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"Beyond the Silos:  An Intersectional Analysis of Disability, Gender, and Class in Preston" By Philip Blundell 
Introduction
Before I begin, I wish to issue this warning, “when people identify as “our Problem” they will respond to us as victims in need of “special treatment requiring special services”. (“When people identify disability as a problem with the way society is organised, they will work to remove”). “The barriers by which we have been prevented from taking part in society” (Oliver, 1990, p.4). “ Please do not see the people of Ribbleton as victims”. 
Ribbleton is one of “16” wards governed by Preston City Council and ranks among the most deprived areas in the UK, according to data from the Office for National Statistics. Characterised by high levels of income deprivation, poor infrastructure, and limited access to essential services, 65.8% of households in Ribbleton are deprived in at least one dimension of employment, education, health, or housing.  Several areas rank in the top 10% most deprived in England. Unemployment stands at 7.4%, with one third of residents in part time work. Often not by choice, but by necessity.
 Ribbleton presents a stark example of how systemic inequality manifests at the local level. As Danny Dorling observes in ‘Why Inequality Matters’, “for injustice to flourish, inequality must appear as natural, normal, innate and inevitable” ( Dorling, 2015, p. 3). This normalisation of inequality helps explain why persistent deprivation in places like Ribbleton is often framed as unfortunate but unavoidable rather than the product of policy choices and structural neglect.
This assignment applies Kimberlé Crenshaw’s theory of intersectionality to examine how disabled women in Ribbleton experience compounded forms of oppression through disability, gender, class, and race. These overlapping identities interact with fragmented public services, inaccessible environments, and exclusionary policy frameworks to create a web of disadvantage that single-issue analyses cannot adequately capture. Grounding the discussion in lived experience and critical theory, the paper seeks to expose blind spots in local policy and argue for intersectional reform.
In 1989, Kimberlé Crenshaw introduced the concept of intersectionality to challenge narrow views of inequality that separate racism, sexism, and ableism into isolated problems. Intersectionality shows how these systems overlap and produce compounded harms. Applying this lens to Ribbleton, one of Preston’s most deprived wards with limited public services and persistent accessibility barriers, reveals how structural inequality is both produced and normalised at the neighbourhood level.
That kind of complexity means we need to move away from one-size-fits-all thinking. It is  not enough to apply the characteristics for example “disabled” or “female” and assume we, have captured the full picture. Patricia Hill Collins’ idea of the matrix of domination is helpful here. It shows how people are positioned within overlapping systems of power, structural, disciplinary, hegemonic, and interpersonal, that shape their everyday realities. For example, a disabled woman from a racialised background might be shut out of housing opportunities (structural), closely monitored by welfare systems (disciplinary), ignored in media stories (hegemonic), and treated unfairly in daily interactions (interpersonal). These are not separate issues, they feed into each other, making life harder in ways that are often invisible to policymakers.
In Ribbleton, these inequalities are written into the landscape. The built environment itself can be a barrier. A woman with mobility issues might find that buses are not accessible, pavements are uneven, and public buildings are not designed with her in mind. She might wait months or even years for housing adaptations that would allow her to live independently. And, when it comes to having a say in local decisions, she is often left out. Meetings are held in inaccessible venues, information is not shared in usable formats, and there is little effort to include her voice.
This is what happens when policy is built in silos when housing, transport, health, and civic participation are treated as separate issues, rather than parts of a connected whole. For disabled women in Ribbleton, these systems not only fail, but they also actively reinforce exclusion. And that is exactly why an intersectional approach is needed: to understand how these overlapping identities and systems of power shape real lives, and to push for change that is rooted in lived experience. The barriers disabled women face in Ribbleton do not happen in isolation. They overlap, interact, and often make each other worse. Jasbir Puar’s assemblage theory helps us think differently—not in fixed categories like “disabled” or “female,” but as shifting, dynamic relationships between bodies, space, and power. It is a useful lens for Ribbleton, where disabled women constantly adapt to fragmented services and environments not built with them in mind.
But here is the problem: most policy frameworks still treat disability, gender, race, and class as separate categories. Services are designed around these silos, missing how real lives work. Housing policy might install grab rails or stair lifts but fails to acknowledge that disabled single mothers or survivors of domestic abuse have needs beyond physical adaptations. Transport policy might tick the box for accessible buses but overlooks how disabled women often make short, frequent caregiving-related trips, unsupported by current routes or schedules. Health services might offer mental health support or rehabilitation but rarely connect the dots for people with multiple conditions, neurodivergence, or trauma histories. Civic participation initiatives often split people into “women’s voices” or “disabled voices,” ignoring that those at the intersection face unique barriers. A disabled woman might be excluded from both spaces because she does not fit neatly into either.
This siloed approach not only misses the mark, it reinforces exclusion. It creates systems blind to complexity and leaves the most marginalised people out of the conversation. That it is intersectionality and theories like Puar’s matter. They help us see the full picture and push for policies that reflect how people live.  While the Equality Act 2010 represents a step forward in recognising discrimination across nine protected characteristics, including disability and gender, with, yet still encourages claims based on one identity at a time. People often must choose: do I bring a case as a disabled person or as a woman? But what if the discrimination stems from being both and more? This legal structure does not reflect real life. As Kimberlé Crenshaw argued in 1989, it renders certain groups invisible, especially those who do not fit neatly into one box. In Ribbleton, that invisibility is worsened by how local authorities collect and use data. Equality impact assessments rarely account for multiple characteristics. Disabled people might be considered, and women might be considered, but disabled women, especially those racialised or living in poverty, often fall through the cracks. Services tick legal boxes but miss the mark in practice. They are technically compliant but socially inadequate, quietly reinforcing exclusion.
To understand what is going wrong, we can turn to Miranda Fricker’s concept of epistemic injustice. Disabled women in Ribbleton are not just excluded from services, they are excluded from shaping them. Their experiences are often dismissed or ignored. That is testimonial injustice. Hermeneutical injustice occurs when people lack the language or frameworks to explain their experiences because those concepts were not, built with them in mind. This marginalisation is more than frustrating, it is harmful. It leaves disabled women out of the conversations that shape policy, funding, and community life.
To change that, we need more than consultation, we need co-production: working with disabled women from the start, valuing their insights, and building systems that reflect their realities. It is not just about inclusion; it is about justice.
Intersectionality challenges fragmented approaches by showing that inequalities are mutually constitutive, not mutually exclusive. It demands policymakers move beyond categorical thinking and engage with the lived complexity of marginalised groups. For disabled women in Ribbleton, this means recognising how ableism, sexism, classism, and racism interact to shape their experiences—and designing policies that respond to this reality. As a Housing Advice Officer and disability advocate, I have seen how siloed policies fail. A client may get a wheelchair-accessible flat in an area with no transport or support. Another may qualify for mental health services but be excluded from physical rehab due to diagnostic overshadowing. These gaps are systemic blind spots that intersectionality helps expose.
In the following sections, I will map these barriers to key UNCRPD articles 9, 19, 25, and 29, to show how disabled women in Ribbleton are not just underserved but structurally excluded by policies that ignore the complexity of their lives. Theories that help us see and act clearly, such as Miranda Fricker’s concept of epistemic injustice, help explain how disabled women in Ribbleton are excluded not only from services but from being recognised as credible sources of knowledge. Testimonial injustice occurs when their accounts are dismissed due to prejudice; hermeneutical injustice arises when there is no shared language to articulate their experiences. In Ribbleton, both are common. A disabled woman might describe exclusion from a local service, only to be brushed off or told she misunderstood the system. Even when believed, policy often lacks the language to fully capture her reality.
Fricker’s work underscores why lived experience must be central to policymaking. It is not enough to consult people after decisions are made—we must co-produce knowledge and solutions with those who live with the system’s failures daily. This principle is echoed in participatory research and rights-based advocacy and is essential for real change.
Critical disability theory adds another layer, challenging the medical model that treats disability as an individual flaw. Instead, it embraces the social model, focusing on barriers embedded in environments, institutions, and attitudes
More recent work calls for an intersectional lens, recognising that ableism interacts with racism, sexism, and classism. Tom Shakespeare advocates for a nuanced view of disability that includes embodiment, identity, and social context aligning with Crenshaw’s insight that identities are woven together, not stacked.
Rosemarie Garland-Thomson’s “misfit” concept deepens this perspective, showing how disability results from mismatches between people and their environments. If a building has stairs but no ramp, it is the design, not the person, that disables. Inclusive infrastructure and thoughtful policy are therefore essential.
Bell Hooks offers a vital shift: marginality is not just exclusion it is a space of resistance. Disabled women in Ribbleton offer sharp insights into what is broken and what must be rebuilt. Hooks urges us to see them not just as voices to include, but as leaders who should shape the agenda. Intersectionality appears in frameworks like the Public Sector Equality Duty (PSED) and the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (UNCRPD), but these tools often fall short. PSED considers protected characteristics but rarely their intersections. UNCRPD affirms rights but local authorities often fail to consult those at the margins. Intersectionality demands more than box-ticking, it calls for nuance, accountability, and systems that reflect real lives. Miranda Fricker’s idea of epistemic injustice is a powerful tool for understanding how disabled women in Ribbleton are not just excluded from services, they are excluded from being recognised as credible sources of knowledge. Testimonial injustice happens when someone’s account is dismissed or doubted because of prejudice. In a speech to members of Ribbleton Labour Party, given by Philip Blundell at a selection meeting July 2025, it was stated with “I know the things that are letting our people down: polling stations outside the boundaries, bus stops without shelters, GP queues that stretch into frustration, and green spaces that feel forgotten, and I know people of Ribbleton deserve better” (Blundell, 2025). Young (1958) brings into sharp focus that it is not enough to believe in “the ideal of a society where people rise by ability and effort and insist that individuals should not be judged by birth but by what they achieve.” So, a collaboration for change has to come from within Ribbleton itself. Fricker’s work reminds us why lived experience matters and why it needs to be at the centre of policy making. It is not enough to consult people after decisions have been made. We need to co-produce knowledge and solutions with those who know the system’s failures best because they live with them every day. That is  a principle echoed in participatory research and rights-based advocacy, and it is essential for real change. Critical disability theory adds another layer. It pushes back against the medical model, which treats disability as something to be fixed in the individual. Instead, it focuses on the social model, on the barriers built into our environments, institutions, and attitudes. More recent work calls for an intersectional lens, recognising that ableism does not operate alone. It interacts with racism, sexism, classism, and more. Tom Shakespeare argues for a more nuanced view of disability, one that includes embodiment, identity, and social context. That fits perfectly with Crenshaw’s point: identities are not just stacked on top of each other; they are woven together.
Garland-Thomson’s (2011). The concept of the “misfit” takes this further. She shows how disability is not just about the body; it is about the mismatch between people and their environments. She reminds us that marginality is not just a place of exclusion it can be a space of resistance. Disabled women in Ribbleton are not passive recipients of services. They are agents of change. Their lived experiences offer sharp insights into what is broken and what needs to be rebuilt. Intersectionality is not just a theory, it is a tool for seeing what has been missed. It helps us understand how inequality works in real life, especially when it is layered and complex. For disabled women in Ribbleton, it offers a way to make sense of their experiences, not as isolated struggles, but as part of a wider system that needs to change. It shines a light on the blind spots in policy, theory, and practice, and calls for a more inclusive, justice-driven approach. It is about recognising that these women are not falling through the cracks, they are being pushed there by structures that were not built with them in mind. To show how overlapping barriers affect disabled women in Ribbleton, I have mapped five key areas of exclusion to specific articles of the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (UNCRPD). Each is linked to intersectional theory to reveal how policy silos fail to reflect lived complexity.
Transport Article 9: Accessibility: Disabled women face broken pavements, limited bus routes, and systems that ignore caregiving roles and safety—especially for racialised women. Garland-Thomson’s “misfit” theory shows how design disables. Crenshaw’s structural intersectionality reveals how transport exclusion intersects with gendered mobility, making daily travel a barrier to participation.
Housing – Article 19: Living Independently and Being Included in the Community, Housing adaptations are slow, inconsistent, and overlook the realities of disabled single mothers or multigenerational households. Fraser’s framework reminds us that material support must be paired with cultural respect. Without both, exclusion persists.
Civic Participation Article 29: Participation in Political and Public Life, Disabled women are rarely present in local decision-making. When they are, their input is often dismissed, reflecting Fricker’s testimonial injustice in action. Bell Hooks reframes marginality as resistance: these women are not just absent; they are leaders whose insights should shape policy.
Healthcare Article 25: Health: Many live with multiple conditions, neurodivergence, or trauma, but services rarely connect the dots. Diagnostic overshadowing leads to missed care. Shakespeare’s critique of the medical model and Fricker’s hermeneutical injustice show how holistic care is denied. Intersectional disability theory demands services that reflect this complexity.
Digital Access Article 9: Accessibility: Digital exclusion affects older disabled women, those with sensory impairments, or living in poverty. Without access to online services and spaces, they are cut off from vital support. Puar’s assemblage theory explains how digital infrastructures shape who participates—and who is left behind.
Seeing the Whole Picture: Why This Mapping Matters: Applying an intersectional lens reveals that disabled women in Ribbleton are not just underserved, they are structurally excluded. Services fall short because systems were not built to reflect the complexity of their lives. This mapping is not just diagnostic, it is a call to action for rights-based reform, rooted in lived experience, not abstract policy.
Mapping Ribbleton’s Barriers to UNCRPD Articles: Through an intersectional lens, intersectionality shows how disabled women in Ribbleton face compounded exclusion across life domains. Linking these barriers to UNCRPD articles exposes policy silos and highlights where change is urgently needed.
Transport Inaccessibility Article 9: Accessibility, Public transport remains a major barrier. Bus stops are distant, pavements uneven, and schedules ignore caregiving needs. Crenshaw’s structural intersectionality shows transport systems favour able-bodied men. Fraser’s recognition and redistribution theory reveals how accessible buses exist, but planning excludes disabled women’s realities. Garland-Thomson’s “misfit” theory explains how design is disabled by ignoring diverse bodies.
Housing Insecurity Article 19: Living Independently and Being Included in the Community: Adaptations are slow and mismatched. Disabled single mothers may be placed in inaccessible flats, far from support. Article 19 affirms independent living, but grab rails alone are not enough. Fricker’s hermeneutical injustice shows policymakers lack tools to grasp intersectional disadvantage. Shakespeare’s critique of the medical model calls for a holistic view of disability. His portrayal of marginalized bodies resists reduction to pathology, instead illuminating the social and political forces that shape exclusion. Through metaphor and character, Shakespeare invites us to reimagine disability as a site of agency, complexity, and human dignity.
Civic Exclusion Article 29: Participation in Political and Public Life: Disabled women are absent from decision-making. Forums are inaccessible, and consultations ignore neurodivergence and caregiving constraints. Article 29 affirms participation, but political intersectionality reveals how feminist and disability movements overlook those at the margins. Hooks’ concept of marginality as resistance urges us to centre disabled women’s leadership.
Healthcare Disparities Article 25: Health.  Healthcare is fragmented. Neurodivergent women face diagnostic overshadowing; those with invisible disabilities struggle to be believed. Article 25 promises health rights, but bias undermines care. Fricker’s testimonial injustice highlights credibility gaps. Intersectionality reveals how ableism, sexism, and classism intersect. Puar’s assemblage theory shows how clinical categories reinforce exclusion.
Digital Exclusion Article 21: Freedom of Expression and Access to Information. Digital exclusion affects older disabled women and those with sensory or cognitive barriers. Council websites lack accessibility. Article 21 affirms access, but digital strategies ignore marginalised users. Representational intersectionality reveals who gets left out. Huncovsky and Fraser argue for inclusive, co-produced digital policy that reflects cultural and political realities.
Conclusion: 
This mapping exercise has revealed more than just service gaps; it has exposed a systemic failure to recognise and respond to the lived realities of disabled women in Ribbleton. These women are not simply underserved by policy; they are structurally excluded by systems that were never designed with their intersectional identities in mind. When services are built around single-issue categories of disability, gender, race, or class, they inevitably miss those who live at the crossroads of all of them.
By linking local barriers to specific articles of the UNCRPD), this work shows how rights that should be guaranteed, such as access to transport, housing, healthcare, civic participation, and information, are routinely denied in practice. These are not isolated failures. They are symptoms of a deeper problem: a policy culture that values compliance over complexity, and consultation over coproduction.
The theoretical frameworks used throughout, from Crenshaw’s intersectionality and Fricker’s epistemic injustice to Garland Thomson’s misfit theory and Puar’s assemblage, help us name what is happening. They show how exclusion is not just material but epistemic, spatial, and political. They remind us that disabled women are not passive recipients of policy but active knowers, leaders, and agents of change. Their absence from decision-making spaces is not accidental, it is the result of systems that fail to recognise their knowledge as valid or their needs as urgent.
To move forward, we must reject the idea that inclusion is a matter of adding voices to pre-existing structures. Instead, we must rebuild those structures from the ground up, with disabled women at the centre. That means embedding intersectionality into every stage of policy design, implementation, and evaluation. It means shifting from tokenistic engagement to genuine co-production, and it means recognising that justice is not achieved through technical fixes, but through cultural, institutional, and structural transformation.
Ribbleton is not unique, it is a microcosm of broader national and global patterns. But it is also a place where change can begin. By listening differently, acting collectively, and designing with complexity in mind, we can begin to dismantle the barriers that have long been treated as inevitable. Intersectionality does not just help us see the whole picture; it demands that we change it.
Whilst researching this assignment I came across a real-life consultation entitled onwards a New London Plan in Easy Read which brings together my learning and offer a practical way forward; ironically, it is online and so needs to be thought though again under accessibility,
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Appendix
Ribbleton Deserves Better and Together, We’ll Deliver It
Selection Speech by Philip Blundell Housing Advice Officer, Union Activist, Disability Advocate
Good evening, friends, neighbours, and fellow advocates,
I stand before you not just as a prospective candidate, but as someone who lives and breathes Ribbleton’s challenges and its hopes. I know this ward. I know the things that are letting our people down: polling stations outside the boundaries, bus stops without shelters, GP queues that stretch into frustration, and green spaces that feel forgotten. And I know we deserve better.
Let’s Begin with the Facts
Before we talk policy, we must understand what the numbers reveal:
· 65.8% of households in Ribbleton are deprived in at least one dimension—employment, education, health, or housing.
· Several areas rank in the top 10% most deprived in England.
· Unemployment stands at 7.4%, with one-third of residents in part-time work—often not by choice, but by necessity.
But here's the truth: statistics don’t define Ribbleton. People do. And behind each number is a neighbour, a story, and a solution waiting to be heard.
1. Crime and Safety
Ribbleton saw 2,821 crimes last year, including 122 violent incidents and 127 cases of anti-social behaviour in March alone.
But crime doesn’t exist in isolation. It’s born from poverty, exclusion, and frustration. That’s why our response must go beyond enforcement it must empower.
If elected, I will work with fellow councillors to bring the Police and Crime Commissioner to Ribbleton not for a photo op, but to hear us directly. To understand what justice and safety truly mean to our community.
2. Transport Inequality
Residents wait up to 90 minutes for a bus, even during peak hours. Some pay twice just to reach appointments due to fragmented ticketing.
We deserve better:
· A unified ticket system
· Real-time updates
· Accessible routes
· A guarantee that travel won’t exclude our elderly and disabled residents
And let me be clear: I won’t stop until the County Council delivers what Ribbleton deserves. Because when disabled residents are stranded, democracy is stalled.
3. Housing and Health
The 2022 Housing Needs Assessment shows rising pressure across Preston—but Ribbleton is feeling it the hardest:
· Overcrowding
· Poor insulation
· Lack of adapted homes for disabled residents
There are 26,000 disabled people in Preston today, projected to reach 28,000 by 2038. This is not niche—it’s urgent.
As a Housing Advice Officer, I’ve worked shoulder-to-shoulder with families—facing delays, battling bureaucracy, and holding on through hardship. But patchwork fixes won’t do. We need reform—and that begins with community-led plans rooted in lived experience.
4. Youth Engagement
Ribbleton’s youth deserve more than empty promises. They deserve space. Support. Opportunity.
We currently lack a dedicated youth hub. While Preston City Council is planning one, I want young people involved from the ground up—co-designing the space, shaping the services, and building in education and mental health support.
Because education isn’t just a policy it’s a liberation tool. And our young people aren’t just future voters. They’re present leaders.
5. Planning and Green Spaces
Grange Park and Waverley Park hold enormous potential—but they need investment guided by insight.
We need:
· Benches
· Lighting
· Sensory-friendly paths
· Inclusive design
That’s why I propose a Ribbleton Inclusion Forum—bringing together residents, union reps, disabled advocates, and council officers. Let’s make planning a collective effort not another spreadsheet exercise.
6. Civic Participation
Real change begins at the ballot box but our system is failing residents.
Polling stations in RI5 and RI7 are temporary or outside district boundaries. That causes confusion and discourages turnout.
I support:
· Merging RI1 and RI2 for clarity
· Relocating RI5’s polling station to Farringdon Park Community Centre
But we must go further:
· A “Know Your Polling Place” campaign
· Multilingual materials
· Disability-friendly formats
· Quiet voting hours for neurodivergent residents
All achievable under the Equality Act 2010. And all overdue.
7. Democracy as Liberation
Inspired by Paulo Freire’s Pedagogy of the Oppressed, our voter engagement work in Ribbleton isn’t just about increasing turnout—it’s about building power from the ground up.
Freire taught us that liberation begins when people name their world, challenge injustice, and act together. That’s why we’re not handing down solutions—we’re listening, co-creating, and making space for disabled residents and working-class voices to lead.
This is more than outreach. It’s cultural action. It’s praxis. And it’s how we turn democratic exclusion into collective transformation.
Because when Ribbleton speaks, it doesn’t just echo—it reshapes the system.
Dreaming as Resistance
Ozzy Osbourne once sang, “I’m just a dreamer / I dream my life away.” But in Ribbleton, dreaming isn’t weakness—it’s power.
Disabled residents dream of polling stations they can enter without apology. Of transport that doesn’t leave them stranded. Of councils that consult before they legislate.
And those dreams? They’re not utopian. They’re overdue.
I’ve spoken to residents who’ve stopped voting—not because they don’t care, but because the system doesn’t care about them. I’ve heard from carers who navigate broken pavements and broken promises. I’ve seen the resilience. But resilience shouldn’t be a requirement for participation.
So tonight, I’m not just asking for your vote. I’m asking for your voice. Your vision. Your refusal to settle.
My Commitment to all of you here tonight  and the residents of Ribbleton which include my family and friends 
If selected and elected, I will use everything I’ve learned—from working with Preston City Council, union branches, charities, youth networks, and disability communities—to build bridges and unlock resources.
I don’t just advocate I act.
I listen. I write. I challenge. I co-create.
And I build coalitions that last.
Tonight, I offer not just a speech, but a pathway forward led by all of us.
Whether you’re a resident, a councillor, a union member, or a young person finding your voice Ribbleton holds the answers. We just need to listen to each other to find them.
Let’s demand better transport, safer streets, inclusive housing, and a democracy that works for everyone.
Because Ribbleton isn’t broken. It’s resilient.
And together we’ll make it thrive.
Thank you for listening. Please vote for me as your candidate, and let’s build the future together.
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