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Abstract
This paper draws on gender an intersectionality perspective (Shields, 2008:304) and Warner (2008) to addresses the ‘how’ question. It presents a process model that captures the making of intersectional identities. The paper demonstrates the creation of intersectional identities, using, as an illustration, the narrative of one British Pakistani woman.  I explain the processes through which intersecting identities define and shape each other. An individual has its unique intersectional identities that are visible as a whole. I reveal the production of race, class, gender and other social categories/identities in an individual. Drawing on Ken (2008) I demonstrate race, class and gender get produced, processed, and then absorbed. The analysis of my data led to understanding of the creation of the individual or the subjectification processes, using Foucault’s work and a post structuralism lens to unpack the production. 
Introduction
This paper presents partial findings of a research project. The research project began with a puzzle; why are there so few British Pakistani women (BPw) in managerial and professional positions in organizations in UK? (EOC, 2007:9). I undertook a literature review of BPw, who are subsumed under Black and Ethnic minority (BME) in U.K. Ethnic minorities imply history and power in their creation (Oikelome, 2011). In addition, I found inadequately focused research on highly educated, second generation British Pakistani women in managerial and professional positions in management and organization studies (MOS). Pakistani diaspora comprises the bulk of the British Muslims in U.K. (Werbner, 2004). The Muslim angle is important in the UK as within the next ten years; Muslims will account for one-quarter in the working age population (Bunglawala, 2008). However, research (EHRC, 2011) contends that a substantial number of second-generation Muslim women remain economically inactive. Second generation refers to women who are born in U.K. The literature review also revealed certain social categories. These categories of difference were identified ex-post (Tatli and Ozbilgin, 2012). ‘Ex-post’ is where a number of salient categories of difference are identified, based on the specific context of the investigation. 
Multiple social categories result in complexity. I faced a dilemma. A method was required that would capture the complicated nature of the context. A number of researchers have suggested intersectionality as a framework. However, how it can be empirically used, is still an open question. While Nash (2008) suggests “re-thinking intersectionality,” Warner (2008) and Calas et al., (2014) suggest intersectionality as a social process. Although intersectionality varies in the literature, there is a consensus that the focus should be on “multi-dimensionality of marginalized subjects lived experiences” (Crenshaw, 1989:139). The literature review positioned Pakistani and Bangladeshi / British Muslim women, as a socially marginalized group [within the context of the diaspora (because they are women) and country (because they are an ethnic and religious minority)]. I reasoned that if social  marginality exists, it should be visible in their voices or narratives. This led to the question: How are intersections of ethnicity, gender, nationality and religion revealed in their narratives? 
[bookmark: _GoBack]While a number of researchers have argued for using intersectionality, few have done so empirically. In my view intersectionality is a means for recognizing complexity and contextuality of intersecting location of disadvantage. The original underpinning of intersectionality lies in ‘space’ where gender and race intersected, creating oppression (Crenshaw, 1991). Intersecting locations of disadvantage occur, when    negative / marginalized / stigmatized social categories (multiple) produce negative / marginalized / stigmatized social identities. These identities mix / interlock/ intersect / intermingle to form a (visible) whole identity that is in actuality, intersectional identities. Thus, in my view intersectionality is about identity formation in an environment where power operates in certain ways, creating social categories that carry negative meaning. These meanings become associated with a social category leading to stereotyping. Belonging to a category that has a negative connotation leads to feelings of being an outsider. It is important to see how the categories are created in an individual. I revisit the assumptions leading to the production of intersectional identities. I then argue for a feminist post-structuralist perspective and a Foucauldian analytical lens and demonstrate the production of intersectional identities leading to a whole (visible) identity. 
Intersectionality Assumptions
Intersectionality has major assumptions. It assumes categories of difference (Crenshaw, 1989). However, “the axes of differences cannot be isolated and desegregated” (Ludvig, 2006:246). The basic assumptions of intersectionality are (1) it incorporates a study of social identities that are viewed as negative created from social categories (in a given context) (2) the identities can be multiple and overlapping but visible in the individual as a whole (3) Intersectionality is a process of the creation of intersecting or intersectional identities.
Social identities that are viewed as negative, created from social categories (in a given context)
Black scholars such as Angela Davis (1981), Audre Lorde (1984) and Patricia Hills Collins (1990) introduced the insight of intersectionality. The phrase ‘intersectionality, however, was coined by Kimberly Crenshaw in 1991 (Prins, 2006). It was used to explain the space where gender and race intersected, creating oppression. Collins (1998:918) uses “violence as a site of intersectionality linking hierarchical power relations of race and gender”. She suggests using intersectionality to develop a complex view while recent researchers consider it, a relational conception of workplace inequality (Vallas and Cummins, 2014). Intersectionality has been suggested by many academics (see for example Anthias, 2013, Bilge and Denis, 2010, Bose, 2012, Holvino, 2010) as a way to focus on location as result of intersections. However, the underlying premise in location, is negative location, as a result of the intersection of negative identities (Werbner, 2013). The term intersectionality has been used for multiple intersections of oppression (Brah and Phoenix, 2004). Since most empirical intersectionality research has been carried out in Anglo-Saxon counties, intersectionality empirical research has usually incorporated race and gender (Browne and Misra, 2003), race, gender and class (Healy et al., 2011a) and race, gender and religion (Bilge, 2010, Essers et al., 2010) and categories remain a dominant part of intersectionality and diversity (Healy et al., 2011b). As Collins (1998:918) argues, it must incorporate multiple categories as
“Neither race-nor gender only approaches adequately explain African American women’s experiences with violence, because African-American women’s experiences with violence cannot be recast within guiding assumptions of either approach.” 
In addition, these social identities interact to produce “qualitatively different meanings and experience…….that cannot be explained by each alone” (Warner, 2008:454). As Anthias (2011:210) asserts that while,
 “Inequalities, exclusion and forms of discrimination are systemic in modern societies and muti-dimensional……The link between different inequalities and discriminations is important to understand. Dealing with one discrimination only may involve increasing another…. That is why the discussion and conceptualization of the intersectionality framework is so important”. 
The intra-categorical complexity emerged when feminist of colour began to focus on the “lived experiences at neglected points of intersection- one that tended to reflect multiple subordinate locations as opposed to dominant or mixed locations” (McCall, 2005:1780). So while feminist research focuses on one category (Healy et al. 2011b) as  the bulk of inequality research has focused on one social group (example: women), it takes away the focus from the location (or heterogeneity within) that social group (women). Intersectionality re-orients one to the location and does not take the focus away from multiple, overlapping categories. Calas et al. argue that these categories are not
 “independent of one another; rather they interrelate, creating a system of oppression reflecting the simultaneous effects of multiple forms of discrimination. Intersectionality also refers to interlocking and mutually constitutive relations of gender, race, class and other categories of difference in individual lives, social practices, institutional arrangements, cultural ideologies and their differential outcomes in the lives of women and men. (Ibid: 2014: 40, emphasis added)

It uses social categories that are created/embedded through domination and difference, resulting in the subordination/marginalization of the individual, thus marking her as a marginal category. This perspective is context dependent. Being a black man in USA, is minority/marginalized category, but not in Nigeria. In the above example, I have used national boundaries to imply the marking of the negative construction. Indeed, organizations can also take part in the creation, marking and casting of difference (Czarniawska-Joerges and Höpfl, 2002:4). Werbner (2013b) also explains that the migration creates in a person double consciousness. The underlying assumption in this body of research is; power exercised by a majority population over minority population results in the feeling of being an outsider. Accompanying feelings of being an outsider, of difference and discomfort, is resistance (Thomas and Davies, 2005). Empirical evidence indicates that religion (being Muslim) can also construct feelings of being ‘Other’ (Essers and Tedmanson, 2014). A number of researchers has echoed this feeling of being an outsider. Bell and Nkomo (1999:70) borrow on Anzaldua’s[footnoteRef:1] (1987) concept of borderlands, to call themselves border women as they “built ..careers in the perilous space between the multiple demands of two cultures”. For example, Collins (1999:85) chose the term outsider within.  She emphasizes how power, colors the way the individual views that the world. It seems to imply, that the individual is wearing lenses of “otherness” to see the world. She will always see the world differently because of her social location. Another way of explaining this feeling would be to say that the individual becomes embedded with ‘otherness. It will leave an impression. I draw on Ahmed (2004:30), to explain impression, as “ a mark left”, and crucially, “the impression is a sign of the persistence of others even in the face of absence”. For this reason, in the context of a relationship, the action of individual will leave an enduring mark.  [1:  Included in references but not read.] 

Society, as well as organizations, create inequality. Literature has established that organizations may be considered sites for producing inequalities (Calas and Smircich, 2006; Acker, 2006, Ragins, 2011). Consequently, Acker (2006:442), advocates researchers “pay attention to the intersections of, at least, race/ethnicity, gender, and class” when studying inequality, dominance and oppression. Thus intersectionality includes all social categories/social differences, involving production of inequalities.
The identities can be multiple and overlapping but visible in the individual as a whole
Shields (2008:307) also explains identity in psychological terms as, “awareness of self, self-image, self-reflection and self-esteem [. . .] a quality that enables the expression of the individuals authentic sense of self”. While intersectionality is critiqued for fragmentation (Walby, 2007), my view of ‘fragmented’ is not ‘broken bits’ joined together to make a whole visible identity. I view the whole identity as a constitutive process (Yuval-Davis, 2006), cookie (Ken, 2008) or a blended cake where the ingredients cannot be taken out again (Bowleg, 2013). Researchers have also argued that intersectionality is not an additive approach ((Bowleg, 2008). Some have even used the lego identity as a means to explain a whole, with bits in it (Gauntlett, 2007). Ken (2008:155) talks about the production of race, class, gender and other social categories as interconnected, interdependent and contextual. Just as sugar gets produced, used and experienced, so does race, class and gender get first produced, processed, used and then absorbed. 
Every aspect of race, class and gender has been and is produced under particular social, historical, political, cultural and economic conditions (p. 155) [. . .] how these production processes have typically (and deliberately) relied on grander ideological supports in the form of religion and science to buttress their institutionalization (Ibid: 158). 
The production of race, class, and religion is based on the colonial history of U.K. and the recent events in U.S.A. (9/11) and U.K. (7/7). These have affected the way the majority population (Anglo-Saxon) view the minority population (ethnic minorities) in the west. In other words, the minority population is produced (grows up) in the fields of the host country (in society), subjected to these inputs (Discourses): Discourses of Otherness or not belonging or being an outsider. By Discourses (D), I mean “general and prevalent systems for the formation and articulation of ideas in a particular period of time” (Alvesson and Karreman, 2000:1126). 
Ivy Ken also makes clear that we have to study the origins of the ingredients (how was the sugar produced) taking into account the processes that feed into the growth of that ingredient. In addition, when we study identities, we cannot do so in isolation but have to keep the context and the factors that led to the creation and re-creation of that identity, up to the point in question, constantly in the picture. As Ken (2008:159) states that, the production is “deliberate, ongoing, and institutionalized”. These Discourses affect the identities that are produced. Identities can be multiple. However, the identities produced are stigmatized, negative or intersectional as a result of the Discourses that feed into their creation. 
Furthermore, the effective is not additive but an intermingling osmosis because of simultaneous interaction in one mixing bowl (the individual) of the various identities. Ken (2008) explains how race, class and gender (all ingredients, e.g. sugar, flour, butter, and eggs), are first processed (made into a cookie dough, then baked), produce (cookies), and used (tasted; experienced; mouth feel) and then absorbed in our bodies. Therefore, when one tastes the cookie, it is very difficult to tell each ingredient apart. She also stresses that the ingredients intermingle. Thus, just as the ingredients come together and affect each other, transform each other, so do the identities. This is ‘mutually constituting’ each other. 
Additionally, experience or taste is different for each person. Just as different tongues can experience taste in the mouth differently of a cookie, so can 
“race, class and gender’s meaning transform when they come in contact with those who taste them, who enact them, who need them, who rely on them, who hate them ,who are oppressed by them who get advantages from them, who do not realize they are there, who do them.” (Ken, 2008:164)
Just as food or cookie is absorbed by our body and can make us, for example, gain weight, so can race, class, gender and other categories shape us. Therefore, while we see the cookie as a whole and cannot see the ingredients within it, similarly we cannot see the different identities and categories clearly within an individual. Clair et al., (2005) divide demographic diversity into two types: visible and invisible. They consider race, sex, age, ethnicity, language, speech pattern as visible and religion, sexual orientation, national origin, occupation and illness as invisible. These markers serve as cues and help us make sense of others. Indeed, these individuals, who are a mix of race, class, religion, gender and other categories, will experience a phenomenon differently, than one with fewer or more social categories. Therefore the experience is person dependent. 
Intersectionality is a process of the creation of intersecting or intersectional identities.
 Researchers have used gender and ethnicity/religion as categories to understand micropolitics of identity construction (Essers and Benschop, 2007, Essers and Benschop, 2009).  This implies that identity construction seems to be the result of certain processes at work. Shields (2008) argues that intersectionality uses social identities to make sense in social relations. This is echoed by McCall (2005: 1771) when she defines intersectionality as “the relationships among multiple dimensions and modalities of social relations and subject formations”. Warner (2008) argues for intersectionality to be seen as identity creation process situated within social structural contexts. Ken (2008:152) uses intersectionality as a process carried out “in our bodies, human and institutional”. She argues that the metaphor of sugar “allows us to emphasize structural and individual forces at work in their continual and mutual constitution” (ibid). Her position reinforces two points; firstly the continuation of identity formation and secondly the role of the individual and the structures in the identity formation process rather than an emphasis or separation of either. Thus, while much of the debate of intersectionality comes from identity, for some researchers, this is also a weakness (Walby, 2007) because of the emphasis on fragmentation of identities. In my view, this is an advantage. Individuals draw on different identities at different times. As Calas et al., (2014:41) posit. “intersectionality as social process [that] allows for observing actors’ contradictory locations of domination and subordination at different times in different places.” Indeed, Shields (2008:302) defines intersectionality as “social identities that serve as organizing features of social relations, mutually constitute[footnoteRef:2], reinforce[footnoteRef:3] and naturalize[footnoteRef:4] one another”.  She further explains that the relationship between each category or identity is interactional while some researchers use the word interlocking. In other words, each category/identity takes its meaning “in relation” to another, with the individual self-involved in the process, which is itself is dynamic. However, I draw on Shields (2008), to expand my understanding of intersectional identities, as the final product, which is visible.  [2: A category in relation to another category.]  [3:  Dynamic process; individual actively engaged.]  [4:  Self-evident or basic through the lens of another category.] 

“Another way of conceptualizing intersecting identities emphasizes the unique form of identity created out of intersections. From this point of view, emergent identity is experienced as a uniquely hybrid creation”(Shields, 2008:305)
This approach gives rise to the notion of intersecting identities. It retains the focus on “multiple, intersecting and (interacting) sources of subordination/oppression (Denis, 2008:677) as well as retaining a meaningful whole for the identity (Bowleg, 2008). 
Intersectionality has been used in multiple ways. However, the focus of intersectionality studies is to look at the process of the creation of intersecting or intersectional identities
 “identify social processes where race, class, gender, ethnicity, sexuality, caste, and nation, for example are salient in social relations and in representations of subjects and identities at work, attending as well, to those identities that are invisible, subjugated, or marginalized at particular points of intersections” (Calas et al., 2014:40).  
As argued before (Arifeen and Gatrell, 2013) intersectionality does not look at identity as just a set of a person’s traits, rather the context (institutional, political and societal) that creates the identity. Warner (2008) also argues that master categories are useful but should be viewed within the context of historical and cultural locations. Warner (2008: 459) stresses “for anyone undertaking a project relevant to intersectionality it is necessary to understand how the identities studied relate to the structural systems of society that maintain them.” The context is particularly important in intersectionality as intersectionality is a tool for tackling both identity and oppression (Nash, 2008). It is critical in its approach, as its original premise had an emancipatory agenda, focusing on “multi-dimensionality of marginalized subjects lived experiences” (Crenshaw, 1989:139). Warner(2008), also emphasizes the critical nature of the perspective, as intersectionality assumes “identities are couched within status and power relations”.  
Methodology
In this section, I argue that intersectionality is critical in its approach. In intersectionality research, reality is seen from a position of ‘being dominated’. It is, therefore, perspectival research and from a standpoint. Foucault’s work can provide us with an analytical lens as it focuses on the power that creates social categories that are oppressed. 
Social reality is seen as a construction. Intersectionality research in my view, takes the interpretation from the standpoint of the oppressed. 
A standpoint may indicate a gender or racial identity or a national or civilization identity, as “Western” or “African” or “East Asian”. A standpoint shapes how we see society- whether we focus on the individuals or the group, whether we consider class or race or gender or colonization to be important, or whether we focus on the isolated society or a network of societies (Seidman, 2013:343).
Accordingly, the view is a subjective view of reality, as seen by the individuals located at the intersections. Consequently, intersectionality research is situated knowledge. 
Social constructionism focuses on meaning and power. Meaning is a construction and derived from the cultural/social frame and practices that an individual faces. Social constructionism “emphasizes that the social and psychological worlds are made real (constructed) through social processes and interaction”(Young and Collin, 2004:375). This involves perceptions, thoughts, language, beliefs, desires; the ways we know and experience the world and ourselves. Consequently social factors and social relational processes shape construction, interpretation and interaction. 
Identity (that depends on categories), is a process of social construction (Atewologun and Singh, 2010, Boogaard and Roggeband, 2010). The view that identity is a process and is socially constructed takes into consideration a number of aspects. It does not view identity as fixed. Identity work continues throughout life. The process begins in childhood but does not end there. Identity is fluid and always in process. As Jenkins(2008:17) argues,
 “identity can only be understood as a process of ‘being’ or ‘becoming’. ….is always multi-dimensional, singular and plural- is never a final or settled matter.” 
Additionally, identity construction is a complex process that is context dependent and is something one does (Jenkins, 2008). Jenkins claims it works in three ways: embodied in individuals or what goes on in the head (ibid:60), interactional or what goes on in people, and institutional or ways of doing things. Consequently, identity can be studied at three levels (Vignoles et al., 2011) or content or processes. Individual or personal identity has to do with the individual, her beliefs, values, standards of behavior with theories focusing on the agentic role of the individual. Relational identity concerns role expectations for the individual, for instance, mother, daughter, wife, executive. How she defines these roles and usually dependent on the people around her; the individual is not solely in charge. Collective identity concerns an individual’s identification with ‘a group’. This group could be a religious group or ethnic group or gender or family or work group.  These wider contexts, as well as material artifacts (clothes, bank account), can shape identity (Vignoles et al., 2011:5). I thus concur with Viginoles (2011), for an integrated approach to examining identity: one that looks at the individual  and her social categories, as well as the roles that are culturally determined; and takes into account all larger forces that act in the identity construction process; a process which remains under construction throughout life. A critique of intersectionality is that it does not look into the social construction of the categories or the history behind that construction (Warner and Shields, 2013). That weakness can be overcome by using a feminist post-structuralism lens. 
Holvino (2010) specifically suggests a feminist post-structuralist framework to studying intersections of race, gender, class and sexuality in organizations. She posits a feminist post-structuralist framework for three reasons: it provides an understanding of subjectivities, looked at practices in terms of gendered and racialized discourses and demands researcher reflexivity. Feminist post-structuralist approaches have been used to study identities’ that are multiple and contradictory (Ford, 2006, Collinson, 2003, Kondo, 1990).  Feminist poststructuralism has a critical agenda and is defined as
a mode of knowledge production which uses poststructuralist theories of language, subjectivity social process and institution to understand existing power relations and to identify areas and strategies for change.(Weedon, 1996:40)
In order to access meanings that are derived from socio-historical discourses, a post-structuralism lens is necessary (Weedon, 1996).  Weedon argues that meanings are derived from socio-historical discourses and discourses are embedded in powers, which are fought out in and through the subjectivity of the individual. She argues that because feminism and post-structuralism share a concern with subjectivity, she recommends a particular form of post-structuralist theory as a productive theory for feminism. In addition, as identities are created in the context of historical and cultural meanings, culture comes into the picture (Kidd and Teagle, 2012). Weedon (1996) suggests using Foucault’s work and explains the feminist post-structuralist framework as a device, to understand, that we do not need to
 “take established meanings, values and power relations for granted. It is possible to demonstrate where they come from, whose interests they support, how they maintain sovereignty and where they are susceptible to change” (Weedon, 1996:174-5). 
I argue that if intersectionality “emphasizes the interaction of categories of difference” as well as unpack and make visible structures that create that difference (Hancock, 2007:63), then a feminist post-structural lens displays the construction and re-construction processes of identity albeit at intersectional locations in intersectionality research. Foucault plays an important role in understanding the connection between constructed reality (knowledge), the Discourses that feed into their production and the power forces enmeshed in that field of knowledge or Discourse. 
Situating intersectionality research: A Foucauldian approach.
Identity is constructed “stimulated by social interaction and ordered by institutionalized patterns of being and knowing” Thomas (2011:169). This definition reveals two focal points; social construction (the construction of identity with the help of others) and Discourse (institutionalized patterns of being and knowing). In race/ethnicity studies, Stuart Hall’s contribution enlarges the concept of culture, to include meanings and how meanings are socially constructed and communicated as well as bringing a focus on the expression of lived experience rooted in people’s shared collective lives (Seidman, 2013).  Meaning is referred to as 
“a relatively stable way of relating to and making sense of something, a meaning being interrelated to an attitude, value, belief or idea”(Alvesson and Karreman, 2000:1128). 
Prins(2006:277) argues for an approach. “with its account of identity as a narrative construction rather than a practice of naming”. It does not use essentialist or systemic understandings of identity. This view is also concurrent with Foucault, whose work focuses on the role of power and discourse and for whom there is no, one truth or Mega-Discourse. Discourse creates reality or truth. Foucault’s focus is the creation of reality or truth in social relations versus social structures. He argues for the power as a web or network, and that social power is exercised through discourse that in turn creates inequality, operating as ‘norm’ in everyday life. We inherit norms and we then regulate our behavior according to the norms. This is how control is practiced and inadvertently, we are contributing to these practices by complying with ‘truth(s)’ or Discourse(s) that circulate within a cultural /organizational context.  As Watson, (2009:430) states, “narratives can be understood as elements of societies stocks of knowledge”. Therefore, in my view, social constructionism underpins Foucault’s work because social constructionism points to the social and historical location of that construction (Young and Collin, 2004:377) and is critical in its approach (Gergen, 2001) as it unmasks what seems natural and taken for granted. 
Foucault thinks of power as dispersed in society via the vehicle of institutions and individuals (Foucault, 1991b). Power exists all around us.  Power axis is a force field created by hegemonic and counter-hegemonic discourses that moves individuals between positions of becoming an object and an ethical subject. Hegemonic Discourses and counter-hegemonic Discourses create the knowledge that produces practice that is bounded by that knowledge. In the minds of individuals, certain truths are created. These are the norms, values, beliefs, roles and expectations that are a part of their identity and are embedded in them as moral codes. Power axes create choices for individuals to move back and forth, depending on the hegemonic discourses and counter-hegemonic discourses. Those individuals who completely abide by the Hegemonic Discourses and become subjects of disciplinary power, reproduce life through becoming subjects to practices that secure particular identities. The individual becomes a subject by becoming an object to the Discourse and conforming to roles. He argues that society is no longer controlled by juridical power. That  used to be the case in the time of sovereigns, when they exerted power by ‘taking away’ life or money (taxes) in order to ensure their survival. Bio power or governmentality is the survival of a population. This is what the dominant discourses lead us to believe, in the name of safeguarding society (Foucault, 1990). This includes being within the norm (as in a bell curve), with ‘abnormal people’ outside the norm (outside the bell curve: outliers), as deviants. Foucault (1991b) explains that governments function because of already existing power networks that are embedded in the body, sexuality, the family, kinship, knowledge, technology, etc. through a conditioning-conditioned relationship. Disciplinary power works by ‘making normal’ a particular way of behaving/living (Foucault, 1990). Linked to the concept of disciplinary power, are also regimes of truth. 
Truth is a thing of this world: it is produced only by virtue of multiple forms of constraint. And it induces regular effects of power. Each society has its regime of truth, its “general politics” of truth: that is, the types of discourses which it accepts and makes function as true; the mechanisms and instances which enable one to distinguish true and false statements, the means by which each is sanctioned; the techniques and procedures accorded value in the acquisition of truth; the status of those who are charged with saying what counts as true (Foucault, 1991b:73, emphasis added).
The individual accepts this ‘normalization’ and then makes herself an object by ‘disciplining’ herself. When people concur with a Discourse and do not want to destabilize it, they are under the control of that Discourse. Where technologies of power turn an individual into an object (Ramos, 1994) or a docile body; technologies of the self, turn the individual into a subject or a transformed body.  For Foucault, individuals are both subjects and objects (Heller, 1996).
I interviewed thirty-seven women. My unit of analysis is the individual. As McCall ( 2005: 1781) suggest: 
A key way that complexity is managed in such narratives is by focusing on the single group represented by the individual….Individuals usually share the characteristics of only one group or dimension of each category defining their social position. The intersection of identities takes place through the articulation of a single dimension of each category. That is the ‘multiple’ in these intersectional analyzes refers not to dimensions within categories but dimensions across categories. Thus, an Arab, American, middle-class, heterosexual woman is placed at the intersection of multiple categories (race –ethnicity, class, gender, and sexual) but only reflects a single dimension of each.   
 The participants were all second generation BPw, in managerial/professional position. I used Nvivo 10 to code all the transcripts, letting the data guide me in naming the codes. After coding all interview transcripts, I regrouped all the codes under meta codes. I found three meta codes within my data. I labeled theses discourses of gendered nurturing, discourses of otherness and discourses of organizations. An individual draws on various discourses to make sense, in order to act, in a particular situation. BPw may appear as one whole identity, but the whole is a construction, using many identities, which feed into that whole identity. I present my conceptualization through the following diagram.
[image: ]
I came to use Foucault (1990) and how a subject is created because of my data and grounded in my data. The narratives of the participants demonstrate that my participants draw on different discourses. The discourses  turn the individual into a subject, because the individuals accept certain ‘truths’, thereby creating the values and beliefs (personal identity) of the individuals. Discourses emerge from the managers’ biographical narratives. Language or talk plays a major role in the creation of subjectivity (Weedon, 1996). The narratives were a means to search out what was common amongst almost all the participants. By Narratives, I mean what they have said; ‘the talk’ and by Discourse I mean, ‘bodies of knowledge’ that the participants’ draw on. I consider narratives, discourses and voices of ‘gendered nurturing as hegemonic ‘diasporic’ discourses. 
An empirical illustration
[bookmark: _Toc411333819]The subject/participant speaks or articulates her subject position through her talk/narrative. Furthermore, it is through narration that “ axes of identity and subjectivity become explicit” (Ludvig, 2006:246).   I draw on research (Simpson and Lewis, 2005:1255), to focus on both levels of voice: surface and deep. While I have provided excerpts as surface texts, I have provided deep analysis by presenting the analysis as footnotes within their voice/excerpt. Like Ludvig(2006), I use the biographical interview method, specifically Biographical Narrative interview method (Wengraf, 2001).
Aliza is among the top layer of management in a large organization. She is married and has one teenage child. Aliza was born in Pakistan in late 1961. She came to the United Kingdom as a 3-year-old child in 1965. Her father, who comes from a town near Islamabad, immigrated in 1963 and was a factory worker in U.K.  She went to primary school in Bradford. She was aware from a young age that she was different.  
Um… I suppose the discrimination was like from other children because they weren’t used to brown children and it was like they’d physically come up and go ‘haven’t you had a wash?’  …Um… and then there was all this sort of ‘go back to the jungle’ kind of comments all the time.  And dealing with that as a kid because you really didn’t know where it was coming from.  …Um… and then teachers kind of either kind of being, very subtle subtly discriminatory to quite patronising.  …Um… you felt it[footnoteRef:5]. [5:  Narratives/Discourses and voices of being the other] 

As can be seen by this excerpt she became aware at an early age that she was different. This difference was created because she looked different. However, looking different had a negative connotation viz a viz skin colour because she was a brown kid in a white society. The negative connotation of brown comes from the colonizing heritage of U.K.  Stuart Hall, who has been a major influence in racial and ethnic, culture and identity studies (Alexander, 2009), introduced the notion cultural identity arguing that cultural identities are also in process and are subject to “continuous ‘play’ of history, culture, and power (Hall, 1990:225). However, he argues that 
“The ways in which black people, black experiences, were positioned and subjected in the dominant regimes of representation were the effects of a critical exercise of cultural power and normalization” 
reducing ‘non-west’ people, to see themselves as ‘the other’, in the categories of knowledge of the West. “This inner expropriation of cultural identity cripples and deforms” (ibid: 226). Thus for him a cultural identity is 
“as framed as two axes or vectors, simultaneously operative: The vector of similarity and continuity (Diaspora grounding us in the past[footnoteRef:6]) and the vector of difference and rupture (subjugated, colonized and inferior9)” (Ibid: 227, emphasis added).  [6:  The phrase in the parentheses is an elaboration of the phrase provided by Hall.] 

Thus as Ken (2008) argues, race, class and gender get first produced, processed, used and then absorbed. We can see the production of race as a means of difference. The participant narrates in her story that she used to be taken along as an interpreter at a young age and became quite aware of the problems of integration viz a viz her community.
I used to be the main interpreter from the age of about 8 or 9 …um… at that time, we used to be taken out of school to go to hospitals, especially with the women when there were antenatal clinics and things.  And I think I just kind of must have absorbed a lot of like the experiences that they were having and the way that the staff spoke to them and the way that things happened.  And I could kind of see that discrimination and inequality from quite a young age[footnoteRef:7]. [7:  Narratives/Discourses and voices of being the other] 

Aliza states that the “minorities” stuck together consequently when she was growing up. She went to a mixed gender school and eventually university. While in school they were not allowed to be friendly with the boys. She elaborated that it affected all the Asian girls, not just the Pakistani girls and explained why:
it was more with the Asian boys, you knew you’d get into trouble if you got seen talking to the Asian boys or hanging around with them more than the white boys[footnoteRef:8].  …Um…, so you didn’t form like close relationships or friendships with the boys at all.  …Um… but the boys it was really weird at that time and I don’t think that happens now, it’s almost like they kind of most of them knew of you because the communities were very small so they might know my brothers or they might know the fact that my father, …um… who my father was.  So they almost kind of kept an eye on you as well[footnoteRef:9].  And so if they saw you talking to white boys or whatever they’d come and think that they were your big brother or whatever and say ‘what are you doing that for?’ and blah blah blah.  So they almost had this …… thing around controlling you even though they weren’t your brothers.  They were just from the community and sometimes you didn’t know them at all 52 and they’d actually say ‘I know your brother’ or whatever.  So with Asian girls it was really really hard, hard time.  …Um…  [8:  Narratives/Discourses and voices of being a woman in the diaspora]  [9:  Being under surveillance] 

In the above excerpts, we see how she is being subjected to hegemonic diasporic Discourses (I labelled them Discourses of gendered nurturing) and practices as she is under surveillance by the men in her community. Gender is a system of social practice. This meant that the parents used discursive practices and established norms that were part of the parents’ gendered upbringing in their home country. Dwyer (1999a, 1999b, 2000) found that their respondents’ everyday lives involved negotiation of diasporic identities that were configured by gender and that gender ideals and gender roles were reinforced. The dominant norm, often prescribes what is expected of the individual and how one should behave. This dominant norm or “widely held cultural belief” has been called “hegemonic” (Ridgeway and Correll, 2004:514). They argue for instance that gender beliefs “are in effect cultural rules for enacting the social structure of difference and inequality that we understand to be gender”. 
She was the first one in her family to go to university in 1981, and ‘had to fight for it’ because as women, they were subjected to discourses that encouraged them to think of marriage as the goal in life.
“Cos at the time there was still fear in the Pakistani community, …um… and I suppose I didn’t come from a professional middle class Pakistani family neither, like girls you know, my father’s big thing was ‘well if you get so much education where am I going to find a husband for you’ [laughter] and all that kind of stuff.  …Um… so despite all of that I think I had a drive and I pushed and I kind of went and got my education………………………………………… So for girls it’s like ok, you want to study, and then they let you go to a certain point, and it’s like …um… and then they put these barriers on it.  So I was quite lucky that I went away to study …um… whereas most of the girls that were growing up with me in Bradford, if they did go they stayed in Bradford or they went to Leeds so they didn’t have to leave home.  And then once they finished their degrees it’s like ‘you’ve got to get married now’.  …Um… and ‘why do you need to work?’51 And especially if they then arranged the marriage with somebody who had a good job ‘why do you need to work?’ because it was only seen as money” 
In the above excerpt, we see how she considers herself lucky that she was allowed to go to university away from home. She was now a subject of counter-hegemonic Discourse because, although the norm in the diaspora was to get the girls married at a young age, her father allowed her to finish university. Being married was a very important part of being a British Pakistani woman. They were all brought up to understand the role of being a wife, and they could not think of not being married and not having children. Both were part of the package of being a woman. Her class comes into play as well, as she states that she did not come from a professional middle-class Pakistani family. What is implied here is that the fathers from working class brought up girls differently as compared to fathers who were educated/professionals. The practices were slightly different for each class, within the Pakistani community in U.K. She gave into gendered Discourses and had an arranged marriage to a second cousin. It ended in a divorce. She knew quite early on in the marriage, that she did not want to live with that man. It took her five years to get the divorce with the consent of the family “cos I didn’t want to just do it without their support[footnoteRef:10].” Again her excerpt below reveals the gender Discourse she was subjected to and the assumption that women of the family could be used for other members of the family. [10:  Demonstrates the role of significant others and how important relations are in the context of BPw.] 

This cousin’s sons are not there, they’re really not, they’re not going to get anywhere’, so there was all this pressure.  So and even now, you know girls particularly, it’s like that economical, we’re like the economical solution to some of the problems that they have with their relatives back home……[footnoteRef:11]. I know why they do it, it’s an economical thing, especially from people who came from you know not middle class, not professional backgrounds and stuff.  I don’t know if it’s …um… …… how, but then I meet some of the doctors and stuff and it’s happening in those circles as well.  To be a doctor in Pakistan you have to be very, from an affluent background and they come here and then they’re arranging, you know their children’s marriages and things, and I think there’s people already here, you know why are you doing that?  But it still seems to be. [11:  Narratives/Discourses and voices of being a woman in the diaspora] 

Among my participants, there was a distinct feeling of, not belonging to a number of them, albeit NOT ALL. I label this Discourse, counterhegemonic ‘host society’ discourse as Discourses of ‘being the other’. Discourse operates as a power. It is, in fact, disciplinary mechanisms as rules that are part of the discourse. It creates boundaries within which an individual learns to operate if it wishes to be self- labeled. It is a system of knowledge that an individual draws on in order to become that self. It is the individual herself who is monitoring herself and conforming to the requirements of the Discourse so that she feels that she has a right to that particular identity. Are the Discourses exercising disciplinary power? If so, then the individual becomes an object by yielding to the dominant discourses/bodies of knowledge, as it performs/behaves, the disciplinary norm. Individuals exercise “disciplined obedience” (Clegg, 1998:35). In other words, individuals do things because they have been conditioned to think the act, is a vital part of ‘who they are’. As Clegg (1998:29) states,
 “Within these, then, some representations achieve a power far greater than others, a power that is neither an effect of human subject and its volition nor of a structure that works behind the backs of such subjects”. 
The deep embeddedness depends on the socialization of the individual and the conditioning of the individual to a discourse. This conditioning is fed by discourses they have been subjected to over their lives. When people concur with a Discourse and do not want to destabilize it, they are under the control of that Discourse. The individual accepts this ‘normalization’ and then subjects herself to that Discourse and thus becomes an object of that power, by ‘disciplining’ herself. The individual accepts this ‘normalization’ and then makes herself an object by ‘disciplining’ herself. However, as the excerpt below demonstrates she absorbed both hegemonic diasporic Discourses and counterhegemonic ‘host society’ Discourse as ‘work’ was an important part of her identity as a young woman. She recounts what she said to her father when her first husband and father wanted her to give up work.
and I remember sitting in the room and I said ‘you might as well get the knife from the kitchen and just stab me, because I’m not working for the money, it’s it’s my life and it’s my career, it’s like I’m trying to build a career, it’s part of me and who I am[footnoteRef:12].  I’m not working because I need, you know………. it’s about money’.   [12:  Career as a means for empowerment and resistance to diasporic Discourses] 

She joined work in 1987 and eventually moved to London in 1990 as she felt the opportunities were greater there. When she met her current husband, an academic of Pakistani origin, she quit work and moved back after marriage, at the age of 30, to the north in 1992. 
I’d got really good connections in the Department of XXXX, I would have climbed up quite quickly if I was in London.  And then I kind of fell in love and [laughter] decided to follow …um… my mother was still alive and she was saying ‘oh no you need to move to Sheffield ‘cos it’s nearer to Bradford, if [husband] moves to to London’, and …um… ‘if he comes to London then we’ll never see you’[footnoteRef:13], so there again there was that kind of pressure.  …Um… but in terms of my career it was career suicide[footnoteRef:14] because coming to Sheffield, ……..and especially in senior and middle management, so it was very very difficult.  And as a woman it’s really hard, and then being a Pakistani woman it was even even harder[footnoteRef:15].  …Um… so …Um… and then I had kind of five years out and I did my Master’s degree as well and I had my daughter.[footnoteRef:16]  …Um… and then there was a job in the XXX…um… and one of my friends called me and she saw it in the Guardian when my daughter was about twenty months old.  And said ‘…er… I think you should apply for this job, it’s not as senior as you’d probably like and left London but it’s a good stepping stone to get back in’, and that’s what I did.  [13:  Demonstrates the role of significant others (here her mother and husband) and how important relations are in the context of BPw.]  [14:  Her willingness to give into the cultural Discourse and her acceptance of her role as wife and mother in the traditional sense.]  [15:  She is aware how difficult it will be to get back to a job/career, yet gives it up. Brings into question, “State of happiness” or Teleologie (Foucault,1991) ]  [16:  She is still resisting cultural Discourses by not playing ONLY a mother role and wife role.] 

In the excerpt above she is talking about the period in her life when she re-married and became a mother. She realizes that she would have done well if she had continued working in London. Despite the bright future, when she marries, she decides to leave London and move to an area close to her mother and does not ask her husband to move. We can see the gender role socialization of the ‘good’ daughter and wife, therefore, the context of her words “so there again there was that kind of pressure.  …Um… but in terms of my career it was career suicide”. Family taking precedence over work, for Asian women is common, with women “often made to sacrifice their career”, while considering family a “natural offshoot of woman/motherhood” (Chandra, 2012:1045). Hite (2007) found that Hispanic women found career choices complicated, as they tried to maintain their cultural expectations of marriage and motherhood while trying to succeed in their careers.  In the excerpt, one can see the intersections of the  gender identity with religious identity (a mother is revered in Islam, therefore, Aliza’s deference to her mother’s wishes) and nationality; all mutually constituting each other. The intersections of mother identity and a career identity are at play as well. This excerpt, also demonstrates the processes of social practice (Holvino, 2010) or the norms of expectations, regarding being a woman; that make her a good daughter/wife/mother /daughter-in-law/sister and the embeddings of these structures. She finds these negotiations of identities tough. “And as a woman it’s really hard, and then being a Pakistani woman it was even even harder.” Her identity as a Pakistani and a woman (gender with nationality) emerges. However, both these categories are shaping each other. As I have demonstrated, one category cannot be seen in isolation to the other. Moreover, like some other empirical research (Prins, 2006), her excerpt suggests “an attachment to one’s ‘origins’ is important to many people’s health and well-being” (Prins, 2006:288). Her ‘ethnic’ identity also underwent a change.
PARTICIPANT:  I think that the …er… …er… …um… when I was growing up I think we had more of an Asian identity, …um… and I think the Muslim sort of identity’s come more in the last since 9/11 …um[footnoteRef:17]… [17:  Post 9/11, feeding into Discourses of being the other and reshaping identity between her being a teenager and a middle aged woman.] 

This excerpt demonstrates how her identity is still undergoing change as a result of the changing societal environment. Post 9/11 and 7/7 Muslim identity takes precedence over Asian identity. It seems from her narratives that her ethnic identity is viewed negatively in her workplace. She put in long hours and worked very hard. She hired nannies when her daughter was young and then asked her sister to move her family close to Aliza’s home so that she could help care for Aliza’s daughter.
But again I was really disappointed because I think they couldn’t see beyond, my sort of …um… [ job] role, you know they pigeon hole you, I’m an Asian woman, you know ‘she’s good at that but she won’t be good at this’.  And I think that’s been a real in terms of my whole career, throughout my whole life I just feel I’ve had to really always fight that64.  ………………Yeah and also it’s like, I don’t know, even now, it just feels you know I have a track record, a lot of what I’ve done both in this role and my previous roles has become national, …um… but there’s still, I feel like I’m invisible.  …Um… whereas if I was a white man …um… they’d think ‘wow isn’t it great’.
INTERVIEWER:  Why didn’t you say white woman?
PARTICIPANT:  Because I think with white women it’s got better, it’s got better much more than any ethnic minority women, but they still struggle.
 I chose Aliza’s story because it stood out for me in terms of how successful she was, yet how wary of the systems. She felt marginalized in her organization because of the ethnic minority status accorded to her by the society she lived in. The social differences codes that are defined in society at the macro-national context (Syed and Ozbilgin, 2009) are then carried forward to the meso-organizational level and eventually to the micro-individual level and her subjective experiences.  
when I didn’t get this head of partnerships job, I was joking with my colleagues here ‘cos they were shocked ‘cos they said ‘wow, you would have been really good at that job’.  I said to them ‘obviously I’m not white enough ‘cos my name’s[footnoteRef:18] [participant]’ you know.   [18:  Narratives/Discourses and voices of being the other] 

Discussion and Conclusions
Patricia Hills Collins (1998:79 note 5) drew on Michel Foucault’s concept of disciplinary power, to explain power differentials in race and gender in her seminal work. In the narrative of the participant Aliza (pseudonym), I attempted to unravel each category (McCall, 2005: 1787), while trying to demonstrate the simultaneous effect of co-construction of identities and their interaction effects on each other.  In my view identity creation occurs throughout a lifetime, and different experiences shape the self constantly. How an individual sees the world depends on her location. This results in a unique position of being visible and invisible, particularly for British Muslim women, resulting in their marginalization (Mirza, 2012). The subjects/participants, also reveal ‘the range of subject positions’ and the different choices they have made in life. However, these choices are situated in truth regimes that are historically specific discourses, which inhere in social institutions and practices. Prins (2006:280) clarifies that the constructionist perspective of intersectionality views the process of subjectification as both 
“being subjected to…and……It also implies that the individual is ‘becoming a subject’, i.e. made into a source of his or her own thinking and acting”.
Indeed Weedon, (Weedon, 2004) suggests a conceptualizing of identity that accounts for unconscious, non-rational and emotional areas as well. She argues that a variety of social practices recruits subjects to form identity positions and to internalize them through repeated acts. We thus learn through conditioning, resulting in becoming a “part of lived subjectivity” (Weedon, 2004:7). While empirical intersectionality research has essentialized categories and treated them as separate, the narratives of the participants demonstrate these identities are intersecting and affecting each other. What is visible is the whole and not the separate parts.  Individuals bring this ‘whole’ identity into the workplace, that in reality are identities. Alvesson et al. (2008: 18) also draw attention to societal/cultural discourses and institutionalized cultural patterns as they “offer templates for self-categorization”. In addition, the individual plays an active part in deciding who am I?  Not only does the individual play a part in the production process (of the identity) but also in the reproduction process (of the category).  They either play by the rules thus  re-enforcing the category and the assumptions that go into the category, or use alternative beliefs (Ridgeway and Correll, 2004) by not  playing by the rules and by not reinforcing the category thus breaking the assumptions (stereotypes). Hence the individual is in a state of constant flux, constantly sense-making, as she carries on her life, in the day to day interactions. These interactions and her experiences, color the view of ‘who am I?’ It seems from Aliza’s narrative that “gender is the most pervasive, visible and codified” (Shields, 2008:307) and is “a significant explanatory through-line” in her experiences of life. 
While intersectionality has been suggested as a research paradigm (Hancock, 2007), as a way to study transnational (Anthias, 2013) and global inequality (Bose, 2012), this paper contributes to intersectionality research by offering an explanation of processes that create difference. While intersectionality can be used in different methodological ways (Choo and Ferree, 2010, Bowleg, 2008, Cole, 2009, Davis, 2008, Warner, 2008, Walby, 2007, Walby et al., 2012) with some empirical researchers using it as an analytical tool (Essers and Benschop, 2007: Essers and Benschop, 2009: Healy et al., 2011a), this paper contributes to intersectionality research by using Foucault's work and a feminist post-structuralism lens to unpack the identity formation processes that occur to create intersectional locations.
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