 T8 2 i ) A 2 A [ x> 1A 22
B 51T N RN HE S 7 AR R A T AT TR A f skl SRR AR SR B RO B
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IR H 45 2R E, SR MR AIT AT I B P H AR R0 0, (E 5 A A SCRE 2 B2 AR T, o0 B 2 QU Y 52
PEBIFTE 04 5 JEERNARXS i i < S PEAEARE S T7 ka8 LA B S B 22 1T B Bk M MK SR A7 75 ( Parent, DeBlaere &
Moradi, 2013, p.645) o DUt , RAHI S MBI T T 23k — A0 TR X A58 1R B S 5 07 e M 0, #%
SEEERT ST ZHT I 0O B RIS

SE Lk
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(REHE: HAK4E)

Intersectionality: A New Paradigm in Psychology
GUO Ai-mei

Abstract; Originated in the Second Women’s Movement, intersectionality has recently become a new
research paradigm in psychology. As a normative theory, intersectionality focuses on multiple margin-
alized identities or all identities, assuming that power is relational and social identities are socially con-
structed, and therefore values the non-additive but multiple intersecting effect and the use of multi-
methodology. Integrating intersectionality into psychology can substantially inform the theory and meth-
ods in psychology : Intersectional perspectives can improve psychologists’ ability to theorize and empiri-
cally investigate the ways that social categories structure individual and group experiences, reveal the
complexity of individual and group’s life and mechanisms of power and social inequality, and identify
the relationship between knowledge and power, therefore providing a new lens for contextualized un-
derstanding of individual and group’s experiences and promoting methodological reform and social ac-
tivism in psychology.
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