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Considering identity theories, intersections and hybridity
Introduction
Scholars interested in identity are faced with numerous choices amongst disciplinary orientations, definitions and conceptualizations, methodologies and focus. Despite the inherently cross-disciplinary nature of the phenomenon of identity, there has been a ‘circling of the disciplinary wagons’ (Shields, 2008, 305), most notably evident between sociological and psychological approaches. Certainly fruitful efforts have been made to break through disciplinary boundaries by psychology scholars (Parent, DeBlaere & Moradi, 2013; Purdie-Vaugns and Eibach, 2008; Shields, 2008; Warner, 2008) who have engaged with intersectional perspectives. Initially a metaphor, intersectionality was soon elaborated ‘as a “provisional concept” to demonstrate the inadequacy of approaches which separate systems of oppression, isolating and focusing on one, while occluding the others’ (Carastathis, 2014: 305). According to Yuval-Davis (2006, 206) intersectional analysis of social divisions came ‘to occupy central spaces in both sociological and other analyses of stratification as well as in feminist and other legal, political and policy discourses of international human rights’. Effectively it contributed to the recognition that analysing ‘various social divisions, but especially race and gender, as separate, internally homogeneous, social categories’ was inadequate. 
	This perspective, according to Shields (2008, 302) has had more impact on ‘academic specializations already concerned with questions of power relations between groups’ than psychology which ‘has lagged behind’ or in which ‘intersectionality has had little influence on theory’ (Warner, 2008: 457). As Parent et.al. (2013: 640–41) commented, ‘[d]espite the noted importance of intersectionality and the growing calls for its integration into psychological research … challenges remain in the translation of intersectionality frameworks or theories to research questions, methods, and analyses’. Essentially this is because intersectional perspectives stand ‘in contrast to the conceptualization of social identities as functioning independently and as added together to form experience’ (Warner, 2008: 454). For the most part identity research in psychology has continued to be dominated by social identity theory (SIT) which emerged from the work of Tajfel (1982) as a means of interpreting the cognitive dimensions of intergroup relationships. With only rare exceptions (Purdie-Vaughns and Eibach, 2008) psychologically trained scholars who have engaged with intersectional perspectives have not attempted to relate the two to each other. 
	The aim of this paper is to consider both intersectional and SIT approaches, recognising their contributions and also identifying issues and gaps. One important issue relates particularly to the conceptualization of emergent identities ‘as a uniquely hybrid creation’. An outcome of postcolonial studies (Shields, 2008: 305), this notion of hybridity has been developed in studies of ‘simultaneous processes of identity, institutional and social practice’ (Holvino, 2010: 248) and critical masculinities studies which address spatial practice, and embodiment. As we see it, attention to the identity intersections of gender, race, ethnicity and sexuality with space and bodily practices can productively extend dialogue across disciplines by highlighting dimensions of multiplicity often overlooked from within disciplinary and even sometimes multi-disciplinary wagon trains. Accordingly, following an overview of intersectional and SIT approaches to identity, we examine how masculinity studies that address the spatial contexts of racialised masculinity and the bodily experiences of racialised men can enhance understandings of individual identity negotiations and group processes in specific locations. 
A preliminary note on identity
Those who draw on social identity theory (SIT) highlight how ‘people notice, identify with, and react to the experiences of members of their social identity group regardless of whether they personally share those experiences’ (Mollica, 2003: 417). SIT provides a useful basis for considering how people categorise themselves and others and also how different identities and different social groups relate to each other. Yet, as Triandafyllidou and Wodak (2003: 205) noted, there has been ‘a tendency to take for granted what identity is, or indeed that it IS’ in ways that obscure that identity is both ‘a contested concept and a complex reality’, ‘context-dependent’, ‘dynamic and constantly in evolution’ (Triandafyllidou and Wodak, 2003: 208). Similarly, some scholars have treated ‘collective identity as a stable and cohesive “property” that characterizes a given group at a given point in time’ and have thereby neglected to consider ‘the internal inconsistencies, tensions and re-elaboration’ of various identities. To overcome this neglect, Triandafyllidou and Wodak (2003: 11) suggest that it is important to recognize that ‘[p]ersonhood is socially constructed through social interaction’ and that ‘collective identities are constantly in a process of negotiation, affirmation or change’. As they see it, focus should be ‘on whether, when and how identities are used’ (Triandafyllidou and Wodak, 2003: 215) and ‘the process of identity formation’ (Triandafyllidou and Wodak, 2003: 210). This approach helps to avoid ‘rigid distinctions between individual and collective identities’, which take ‘identities as an essential quality that people “have” or as something concrete to which they “belong”’ (Triandafyllidou and Wodak, 2003: 211). It also acknowledges what Ang (2001: 194) refers to as the ‘complicated entanglements’ associated with ‘the ways in which differences in identity can be negotiated’. According to Shields (2008: 308) ‘understanding of the fluidity in and between and within identity categories’ can be enhanced by intersectional approaches. 
	However, investigation of ‘different levels of analysis may require radically different strategies’ (Shields, 2008: 306) and finding the appropriate model for multi-level enquiry can be challenging given the different levels identified by various SIT and intersectional scholars (Collins, 1990; Deaux and Martin, 2003; Hitt et al., 2007; Syed and Ozbilgin, 2009). SIT scholarship generally informs analysis of individual cognition and meso level group dynamics. By contrast, intersectional scholars focus on the interaction micro, meso and macro levels of analysis (McCall, 2005; Yuval-Davis, 2006), which according to Syed and Ozbilgin (2009: 6–7) ‘are irreducibly interdependent and interrelated’. As Dill and Zambrana (2009: 11, cited in Carastathis, 2014: 307) suggest ‘intersectionality reveals ‘the workings of power, which is understood as both pervasive and oppressive … at all levels of social relations’. This orientation helps to describe power dynamics generated at the macro societal level but experienced and enacted at both the micro relational level and within the meso organisational level. Potentially these two perspectives could be cautiously used alongside each other. Yet while multi-level approaches emphasise the importance of context, the role of spatial practices has not figured prominently in either intersectional or SIT scholarship. 
Social identity theory and intersectionality
Foundational differences in epistemology, ontology and methodology exist between SIT and intersectionality (Browne and Misra, 2003; Carbin and Edenheim, 2013). Both approaches have strengths, weaknesses and gaps. Neither was intended to be a stand-alone universal theory of identity. SIT’s original intention was to explain inter-group relations rather than to ‘unravel, conceptually or empirically, the general issues of identity or of the individual’s self-concept’ (Tajfel, 1982: 2). Similarly, the original proposition of intersectionality as a critical tool, explicitly excluded its use as a ‘new totalizing theory of identity’ (Crenshaw, 1991: 1244). 
	Tajfel’s elaboration of SIT set out to explain how cognitive processes shape and function within intergroup relations and to provide a framework for understanding inter-group competition or conflict, in-group/out-group comparison and, when coupled with self categorisation theory, how groups form around shared social categories (Tajfel, 1982; Turner et al., 1987). SIT’s focus is on collective phenomena generated through individual cognitive processes, such as social comparison, self-enhancement, uncertainty reduction, and internalisation of prototypical group norms (Hogg and Turner, 1987). SIT scholarship now recognises that an individual can have as many ‘social and personal identities’ as they have groups or relationships that matter to them (e.g. Hogg, 2006: 115). For Tajfel and his immediate disciples, an individual’s group memberships form his/her social identity, a singular concept, with different memberships or categories within this identity varying in salience.
	The conceptualisation of salience has also shifted in the post-Tajfel version of SIT alongside the redefinition of social identity as a collection of multiple identities. First, there has been more attention to the influence of external circumstances, rather than the ‘value and emotional significance’ an actor feels for membership of a group (Tajfel, 1982). As Hogg (2006: 115) describes it, ‘in any given situation only one identity is psychologically salient to govern self-construal, social perception, and social conduct. As the situation or context changes, so does the salient identity or the form that the identity takes’. There has also been a debate about the possibility of simultaneous salience of multiple identities (Ashforth and Johnson, 2001: 46; Hogg, 2006: 127). 
	By contrast, intersectionality has focused on discriminatory processes (Brah and Phoenix, 2004; Davis, 2008). It has been informed by the more sociologically and politically oriented concerns of feminist, race and gender scholarship (e.g. Crenshaw, 1991; Browne and Misra, 2003; Yuval-Davis, 2006) and has been concerned with the dynamics of identity, power imbalances and multiple sources of oppression that mutually reinforce and exacerbate each other. Feminist scholars are divided on whether to affirm intersectionality as a fully developed theory, or just a concept or reading strategy (Davis, 2008: 68) and calls have been made to address the diverse range of methodologies adopted for investigating intersectionality (McCall, 2005; Choo and Ferree, 2010). In addition, its impact on sociology, according to an assessment undertaken by Jones, Misra, and McCurley (2013: 2) found that only around seventeen percent of articles published in the top-ranked ‘sociology journals in 2009 were intersectional; the majority were relational, and the fewest use anti-categorical models’. Numerous scholars who claim to be adopting an intersectional approach take ‘an additive approach rather than truly engaging with how social statuses intersect’. Hence, Jones, Misra, and McCurley (2013: 7) concluded that greater attention needs to be given to theory and methodology in this genre. 
	Increasingly, efforts have been made to integrate intersectional and SIT approaches (Howard, 2000; Azmitia et al., 2008; Jones et al., 2012; Settles and Buchanan, 2014). Other promising new approaches to intersectionality have included a focus on ‘multidimensionality’ (Ehrenreich, 2002) and ‘simultaneity’ (Holvino, 2010; 2012: 174), where ‘differences such as race, gender, class, ethnicity, nationality, and sexuality coexist and are experienced simultaneously, [but] the importance or salience of specific differences at particular moments varies, given the social context. The critical difference with SIT is that the latter’s construal of social identities as ‘contextually fluid’ (Hogg, 2001: 200) seems to suggest that identities are easily and cheaply accumulated and deployed in response to salient external circumstances, which downplays issues of oppression, power and any sense of struggle. 	
	Concepts of simultaneous salience and overlapping identities have been proposed to address real world problems where singular social categories are inadequate (Crisp and Hewstone, 2000; Ashforth and Johnson, 2001: 45), such as in situations where the agent has multiple-salient identities, but the circumstances allow only one such identity to be salient. A good case in point is provided by the distinctiveness of laws focused on race and gender in Australia, which require ‘minority ethnic women’ to choose whether to present their experiences of simultaneous sexual harassment and racial discrimination ‘as being about sex or race’. In effect, the legal regime ignores ‘the joint impact of race-and-gender intersectionality’ and forces complainants to emphasise the salience of one identity over another (Syed, 2007: 1960). Such suppression of potentially salient identities results in what social psychologists Purdie-Vaughns and Eibach (2008) call ‘intersectional invisibility’. While intersectionality is not typically described in terms of social identity salience (Crenshaw, 1991; Brah and Phoenix, 2004), it does facilitate analysis of how people characterised by multiple social categories of identity, difference and disadvantage (Cole, 2009), are discriminated against one category at a time (Crenshaw, 1991). 	Hence, some intersectional scholars have addressed the problem of categorisation. For instance, McCall (2005) identified an anti-categorical approach, which avoids stereotyping; an approach that acknowledges the need for categories but stresses their intracategorical complexity, and an approach which may acknowledge the complexity but elects to use categories strategically. Addressing the same problem, Tatli and Ozbilgin (2012) propose an emic, rather than etic approach to social categories enabling exploration of power imbalances in identity negotiation. 
	SIT and intersectionality both conceptualise identity as a pluralist construct that operates on multiple levels. SIT provides insight into inter-group dynamics, for example analysing the porosity of group boundaries between high and low status groups and the impact of subjective beliefs about legitimacy of group status (Hogg, 2006). This has powerful descriptive and explanatory potential but it is largely concerned with the individual’s experience and actions at the micro level of analysis. The idea that particular social categories constitute a ‘group’ is common in the formulation of intersectionality. In her early work Crenshaw (1991) acknowledged the importance of ‘groups’ consisting of race, gender, sexual orientation and other categories in shifting perceptions from ‘isolated and individual’ to ‘social and systemic’. Indeed she used the term ‘group’ seventy-seven times in her discussion of identity politics, which she described as a source of ‘strength, community, and intellectual development’ for these ‘groups’ (Crenshaw, 1999:1241–1242). However, she gave no attention to the processes involved in actual group formation. Crenshaw is not alone in ignoring the potentially difficult and contested process of group formation. McCall (2005: 1778) certainly noted the difference between naming and creating a group, but focused on the complexities raised by the problem that however many new social groups are identified, the complexity of identity resists categorisation into neat groups. While calling for a more detailed and interdisciplinary unveiling of the complexities inherent in intersectional identities, she still tends to assume that ‘groups’ are pre-existing and available for study. 
	A more nuanced approach to categories and groups is offered by a recognition that identity is fundamentally linked to practices that occur in distinct spaces. As Valentine (2007:19) acknowledged in relation to feminist geography, an intersectional perspective can contribute to, and benefit from, a focus on the ‘dominant spatial orderings that define who is in place/out of place, who belongs and who does not’. Studies in the field of racialised masculinity have made a significant contribution in this regard.
Examining racialised masculinities
Attention to the social and cultural intertwining of masculinity and ethnicity in the field of masculinity studies first occurred in the mid-1990s and ‘offered a new perspective for viewing gendered identities and subverting dominant chauvinisms on which gender, class, race and other hierarchies depend’ (Cornwall & Lindisfarne, 1994: 2). This work sought to remedy the anglo-centric orientation of masculinities, which effectively universalised Western perspectives and largely overlooked the intersecting identity experiences of men from non-Western backgrounds. Subsequently critical masculinities studies started to engage with intersectional ideas about race (Louie & Low, 2003) but few studies of racialised masculine practice ‘‘localised’ the construction of masculinities in specific places or addressed the manner in which they are shaped by particular localities’ (De Neve, 2004: 65) 
 According to Osella, Osella and Chopra (2004) although much has been written and published on masculine identity and the experience of race since the 1990s, a great deal of this work has been uneven and constrained in scope. Certainly Connell’s (1987) conceptualisation of plural masculine forms  has been enormously useful in the development of an analytical framework examining racialised masculinities. But it has also been widely contested (Kates, 2004; Coskuner-Balli & Thompson, 2013). While Osella, Osella, and Chopra (2004) reject the concept of hegemonic masculinity altogether because of its homogenization and focus on a singular masculine type, Ford and Lyons (2012: 12), following Srivastava (2004) suggest ‘it is no longer even possible to conceive of a pristine theoretical and cultural world of ‘non-Westernness’, unmarked by a history of asymmetrical interactions.’
	Similar to Ford and Lyons, we understand racialised masculinity as less a psychological than a cultural reality, and focus on questions of subjectivity, the ideological construction of masculinity; and its interaction across other vessels of identity such as sexuality and race. As well as seeing racialised masculinity through a more cultural lens, we—again following Ford and Lyons—also conceptualises masculinity as a strategic interaction and focuses on the construction of identities that form through local networks of masculine practice, responding to and moulding social situations, and negotiating one’s social relations with others (Datta, et al.; 2009; Thangaraj, 2010). Key to this perspective is an emphasis on the vitality of the spaces, places, and situational contexts of the lived experiences of gendered power and practice.
Spatial contexts of racialised masculinity
A number of recent works (Osella & Osella, 2006; Walsh, 2011) catalogue the complex interactions between masculinity, socioeconomic class, ethnicity, transnational labour, and lifestyle in national and immigrant settings, across various geographic locations of, for example, the street and leisure and consumption space, and from within the institutional spaces of the military and the residential slum, and especially the home and work space. A notable feature of this work is how the physical nature of these spatial contexts shapes and choreographs the very nature of the lived experience of masculinity, and how masculinity is linked to other central categories of social relations. It may well be that some of the most sophisticated theorisations of racialised masculinities practice are themselves influenced by cultural geographies of gender and sexuality (Noble, 2009; van Hoven & Hörschelmann, 2005b).
	Van Hoven & Hörschelmann’s (2005a, 5) conclusion that ‘space has been shown to be gendered in many ways, while gender itself is seen to be constructed through spatial relations and geographical imaginations’ indicates a refined understanding of the negotiated and fluid interplays between space and gender identity. Srivastava’s (2010) recent analysis of urban space and commodity politics in Delhi exemplifies this approach by outlining how masculinity unfurls across a number of ‘registers’, allowing us to witness the everyday ‘splitting’ of masculine identities, the ‘crossing’ of category ‘borders’, as identity forms are developed that are more complicated and fragmented in quotidian operation than those presented by traditional portraits of the contemporary man. Applying Srivastava’s insights enables us to discern a multifaceted picture of masculinity and the negotiated manner through which performances of gender practice are attempted in mundane, everyday locales such as the workplace. 
Legitimacy, spatial context, and racialised masculinity
Noble’s (2009: 876) recent work on male identity notes a growing awareness of the spatial dimensions involved in the process of granting cultural legitimacy to racialised groups of men, including Muslim men. Noble writes of a complex interplay of class, gender, ethnicity, and age ‘even within the apparent singularity of Muslim identity’ and argues that the identification of young men as Muslim is only one part of who they see themselves. Noble emphasises that gender is enmeshed with ethnicity and class and that there is a range of masculine legitimacies that can be bestowed on men from racialised backgrounds.
	The work of Datta (2009) and Caluya (2008) is equally rich in outlining the complex experiences of the intertwinings and intersections of race, ethnicity, masculinity, sexuality, and cultural legitimacy, which record the ‘messiness of layered subjectivities and multi-dimensional relations’ (Hopkins & Noble, 2009: 815) in specific spatial contexts  in racialised men’s everyday lives. Accordingly Datta (2009: 854) argues for consideration of ‘how gendered identities travel and how these identities are remade at each stage of the migration project in relation to a range of different and often contradictory gender regimes encountered in different places.’ As she points out, we need to unpack the category of ‘migrant men’, and acknowledge that the impact of migration often confers a ‘double masculine consciousness’ – subordinate in the host country, yet domineering and hypermasculine in the home country. 
Conclusion

This paper has presented an overview of the approaches to identity adopted by scholars under the umbrellas of intersectionality and social identity theory, two of the leading approaches that are rarely considered together. Although fundamentally different in disciplinary origins, epistemology and ontology, both traverse the same ground exploring identity categories, relations, multiple levels and both also seek to make sense of dimensions and categories of individual and group identity. While intersectionality places emphasis on power and oppression, SIT emphasises matters of cognition. Yet both in different ways struggle with multiplicity. The spread of intersectionality approaches to other fields including geography and masculinity studies has enabled more nuanced reading of hybridity and the everyday negotiations involving practices engaged in by individual and collectives operating in space. The bringing together of these diverse approaches to the study of identity/ies, with their diverse and often divergent range of disciplinary and multi-disciplinary orientations, definitions and conceptualizations, is intended only as a gateway to further dialogue among scholars concerned to unpack the complexities involved in the analysis of intersections between various categories of identities and relations.
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