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Abstract

This research article investigates the roles of Akha women and
their gender negotiation in the economic sphere, which leads to women’s
empowerment, in Paopom-Dongyang Village, Naphun Subdistrict, Wangchin
District, Prae Province. It used a qualitative approach, including in-depth and
focus group interviews with seven Akha women and three Akha men. Research
findings show that Akha women in this village play an important role in the
local economy, particularly in the maize and cassava markets. It used a
qualitative research approach, including in-depth and focus group interviews
with seven Akha women and three Akha men. Research findings show that Akha
women in this village play a highly important role in the economic sphere,
from commercial agriculture of maize and cassava production. Despite an
unclear division of labor by sex, Akha women play an indispensable role in
agriculture by sharing tasks with men, even though they take fewer manual
labor jobs. Furthermore, some women have taken on off-farm wage jobs,
which are considered crucial sources of additional income amid uncertain
agricultural prices and rising investment costs. Some entered Akha-style souvenir
making, which is part of the state’s promotion of ethnic traditions and cultural
tourism. Akha women’s roles in the economic sphere have led to their
growing significance within households. They are able to negotiate gender
roles in various aspects, even while maintaining key household chores and
responsibilities as wives and mothers. Yet, Akha women have gained increasing
acceptance in society and greater gender equality in being responsible for
making decision in household affairs. Akha women have made strategic choices
in their meaningful, living and created values at the individual level, which

has led to social transformation.

Keywords: Akha women, Gender roles, Gender negotiation, Women’s

empowerment, Economic sphere

2 W onsarsandu UA 13 aluf 1 2569



UNANED

¥
o =2 Y a

unmIifnwIunUIMTeuteiuaznsHe TR aNAN gl

<

Y a

wswgha dahlugnisdaeasugualiiugmds Tungthuuiva-aeens svawmu

Y Y v

o '

gnoTagu Jwmiauns uUITelldITIeRunmaIen sduNYalgadnuaY
nsduNwaingy AUEMEIIIITININ 7 A WagHY801U1 3 AU NANSANYINUD

a '

fudeondrftondeeglunyduifunumlufiufiasssiageainnisinnens
BanalsdaslsdlnataziudgUznas wihaglilaiinsulsnuegstnaussningne
Luﬂ'éﬁ@qawﬂwﬁmmﬁwﬁ@umﬂmwmﬁ‘mﬂlﬁlﬁ MenN1sYRaNssusWiuLYnY
winanduouitldussmetesnifinin wenaini mnsedufuussnuiudieuen
manuasiluteamnaddglunsmseldviunananuliuiveuvessasanan
LLasﬁunuﬁQQ%umaaﬂWﬂLﬂwmi ;:I‘v@wNﬂuLﬁ’h@jﬂﬁﬁ’lﬁuﬁ”}maqﬁﬁzﬁﬂLﬁ'aﬁgﬁ’m

s

I#funisatuayuainaiaigliidudiunisveanisdaaiunguuniusuay
mMsviafiendeimnsssu wmmad@wﬁﬂmﬁdﬂuﬁuﬁLﬂi@gﬁﬁ]ﬁﬁﬁfﬂﬁﬁmmmﬁu
faATISoU Y lrnisalisnuaseTeLnAn Iz uasaU Wihwinisoazdiag
Suunummantunsquatnuuazaseuaiilugiusnsseuazil uanlisuniseensy
Mndsauorunniuarldsuanuhifeuudelunisiuinseudumssadula
Y99AFISOU ﬁu@ﬂawﬁmmiaa%qmaLﬁaﬂLSTNqwamam%‘lumﬂ%’%ﬁmﬁﬁmﬂmma

wavaienuAlusgdulaaniitilugnisifsundamiedsny

AEARY: HNE9eI, UNUIMINANTIY, NSHBTBINIANANTIE, NSIERUATINE1UNA

IAfugmas, Nunasugia

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 [l

3



uni

Y a av sa o & A ~ & A v o -
Aviananuinandeegluiumidlnavseuunuigduimiamniamile
vosszwalvefiduniunumluiuiasegianaynsvisaieatu lldusingnisal
Tmdusiegndlalutdagtu wu guguinindinalosdn Jwmdaneien Tadaunan

a a A

edudnndleiyuidudendeddul (nseames anUseiesy, 2551) AnQeaYy

o U
duideadunisanrytuludinouwiuns Swindedu luvedumlududles
=~ Y a I3 A v Y oa =& ' a v sa
Bedlnalguiu W3y anasngny, 2538) Wusgatugvdeingadunguuanugi
UnANUIAN Y MINNTNUMIWITIUNTIUNUI Evdliondiluiiunaawmilesindula
angndanegluiuiiiiswmsoiuiilenanaasugiaunauinalssy 1980 (Inlsau
AINIFNR, 2550; Tooker, 2004; Toyota, 1998; Trupp, 2015a, 2015b; Trupp &
Sunanta, 2017) Msfunumluiiuiesegiavseiuiinnuluiieddadsdnung

Aosesinumanluiiuitiy aelddmutnnsuleglunguuaiugnaianisvi

Qw@qﬁuﬁaqﬁuﬁnﬁ@LLamﬁLLasQﬂ Lwi'waﬂLﬁa"léﬁnaaﬂmﬂﬁuﬁﬁwuzjﬁuﬁmﬁﬁmz
LLax?ﬁiJ’ﬁﬂL‘fluﬁ’]ffﬂﬁﬂﬁ’QﬂUHWiﬁﬂiﬂﬂiﬁmﬂmﬂ‘ﬁﬂéﬁuﬁLﬂiiﬁ&gﬁﬂ (Toyota, 1998;
Trupp & Sunanta, 2017) ¥ilsfwanisesiesusuiUdsuaruduiusaeluuunln
ﬁQquéuwﬂi"aL?auLLazﬁ;m%u (ns0m8Y gaUssiasy, 2551) Jedsnananisings

LY L4 a

nanualvIRTuS (MY A9ITNENY, 2538)

o £

o w et Y a I ¢ Y a
dwsunuifnwigvdonviny Inlsal amiddng (2550) Lawedngms

o nUsznavainludoadedudlasanzuinalui viens lakusee
AuAnAiusuarAuminanTsuUMuUNIAILKY grgaentidiulngiiennis

Yeveguuuull Wamﬁaﬁagﬂﬁmuhﬂu “@1UN8” IINNNSHBALNSIFUANSD

o £ '

e ursviosnaisv1elunugasig 4 vesuramieuiies UnAueaFeIUNaNan Uiy

¥ a

Avdsorindsfianuddglulasiaihonaasegianasiionnaludeushulfinan iy

o

e

v '

Fremssososiuinenie aseuliifiudsnismsseglufiufiaududos vaei
anudunaldgnadiaiiuuuniasegiosazsanevesindendn Wudeaiu
adnyuaes gl (Trupp, 2015a, 2015b) '17iﬂa'nﬁqmjw’jmﬁqmﬁdwﬁﬁ"uaamamm
puuluiuiinisondedludodngosanganne Beodlual wnen iy inzaue way
oiin neldiwuafnnisilenss (embeddedness) Tuudunmsiios danuiasugiia uaz

Y a L Ay oA & A =Y I~ & O v a ! |
ﬂaﬁlﬂﬂ ﬂqmamyﬁmsﬂ’mmEmu%’]f‘lwuwzjﬁqLﬂJ’eN Nﬁﬂﬂu&ﬂu%ﬂf}dﬁiyﬁiﬁﬂ LLC”’]\N'WUELMN

4 W onsasandu UA 13 aluf 1 2569



(wazanaagsamivanillyal) uagngrina Aifivsuseuitiidaymalne dnoundees
Qmﬁqmﬁdwﬁasﬂuﬁuﬁaqﬁ?uéfadmiwﬁﬂuﬁamwmmLﬁuagLLuuawﬂﬁ”’mﬁmLaz
Uspindinsuwhanuitliatasly neudesuiehiudgesuvariiuiusznaunis
yuInges (micro entrepreneur) Tugnugiifuiitvesianisuazuimsdanis
ANSUIBVBIRILAULDININYA wazuansliiudsaudugnseviinis (agency)
finerendediulassairmnanmaides deanasugia wagngmny AaBAIULTUY
vosiiui wmniseUsEnevugsialnnsudImemeyananudiilegainvieaiien
TideveUsnmaosUsesusig

wiaefiunummananzidsnnanniuludinatasulneveswfinug

:4' =

9191 LwimiﬁﬂmﬁaaaﬂmLi'mwawszaﬂé’qazﬁaummiﬁwhLﬁmmm‘wmg'
aianyunes vl uagsan giude (Trupp & Sunanta, 2017) NaMINENUIEYRS
o= o @ o w 1 2o & N Al |
NsganvesmaniseudnazilududAguesnsmseld wandudusitniinued
uaai’uff]uﬁaﬂﬁﬁﬁmﬁaﬁw Wesngueiianudueislunisuseneunisaily

a v s

Nl ﬂ'ﬁ“U']EJGZJE)\W]iuaﬂLUuﬁ’JUWU\‘iﬁlJENﬂqiwaﬂLV]EJ'JL“UQ"U']WWUﬁ (ethnic tourism)

q

'
v

ﬁwm:qLﬁTwmﬁwmm‘LumsmiwEﬂ,ﬁmaaimﬁumwé’amﬂﬁ%’%malmaeiaLa?mms

'
a v ¢ a

vieaedieTnusssuvsemAnug (n3y amsquw 2538; Tooker, 2004; Toyota,

v '

1998) ‘W'mLﬁadqﬁuﬂﬁuﬁwuimmﬁﬁmaaa amumamaamm ‘W‘Ll'VlﬂWﬁLﬂ'UGl'ﬁ FOBUaR

]
£

msazanfuilensinuvesgaviienisaiiagiug yonsedaduussnusdnddglu
ananvinssIMsYieaiien Inslamdusussamingnderle nszith vieidosUseufisuy
Fadudrunilwosduimuitusuazvesiiszaniidudosnsvinuensiduiingnios
wazSunfosdnuvarvesenuiufuddunisusznauns dudeendildSeuiinee
ma'wfjmﬂmizhwammﬂjmmgjs;uqﬂmaamanmu downisedndulaiingnis
evesiisyAnluiuiifiowiondisaing 4 mnsedgnaavirhamsintihfusiuey
assnlumisguanseuain uiimstedulimaeldegiliiseansasnsydu
irswgiansaeu wigumenduldsumsendosnnninlugusiidudihaseuniai
%’mﬂﬂﬁnﬂasjwqﬁﬁﬂu LLﬁﬂﬂﬁLﬁuﬁ\‘]ﬂﬂmLﬂéamg’]ﬁLﬁﬂéﬁlﬂumiLLU'NWuiSWjNM@W’]EJ
Tuszauasaliou (Trupp & Sunanta, 2017)

NNTNUNIUITTUNTTUT AU ‘U‘Vlmmﬁyﬁﬁﬂmwmmaq@@qm'u'ﬂ,u
uasygRafithunsens sruaumu sunaetu Sarfauns vnodluiuiddadu

° . v v = =~ v & A a
ANYNUIINNDUNDUUEY WUV LLUDT1IU N.A. 2536 ﬂ?iL‘UWQWUWLﬂiHﬁﬂﬁ]

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 [l

5



vosinsetilugumusisifonahnmanunsdendys fuszansanlngluiiud
lstudugnduazdming Sonuntaanisinunsfisas Qﬂ@%ﬂéﬂﬁ%%ﬁﬂﬂ"ﬂﬂ
ufsonatheiuluvhausmaiudoludednd 1 wu snlssnu venand guyuil
galasunsanasunnvienusgueaiaums vilvilinsdnanulssmdetideyyiu
Teuuenguruidudeusduninsnluliuds q fvdeordrTsansomasld
MnMmsevesiiszandae wenanil mnsedilitesnanmelfnnnistinduite

° v e & v i Aaw ¢ 1 dAavi v g vy o R B N '
mlﬂmﬂLEJ‘ULﬂEJmGUENﬂqmmﬁlwuﬁqmm%um’]«’mﬂﬂﬂﬂaﬂwaﬂﬂm GZIQLWQWNLL@]IUSUQQ

W.A. 2565-2566 WennunuIMveindiluiuiieisughaud Ussiiuddydms

]

'
a

MmAdeiifenisieseimamanzvesmdgsetilunisegluiuntiu Nvdg

DASRCARY
a A

mwﬂ’ﬂﬁ@jLLaﬁmLLaxmaUﬂ%’aéf&LL@iLfJuLﬁﬂan TuanunsaliunumMYeIg e

o

LWQJ?JHIMWUMLﬂiHEﬂ% uananulunanens N1ssuiamnly nmstindvdenedin

s o

nsrneveisyan saueunuvlunianunsnssy g mdgsinugienus
misiasaaﬁwmmmmqmenzﬁgﬂmwi’qmﬂ%u (ns0eMeY gnUseElasy, 2551;
VY 1MWITNONE, 2538)

fenseiy p’jﬁ@qm’zjwé’aﬁmmﬂagﬂummLuﬁauégwLLazmththﬁamaa
NIULUIUALYINTENI9UQere (Trupp & Sunanta, 2017) WIvaaIUN1TadlUIY
Y99UTI50UN Fungiug (Chantaruphan, 2019) fidnwgudaeifidredusimnis
WAsUTNTAIUSTIY wazansliiiunsassinuLazdndnwalluuiundinan
nildluglvideyarianun 3 audameinisdreduilildsudasnmainnginost
Uszindl Taetamnznsussnuuagmsvhmihiguddudsaueniiiduualiinszay
anuguusiluaseunia aaenaumsindslenanisdnuuarerFnnsnuiivannvans
negluniAnuns Usﬁamﬁiﬂﬁu'jwmsLmeuﬁmi’wuﬁﬁmaqé’mﬁamﬂhﬁﬂﬁ

woleas1einuly (self-reconstruction) Wrlugnisasrsanuvanelusludsny

Y]

a

Unsulaevesendn 7w drnartadu guddsnnanniulumaasygiauas

o

Judumilsvesnmamaeldaduayuaseunsy
unANUIIANYINTHaTRIgRaNwalAUNAN s RdNTUSAUSanYal

RiuguesEmgenv luusunifianuiyendniséeaulueglulewmssluium

Y a '

nsvisaiiey nadfeEvdiettuvu-aeesegivaseuaiivielumiiily

] o

Uaqiu unsAuenafivsvaunisalluvnusudnsinsdu wifldnduinedivaseuasn

a A

AT NUINUAINAZEVYINADYIMIINTNNTTOWALLUYDIGN UNUINAINGTITI

o

6 MW onsaisandu UA 13 aluf 1 2569



Senfeansimihiivesrrundumdwiaiu auaaniuazgn vieludsnuivadulng

v

wivauzLAg It sdidesatvayunieiunuimnismidssniiiounseau

¥ '
a a

asauasa smemsdngiuiassgiadaduiuiianssay duwsshdwidunanens
Sudnamald vedumissanliiuauneuenyuruluuidlenta uwasnisviseld

a 1 ] % & v oa | Aw & o
wsuanmstndt wsgavtuudinnuluindgeitithuvu-aeamsinlan

-~y i = = o a ' < & X d voa X Aw
viawsianuwariian Jedalinissesesnnudumannivegndly 2 iuidnfeuntiu
waziufiasegialundoniu 9 Ussiiuseinfensiiunummaasughafiissnnaiucii
WlUdnisiasuasneg1una (women’s empowerment) Tiiugmdsentiegidls
wonndl nuAnwilumsaiuenuiifeiudndnualniiudoriiiuiunisne g
Jadauns Aunulivsngaudnuilumdwnislugiaafiun

AND1IUN5IRY

Y a '

1) fmdaonuniiunumegalsluiiuiiasugialdwinanensnssudiandive

YRS

2) Matunumluiuiesegiadananitlugnisdeseamniananiizues

Y

v Y a '

Avijsentiuwanisidsuaiegnnaliiugmdgegnsls

0] o

NUNIUITIUNTIULAZNTOULUIAA

yfwugerinluiuiiasugiatunsdesessiung

Tuduinumusunufindniinsdsuuamisdinuuaziasugia
fidsrasionsssssndnualvesmAnug wazsuuisdunanianmsresose i
Tumnuduiusniserunaluusuneng o fing lalesn (Toyota, 1998) Fdiua
Wasuuasddlassadrefiddndaindudaustng e 1980 WWuduin gumuod
Iisunsatuayuliiudsusuuuunsiinuasuuuiisnuesluginunsidanded
Snuthmnendafterndansugniiulufiuiigs shlvordwdsuaniuzaininenang
Huussndlumeinuas uasderudniudosdodudgulaauilnanudeinon
auluiuiidles desndas a.a. 1990 Sglveduleuesriavieanuunanislifufivnld
yhleruazriiusuuiuiigignirtanisueedivhiu ilinseldannnianens
Istfevas auenndnnuinnireiugidledvylasanzidoddl

v
a = o

1% a A P t% |l H P o A
nséhedugiledluginduvinliauentiilunarduldiudeuuiuie

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 [l

7



AAWIATARLAINILATIS A.A. 1960 Huduun Taledn (Toyota, 1998) WeI1N"T

a o A a & ) Y v o ¢ 1 a = 1
Wasuluiutemawnsaddunildly 4 dnwaenedndnuaivesendiluilendeddn

9] o o A s a A =~ v o 3 :4' = <
wangudraReluadasafeuludios Sndnwalusznsiigesriensnaunaunnudule
(Tai) NARIINNTUANIUTINTAUTTTU TEMIAUBIIITUAUTIINIINKATUEUUNY
Tudundaulaegduuinn wu lede sndnvalussnsfiaufennuduiuangaud
flussnygwnanguusdusiumionienenin saanwailsznisanrinefoniny
Juernfiegmelsiusunvessging wu gnuievesrseunsiondignasdilsaSeu
Inewaznisfinudugdluiles

WU YnLnes (Tooker, 2004) AnwidnanualvesFnuge1ttiummi
FUaEINIeAT 8nautas Jmialessne Meldnainanuasuuladsaus
YUAUNAITTY 1980 NAUDIUTUanIInanwalsin (collective identity) ¥e9a1L
& a v ¢ = aa o ° as a Yo
Juniiug aseupquisdinnisdiay n1sviny wsnssumdunens mslidie
Usgdriulidhesduinusssuomns msweu sukuuniswianie wazn1sususaly
WAAYTIIAIDANIUN TINTIANUENNUSNINANTIE (gender relations) Y84
runeluguruazuanyusuililinueitn audawag ae. 1998 Asguialnediiiu
wlgvewwiAnsg-yansenaielasinsnfiguanuaanuisnieaiiselaliiu
YUY
N3 (Tooker, 2004) tauBkUIARRINYININUTEINIVTBLENNGY
(compartmentalized/ modular) iseeasuiginuduedignlilunsasusunuse
anunsaiiuanaaiy swullewnnnisdudiuniivessging wazuuwdayuiey
lunsvianenindnuainisUgniuvesruuuiiuigs wasitinueswuulsmyuiou
(swidden agriculture) 3nunstignvibidnlaindunsvlsideuase (slash-and-bum)
nfinsvianeUnlduazninensessuwid vibiluga e, 1985 dndnvalsinued
. N a ai ) o v oA d vyvey A o

YW mEEuAs W Uadludauvivarde Aiuladafenisuisiauuuaulnely
PInUszd1Iu DanTztiuALeNi1dIAISIUTEINAITONENTINAIAY WU N1SLAITN
U3INYTE drunsmsRaufifmuuswmsetdaiennuduedidudieunaisas
N A o a wa A VM oy o o v
wiedinnuvnmelunisujuimidiessuuinueslilafidnuasuuuddn mndigseuu
Benndlyd ilinswanssnanualvesauanttiulimsuiatenvisaudsulunuuiun
Tnganznisdufiomawiniad 30TnUszaiunnateidulne wienissoiluisnssy

Tnfussnyswaiuivg

8 MW onsansandu UA 13 aluf 1 2569



Tuts a.f. 1980-1990 FsunalneliZuduadulilnidulanemensvieaiioaves
¥ Inefinusssuvesnduuiitugene  uitufigaduurasisgansvioadien
Tuguresindth Aeusgiannundumsvieaiiondeausssunaiuguugiunis
viouftegmulunaden lunmipmuondunaidddgmadugmmnedaems
vastinviouilemnnd wagliiauesndnuainitusvesauendudiunises

AuAdguaulininviesiieandeusy (tourist gaze) N1svinaiier TmussuLAule

=

Juisey 9 TNUANYITUIUNTING1INNTVBUNEIVOIYUYURIYITININ IR

Re

AesesdnanualnglinissnAvvesmviesiiey Wy smsius @luatanes (2557)

= '

Anwigurueiivyiiuendnlingis suneusiiives Jmindeene lnsinesns
<, '3 o v a dl ' A vo ' Y
Jugudnandinuldundensuaniui gusuervwisiliiinisazsiausuwandli
o = 1 Y $ a Y 2 a Yo vae o A o I <
tinvieaieldvy dinanssunsfuudnulaaduduiliiuadomedmiiedues
A = Ly oA A v a o A 1 4
fsgdn dlunythusudnisiusmsiindiemselduenniiennaainuasnssy
aghalshinu uiinandwanssnuiuauiiiinTuiuyusue i swiane inu
sulnifisunmsusanevivaivannnitayAnug sulisananenuuaeunlaes
YUUMANTY Tnassas Butiunuiuun (2557) lenanfiwanssnuainnisvieadies
YUY ETIAVD LU MmUY duvInAenisiisglaniiuguain
Iinlavame N13v18UeNTEAN dIUNANTENUAUAUADNINEINTUALAIINADY
a A | o A = ' A o '

sysuvIRdenlnINas diuetiun auiu (2564) Anwiyuyue1timvi snausians
Joniadieasne namibaUssumauasuiUavnuausssy Aemsiiguyuaneyuie
MeUsemdliasionssuann 23 ivde 3 Useundindn wenannil fain1susuilaeu
UssindldgyAeladedn anemnadiuidesdldidouwdandumanislinmunay
wingauiunslitnviesdiealdasslaauldaniuinii

wasINTIo T aNe NN YUBUUMElenaluiledvy) deun
adungUsINgMIaifanand wu tnlsad aeniddng (2550) Anwndjeeinisuieves
Pszanluvinaluiviensfiadinisreseslunatsuiun liiezdunisdeses
fumsgnufifasrennuduauduvesausmeninug iligmediadeiuiinany
Fomneiaufinisuansanuduauduesnun 9nnsiignnaviuieaniizii
\edreUanuaesiueteanuiainainuiluetiuazaiuisafviesiuiugduld
MITANTTRNEYBERIIUTINGTUMEN TSI Wardumgnaiunimivateguiuy

AADAFUNBIAYINTIMT IUANTUBEUA Ualudnudnilsnsdanisanuduaudu

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 [l

9



Tuiuiiveserignidendulaedfvsedusznounsngudu vilierndinseuans
I3 o =~ v o I3 P | a v v
Anudunwesorilusyaunismeiaidunauselovisanisisuneduni biunn

s '

Y] { iy P o £ | a o v v
Hnvieaiien udndulaglnlsayd amddng (2555) @uainvdnusenvilaasisany

Huriiuginniu Fatuegiuuiuniuiiny Wemdedmiafiornoduey d
Tuanmeauduenfignunaviegnnativld fursedsfiauueiniesdn
fimsuanseenuiedlizindnmuanunisaluaglisuuuuned wu mandeula
uisnene T LR LLansfisne q Fmananadlesindudfionovauosiy
§1UNUATYFNINTIIRY

gefoum Buudy uaz3ade) uiun$ (2558) Anwidoamginssudssane
uazmusuusiluaseuativesanionviluuTunmsteiunasmsUseneuendnly
MAETEgRLeNIEUY 1wy Muudeily viuthu sudsWluduenms visau
SBresNUUMaYiBaTle) Wiy viosuidlulsanu wanaivhlsianisedne
svhanlusidonnniuisannulenevesiglumsdhfmsidfusesmineins
yhlordmaneyusugnlondenndudulufemuln dmanszmuluFesnis
yhanmiuresaue i uaznsssilliiennvuias Teguoananturus sl
Tusadios dndvg)dunussfuuiRnsilalinnuduasinessnn anunsaifiiaty
Joiliirueilasiomgindsdimnuidesdiosmdyiuauguussduransgiuuy

uona Nt Suvesn s Augnn uazarluy guidostn (2564) Anwinag
WhgimsugiarumsnannurvesrIe19 Tngnaniamzianzasisiansiiiodny
Ao munslunsimuaumdinlaiuinuasnsgugnnium
¥19191 M uwlduld dmiadeens Feihlidunmsimununndinfidenlss
101U TAILsTSHBY 9 Hunul esnnnisiauinsieadisalagldniu
Hudenanawdy Inswasuuvadlunannvaneuiun wumsiAsuwdasyusly
naneifufanisniunl mswasuiddiniieliaenndesiunsiamnisyionilen
WBenun 1Ty

NuAnwvesadnyIuees n3ud (Trupp, 20152, 2015b) Flalldurnns
ETWEJﬁumﬂsuuumjl,ﬁaamLimaﬁuﬁwaaﬁizﬁﬂwhﬂj’u dleraneihuly Qwﬁam‘zhtﬁa
fuszaumsaimsthefiundrszegnis mnseaunsaaiismuiiazvinuzaudy
Wivasiansvungen wandliiudisnnudugdnszvhnisnelilassadianisdios

druAswgia wavnguany WesduRen1susianiemeyaUsydvfiudiiefgn

10 M o1sa1s9ndu UA 13 aduf 1 2569



tnvieafeludiofeduiitevesssnmadonsefu aunssitaduidinaudsiugs
Tudlest vvdudaduladnglugadiosduitompanalifidnsosnty wu dnvieadien
nzfusennatslugiuguuin nvieuilerduuunddan uazainussinangTunn
finema Tasasnagnsliaonsufuauuandismsiiufinasnduiinresiien
swisadrsyunadana (social capital) suAmnmduniaferssinegiesety
muiinisrosesas fuilafudmdnilss fudu andulddvdeentilalduronem
nnyuvusaregludestnglindeudelulmdn maldadamsindeuinelunia
udie e 1 Lﬁawﬂamaﬁﬁﬂdwagmaaﬂ

Y a

nsieFuaswaliiugude (Women’s Empowerment)

unumesmsodilufiuiiasugiuthindnanstoseduiuiithuiae
uduTuSTEhmdsneluasiSou LLazLﬂuﬂ'ﬁl,a%ua%wé’luwlﬁﬁuQﬂ@ﬂmﬂﬁTTu
luan ades (Kabeer, 1999) a5UN8LUIAANITLETNAT1981U1D (empowerment)
Fmnefsanumsaiidannginsegluanunisaliiiidedia anunsaairsmmaden
FagmsaansliifuTinmuesazaiunisudsuuladurusiioatu TasTnaw
WasuuUasianaald 3 J8 1éud 1) niwens (resource) ﬁﬁwmﬂwmagmwu
Fag nimensuyed wasninensvnadeeiluguiuuine 9 Bslafldfiesnisdngs
n3wensiindy wigamsounguiisnuansatunisisenfesd@niaunueives
nSwennsluewiande 2) Msiishunasinaulaenues (agency) ivaudenszuaums
Yosmsnaula wazmsanseentumsdinaula 3) Msuszaurudisa (achievernent)
yuilwadwsinansiansegifian (well-being) anuesdusnauidiniusfuuay

Y a

wenanfduldliiedesUssiliunmsasuaiisgnaliiugngmsenisasieniny
WL gusEwInawme

ANUENIatuN1siEen (ability to make choice) tusipaduagiuay
& % a . Aa 1y = = a
Juldldveanadion (alternatives) Ndlogy Jazuanstisniuaunsalunisden
fwiasaazdanunglitulaen suieiunadeniifegiuseandliiugs
° A v an' oA v ¥ a da a a ° a
grunaiioainsuisuwUas Wudefugmgeniimadenidsgmsmansiunisiisedio
Linasdunisidenauiavussusiie @onilasfiynsvsely dwlu Jawndadndu
Y A W = A& i = v al' =
feaiinine1ns Jadeiluaninnounisiden Wignseulunis (process) NLanada

° = = . a
9IUNVDINULDY (agency) “lumsl,aamwamsql,ﬂmma (achievement) Iugmzw

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 [l

1



\Dunadns (Kabeer, 1999) nmsiidminensiuhlugnisuandrevienszaned
daftunpunasivietennasiiiusssy agvieunuduiuivnissuiavesnuuas
aondusng 4 ludirufidondamasonsinduladen

dndiinmsisnnslunisiaauladu safnnmannsafiazszydivaneg
waznsnsghitilugnisdnduladgnsaans fasanumneg usagdle uas
WhisvassTiimnddmsumsasuandeasnsunaliiunues dafu msnserh
fanandstiveuaiiniisvna ldinazidumsseses nisveneglifans (subversion)
nsusmMsvisediile (manipulation) wiensredu ileliAne @SS ety
et miﬁ%ﬂﬁ%ﬂhmiéfﬂﬁuhsuaaﬂaL.ammamaaé"wm‘;%’uiﬁLﬂulﬁiﬁﬁgamamﬂ
wazveay 1wy mslisnnamuaugBuvedefeduliintu mlivinensuas
nsiiounalunisdaduladenanyiliifinanuanunse (capability) Aofnunin
voatlalaniezfiFinauiinuesdients vioadunuanliiunisdiseguie
n3nsziila ¢ (Kabeer, 1999)

ALdes (Kabeer, 1999) @5U7L1afa1501191NNSDULUIAATY 3 TRAINETD

q

o = o

a P a du o ¢ | A o A '
msndarniinsaudanduiusiuiaihludanulivinien sulisinanuunnes
Yaemine1ns Srunalunsdndula uagauaunsalunisinsegvizeasnanisnseyh
o a ~ ' a = A %
auvuiensenualunsvisunlas SIuARNUWITENAUNAN1IE
Tudspaladiaunils NdsnasoaNduRLSLAaTNTAIMUAMTINTILAZ UNUIVIVD UGS
wazany fany Tudsaufdnaiudigesdusenaudingn Jeaddligudadduns
lunsdndulanssiueenly wazihlganuanunsalunsidendldviniieuiu
anusadananivihbigndadviludinuieiuiosilifenmsaduasgiua
Wifunueslidlieglussaufoaiuld dmsendiegnsnunamsdnaulaluasisou
Tudszidiusng o vesmddluussmeland 3 910886 Bude TudSe Fudun wiia

a

aniu Unianu wazdanamel (Kabeer, 1999, pp.445-446) uananil Msnigme
audgiudaausseunuvimmedauiivanasionavihlinisussainguszasd
Tunsissegusenisnsgytuuanseiunieliviiu wu fwdeifiaauzduul

2199zUsrauANNdISINNIINSunssen (Kabeer, 1999, p.450)

12 W 91sa1sandu UA 13 aduf 1 2569



unumvesiudsluiufineasnssy

Lﬁ'awﬁaummmﬁﬁﬂmQmﬁqmﬁhluﬁ”uﬁmwgﬁﬁwmaﬁqﬁuﬁ
LABRTNTTL wujwﬁmﬁqmﬂwLﬂuﬁawﬁwaa;:m@ﬂummuwﬁﬁwmwé’ﬂh
A1ANTHAATULNYATATIN %aagﬂuamumsfﬁﬁﬂﬁwmﬁqLLazLLmﬁmﬁuﬁmﬁuﬂu
AMANYATNTINEY 9 BIANITOIVNTUARNUATNTILSEVUsEANTIA (FAO, 2011)
'3'1mmd'@ﬁ@ﬂuﬁuﬁwuﬂuﬂizmﬂﬁwé’ﬁmuﬂwmwﬁsmﬂ ugunumman
wiofsuRnvougdluianssunsnisinues lidesdunuasns usseululs vse
Ausznaunis egalshinny Qu@ﬂuﬁuﬁmwmﬂﬁmﬁaunﬂLLmﬂﬁxaUﬂﬁymiamﬁu

WewSsuiisuiugue AsmsdnfmSnensiiiunanisngn aaiauazuInig

Y a o

& i Yo a 4 a v oA a a & i
UBNINU ‘W‘U'ﬂN‘ViﬂNllﬂlﬂﬁUNﬂ‘l]@ﬂﬁiamﬁquaLLﬂﬂqiNamiuLLﬂﬂﬂﬂqiNammLaﬂﬂ']']

U

wu Hednanuasinvanlng q Jiu bednd wagguadssinvuiedn o dmsunis

Y
o

inuns vaseiunesindunuimvaniun1syinuasnssuvnalmg W nunsnssy

elsvseiivduan (cash crop) viseUadaivunaivg Wuieaiusenuredasang

WnwisanUseyvd (Habtezion, 2016) Nszyinguiadnlasuunummseninu

0] ]

SURAERULUNNSAIRIUAS19IAIUITUAINIIDIUNITEINSUATOUASINIUAINTTY WU
nsUgnuazsne “aunsa” (kitchen garden) Bulunuivandn nald viiefiwiug

Syeyrsdnsunsuan e (subsistence farming) A1sasISLAZSNYIAIY

o =

fupeNIRufgIUivemTHALlAYUINTT BeTIMRuna gunn guewde
quIiuna Negende ek Wi uagnsAn dRrnusuiinveuwaznsiamanil
dlvganiduresiud Jsufmihindedestiunmsquainuasauysiluiou

NNHIAULAL IWUTTIU (Habtezion, 2016)

a

asenifvesgngsluniuiiasugiadeliaunsauenviednuinain

o
v

AanssulunsiSeuld nseilfedoduteaineseninanan1zMindu ATuLaAL

v ¥
Y '

PN P R P a A o ¢ A o ¢ =
Mﬁylﬂﬁ]GQJﬁuﬂﬂ/IVlﬁa’]ﬂﬁaWEJmﬂLLG]ﬂ’]iNaGleUWuﬁq IRIINGI2P) LLﬂ'ﬁ’EULLa%L@]iEJJJ@’]WI'ﬁ

€

e3>

o

vhanlugruzusanululsnisndn wioonalufuirshnudulumavuun iuily
yi3eth naesauiingnsfLarnIIaIn Maguainuaraseuadfiemssr iy
ATOUATY 9UANY 9 mﬁwﬁhigﬂﬁujwLﬂuﬂwﬁwmuﬁa%ﬁwaléﬂuvmLﬂi‘t@ﬁﬁ)
(economically active employment) (FAO, 2011) dlefinnsanfanssdlumeanisnens
ueg 9 SmsutsiwhasanuuanmananamsnenIn guesinimi Ay

TNNYUIOUTING U ﬂ?'ﬁﬂNLG\%EJlIaULWWSIJQﬂ mslansau msiiuien nsm

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 [l

13



wnasdimenens vienmsliszuuraussmuvuadn vasligwdeiuiavousny
Pldussnudosndn wu Anmwdaiug Miadaiiy mswizdan wasianssunds

Auieanandn (Jost et al, 2016)

A8aiiunnsiae

o '
o =2 '

MAeliAnwgnyuoI vy UUN-aee duauu ene iy
Jandauns Tngnisasninrauin 3 ase ludinfeuunsiaudaliquisu 2566
Truivu-neens efivssansminugentiendeegianun 3 veeutiu laun
ndaumumile vdaunsinad uagvgewmulavemyinu f3deldnTidedenmunin
v [ € a = a " v 1 ) 1 A gj
mensduneaisdnauiegluvydiu 14 Ay uwuaty 3 Ny T1eTevRImIMNA
Aarusnglumsng 1 iduwuanud

1) naudunguey wmewe 2 Ay laud dlugidiuse 01y 42 U uazagiaud
91y 48 U agudduauuns aun1sfinunUSyes widuagaudnsSeuguyy
mﬂmqm “Uaiivane” Uungenaenn ﬁﬂﬁ’ﬂﬁwﬁﬂdaLﬁ%gmm%'auﬁ%’w’imwi
11131 20 Yuds agauddunuiinesndnduguyudlildsuanusslevisng o

& 1al I | = o I < o w Vo
wsuanunluaslugiawsnaufelagdu ludesdunsidesussansuliiuay
Tuguyu vieiauanmndouaulueg iy naenauiilasinisrig g duin
91ANUAZENITZAVIATININMUNBNUSY Mbsuvisadukasn1slles uiamuly
YYUBEABLTB

o

2) nguimdeend wundueuiudsnuuds 6 au liud ende 18 64 Y o

D

63 U flugn 01g 42 U 83 18 42 U o o1 34 U waznan 81y 23 U uay
falsusiaan 1 au ldud o¥y o1y 18 T Fanuadinisfnwuaseiuanuiiisei
91de 0107 Bwaveunue WildSeundsde dwdugiaunisfinwainnisiinw
UanlsaFeu (nAY.) AMANULisEY 6 wayvigyaulisey 3

3) nguEvERINTNAsLIE S1uau 3 Au leuA 573U ey 57 U Fswa

918 49 U uazUdu 91 49 U 711 3 AulaildGeuniisde

14 m o1sa1sondu UA 13 aduf 1 2569



¥

v S Y v
M1919 1 ‘UE]Q;!ﬂWUﬂ"I‘IJ‘UE]\?Q ‘WUE]H?I
.o o o H0NUNW | 3TN -
A0V | wNEuNR | we | 218 @) o 21TN
T meansd | luasaunsa
Y o
AunuNYY
v 9
1| dnejlnwse | we | 34 | ausa 4 vt
Avuga
2 | agaud ¥ 48 | fignune 2 q A3
Au
v a ]
Hneg99191
o ARTUTUASIU
Assa
- - NWASAS
fan7au .
y @lna
. - o1y 45, 43, v o o
3 | ede N 64 ' 7 Sudenda)
42,40, 39, PRI
- EYRInTYan
37 ey 35 o
o . o - Unrn
U snuainu
e
an 6 Ay
B 2 A
4 |t e | 63 | g dau 4 - Wi
mewil gn 4
AU Lenény
et
aslga
fan 2 Au v v 4
v - Sudnadeu
9 - 218 25 Lay
5 | ffuen N 42 L e 2 nTINUAY
26 U nauil PR
Y ynsnafuand
wanénely
AETIDULY

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 [l



- bNWRING

auTd N
- - o @nlnn
6 |89 Y a2 fan 1 Ay 3 o o
v fdudUzuag)
978 8 U v v &
" - Sudnemld
ausa - INUAINS
- flan 2 Ay (GRET
7 | e N 34 N 5 v . o
07y 17 uag AugUznan)
139 - Suinenll
ausd 6 (Wal, andl,
8 | M s | 23 | dgn 1Ay Wes2au | - uitu
91¢ 1 U hazgn)
o anuglan
- INUAINT
o - @nlnn
9 |aiy NEY 18 | lan 3 o o v
g Uznag)
- Sudneild
v I ] P
HUN81UUATIULAD
- INEATNS
@1lne
10 | 91Me 418 57 | ausd a Hud1Uznaq)
- Sudnslunna
NEAT
ausa
o - INYATNS
fan 2 Au v
- - N @lne
PR GRGRRY 919 25 hay o o o
11 o kiatd 49 s & 4 TudUenag)
YBINUYN) 26 U nauil o v
y - Sunaweu
wandely v
A4 ASTANUAS AN
2y UL
- INUAINST
- o v
WU (@d (GRET
12 kigld] 49 4 o o o
VDIDWNUY) JudIUsnag)
- Suinemnll

16 M 21sa1sandu UA 13 aduf 1 2569




Nan1sIdenazanusiena

nsanendreuvasvIinugat ludswninums
ANIZNITUNTENEUTEUIABNATHALINLNELVA LUAENTIUNTEIILNNS
Y a a a < ¥ X% ! =2 a v ¢ 1
JnuRdunsifesh nseumannInsedtegn (25642, u. 42) N1 IRRUGe1
Wlundsdo “Tausssy Wawinisnislsedenans endnwaluaz)ilaan
Jandauns” Taglddndn “8fe” dnladhussdugiuludmiaunslu we. 2516
TagoneninINUILLLAT §1LN0WITY WazdLnawlfivas Jarindiesses Wedeun

v o

agludwiauns ymeviegsindiudumithuluiuiioneuuisnfuien e

'
o w

FUAAILIADU SUNDLIBINT BNz ENfpoNNNUTIgNE T wagBndIumile
o1fvaglu 2 wythundn Ae Urudheazdoudounddsudeidudiuuaingin
fuAazlByy SNeaed Lartnuawee MuauIy 81ne Ty WuheItuleya
VYRIA3ANT TaAlnnu waIduanyal NIAs (2551, W.138-139) NI INGUYIANUG
vuiunaddudmiaung Jesiudsdae vy wanus v 0191 uazauns dwsuendile
Wunenfeegusnuyuthudieasitey wagunedes wazduisdieduely
WAYNYULNIY ALY
ANYNTTUMIHNUSTINANANTILAYIANINEUR M (2542, 1. 42) Satlieaue
a 1 ] ] 1 IS o ! v Y ' o 4
dnTvenndulvgiigiugeinau Useneuandwiiilsing 1 uagsudneing q villv
MaupauasUsInaanUszaulymauiiegendy MviniuuazanEanne
Jesmseantususluviosiauneludmin vidmvesngueriidayynisauuiay
liazanlugggeu duvuusssudonysengl nguetndadiuuazinudeludvs
a v o A = N o q val
YUTTNY TR dimusssumiduveinuemenaziudouudas il
Yaymlunsusuim Whivanmdsruuazdaneasuiidsuliaiuin aseuniives
"o ) | = = = v o
¥me1vdunseuniivety devedaduadaunseinsselavatsay drualy
[ |
ATOUATRUUVDINIYYE
NntuIevIlenenanunstugulunsuwsnlUSdwdy 9 veq
Jandauns Tu we. 2535 vdnldeneninegny i ui-nene fdeg1r1en
M uuauuaswns-glavisysyana 300 wes Tunaiduiiauainginsinude
Jariouns uagdunersdvngs Jminglurie Fedlonawniniulieduagnouuwan

(WSns aynsiies uazAny, 2567) ANATINNNLIIT WA, 2529 (AUSNTSEUYLYY

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 [l

17



« 1 ” 1 1 @ o 14

Y1lneQn “ulivee”, wd.l) misnenvesauednguan q tlaguige1ld
a1we ldwau 3-4 aseuadiuisudunguitudew weeldsdniuglngdiu
Wesnwiuilugnitsuazsudreial mnduddiauendiGuenendunises 9
Ao s aAa o a A o ' - ] J  da & 1 ol
TnguszasdmnfuifuiiemnzUgninilsuasiivls Tunaiu Niutenseyn
138¢ 1,000 U™ (RSN AyvsuYs wuazany, 2567) ey w.A. 2536 YUY
Sudulntu vihigudusnsnsfinuuenisaSeudne e dwmsuasiemudnisGeu
P o v & ¢ a w o »
iieaeuniisdeliiuin (Audn1sSeugusurilnegn “wifwaie”, u.d.d)

Usgnseninndnisdnauelu we. 2540 agl 73 aFaiTeu 82 Aseuatn
Usens 316 au viseAndufovas 2.95 voswAiuguuiuiianiomn (Aaznssuns
FheUszanaeNa e InnemeluAnENIIUNITEIIINTTAUREUNTTAYSA

o Y o v .o A LS
WILUMANAINTEIIBEIN, 2542, U. 42) YugNiToyadn “vindeuyuyuuuiuigs
d1573lAgN09RINTUANET LD IALTRILIYIINT NFUAINITVIIN UALINEUNT
Tu w./.2559 52y31e191 2 ngudu 110 wianniSeu 113 Asauasd 53uUse N3
540 AW Tudurest U UN-A19TY. ALBIYINIAIANEINIINNITBNENLIDIN
Uudfeandouriotnuuingn nmsdnalaegudnsSeugusuyiinegan
“waiflvans” WU Fehasduyied we. 2536 szuinfivssynse1uiviaiun
20 wiapizeu egnszdnansyateeanidu 3 ndentiu iunthunans 11 ndsmniseu
Uwld 5 ndsaFeu wavdumile 4 wdtanseu Hussynsmindu 149 Ay
ddoyavindeuniiiug Tu we. 2559 seyinflond 35 afiSeu 35 asauan
v ! aa «.Y ” ay <

FWUTEYNT 192 AU Teyadnananingusu “Unililu-neens” Ingfisons aynsies
wazAy (2567) SpUIinguunAnugend 188 au 91 40 wiaAniTou

Toyadngingtu uavagiaud Fuduaulneniawmilennfmiauns

o 5 =

La%mmumszhmﬂaagﬂUﬂumaw%ﬂulwamﬂmﬁa%éaLfﬂuﬂsmﬂsmﬁﬂmmﬁuﬁ
Uszmnsandlnaiivhondmnuasnssuierilsdrinauavsiudimgs nounthiinu
orduileanemnagli 4 Ugndnilsuasdmlnaaeiugiiouiu wasdesdn fony
warli witigtudndgnitsassfiouds efuiiuiilivgniivliielslfiuan
wazgoduslaauny warfmeneumiinudusesiievnsinunseseeiies
asauASmTaifiauUszm 20-30 TSilusgredn inumsnsentndlngSandld
wssawlupseuasineu Aefifurieusfiutanififuyihluls daugniiwelauas
szntaasuusduuitlideclUlsadou wonanil strineaseundinuetidainng
waniUBsuusanuiu

18 M 21sa1sandu UA 13 aduf 1 2569



vVIAUga1YINUINAN I

nununisilienwaulonguivdeninfumsuansadnualmananng
meldnsevresrnuluniiugendt wu ding lalesn (Toyota, 1998) afunefia
dnanualuainguenv by Imea s 1970-1980 figslirudfyfussuuedend
AuevIagYe (patrilineal) vinlviwauwsiujURregnuisuazgnarisneiu gugagn
mmui’ﬂﬁﬁqﬂr;}mEJLﬁ@ﬁ%’lﬂizwLﬂ%@igwaﬁaawmzqaiﬁlﬁaLm warEmeazilsiny
%umlﬁﬁ’sEmmwiwul,l,axﬁgﬂ mnemdaoniaulaliaansalignlviiuaseuasale
fluafenunsadnssetlnild dudugentiauiuoradesndulvegtimmeves
auleandn1Ing1$1e uinseuATIvesvBNmteUINauwitudlnnjoyy e
IﬁmﬂLﬁaaE”JﬁﬁmhimuLLazﬁﬂﬂmﬁuiﬁLLﬁaﬂwuiwai igwdse1tUszasAgngly
oluioaitovandssmsuwiuuiliadiasle fudeiumelideyaimnmnise

19

faoglutnu wihnddyfenisviemdewinusdadusntesuaslildlulsaieou

<

U1y 15-18 ¥ Agnaanidlviusenu vilvininisedivszaunisalegudlulivie

Nununs LLaﬂuﬁuﬁﬁwuLﬁav‘hwﬁwﬁ@LLamﬁLLazgﬂ naneAuealiuszaunTal
wummquuﬁﬂuﬂsam%’amﬂmﬁﬁﬁwmwﬁfﬂLLanauﬂm&Jﬁaams?imLLaaﬂaaaa‘

uRnwestevesiwlsa awidng (2550) asvioutibervesnudu
wafidasfunsiamAuiiAatuiududeent wnsegnienurindu “od
$U1E” sensiuneiensenidudlunuiesauy vasiiviaugewigvedly
LLangadQﬂiﬂﬁaa Fathu mMsvieadlenludledeiliAansUsranuresauuansing
ngfneTausssuszninauluivdetiuaranuduiusnidiunaly
Tassafedsauilnginindy wagnszdulianudumannzusngeiuinme
nsmssegveamnisenigludios wagiilinnudumeannzgnaddluliednaen
HUNSUURAN9NISA

aaa o 6y

adngunes n3Ud a3 aludiz (Trupp & Sunanta, 2017) Ainwn

q

LA

Finvemdae1U gL TeUNANIY nds9nTinsvioufieInAnug (ethnic
tourism) Wulauazmswandumitszaniduiidonislunannmsvieaidien fudgentn
Iidnsnfumumlumsmseld uazdsiunduthuiioguanseunis udniiidesey
ﬁwmﬁa@LLaQﬂLLazﬁuﬁmsmws Sﬂﬁu’qLﬂwﬁuamuﬁéaﬂé’uﬁwmﬁamsﬁﬂmmaqgﬂ
yiensaigiuy wu Ygnimilmviedednseusuiviosatnndmiurudedud

' I U A s A = = aw ¢ " = Ru o !
LNWYNT E]EJ’Nl'iﬂGmJ ﬁaﬂﬂﬁU@WﬁﬂﬂigL‘Wmﬂ'nllLSU'EJSU@ﬂsﬂqﬁwuﬁqaqmqaﬁuuuqﬂENWTNE]%

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 [l

19



s a

wazaseAulivinienseninananeliusunnsviowiendnAnug Ananise
Juwssnundnddglugeamnssunisviendienr dudvfinuguazvesiiszand
dusieanainuznsiiulndniesd wavBenfosdnuvarvesenuluguddlunis
Usznaun1s vinvemalgndeenvilaiseuiunnnnsaieneniniuusigiugnin
' a U a v S = & oA ' a
2g1981UU. wazlenanisasindulaignisuevesissinluiiuiileioiien
winsadgnaaniinrsyiminuduansserlunisguanseunsy wldnsdnediu
TumaeldagyilviiseanunsaenseiuimsugianiiBeu widyenduldsunisenges
wnndtugneidufihaseuaiifidanisnegnefithu vauauandbiiuisniy
A ¥ | o o R ' a ) o A
WdaualuNSHUIUAWY (division of labor) s¥ninendenelusziuniiizou
(Trupp & Sunanta, 2017)
nuwaievesUssaw Jungiug (Chantaruphan, 2019) agvioulyii
fanadnn1sgrefuvesmiieindunsuan Ui IRIusTIN kazkanatianisase
mnuardnanualluuundinan nilsluglideyarivun 3 audaweinnisieiu
bilasudasninanngunaeiuseinel lnglamznsusdanuiaznsvimiigmdgs
ludiaueinfiwuildudssauanusuusslunseunsh naenaunisididlenians
Anwiuarerdinnisauivainvatgniteglunaainuns udimidutuazunain
R% A a Ve | ai o g v o P N T d' i ag
nytundalifinsveagrauviliisenuivandsaduinvisaiie s ann iy
ag19lsfiny nrsussuduTausssuresiugetviliiseldadafauln
Wlvgnsadarumnglniludsautnidulaevesendn Agugdisruanniuly

maasegia Wudiumilwesnmsmneliaivayuaseuns sudemderniidenu

U

a ' o v & = a A v o ¢ aw & 1 a4
mqﬂﬁqﬂiﬂa§mqﬂﬂigLﬂﬂ axwalﬂwrwuaduu?ﬂﬂwiaamaﬂﬁﬁu%ﬂmwuqaﬂﬂﬂvumaaﬂ

A v ooa

dlegndjawianuuazdngliagivaiivienseunsiandudy Afedlddnaneduius
) v a lo & v ° v A & a1 1
funseuasdu waveralidndusesimihndugnaniifsdenaulnuies

Aty gudaninfidiundiunuinuwagsrunaludaasugisdeudisannty
wanuaneuIun lneunumazilasuluaiuaniunisalseuteiendenseniain
Uadeluafnfindndu Jausssy Ussindvisornueilvigndgseiiidusulunis
Wundunumludaasegianniu inszaviu gudgagiuuiva-nieaiadliade
o v o Yy a Ay MYy a & o a « & A a
vsouswandudsaligvealdlaghetuiu WanfiunumluGewesiiuiiasugia

=
UNYU

20 M onsansaadu UA 13 aluf 1 2569



Yy a ' & A a 'Y
unumvasdudsenynlunuiasegangtiuva-asens
ndoyaituguveslidunivainud gudendseglunytiuiondn
A ¥ LY o v a v &) v Y
nunsnsuAeUgndlnauazsiudends vusdeifunluidunssnuiudimen

MANEAT WBNINT UNALINYDINTEANIINUARANTTUVIAUAURIDNUIBITY

v

dunBenrungtu wasuvdndndiaugluuuvesaueidn uidiulngdu

o

a - = a o v v 41' P d' £
NUIYNANIAUIUNDUUBEY LLazL'EJJ'VH]S{Jﬂmuaﬂadmadm&JE]’]%quJ’mGUULLaz

e

guamaneailduanzdunsindrfidesisaneandusseznanu aaunisel
s Invesmgiendmyiuiiduandennaudnumdnlvgiieiugrgeid
an' A "% v a ° N ] \ a
mumuluidossiu Aemniselildenendetuluvhaululisduwgiadiomionden
L4 =1 1 o = 1Y 1! Il 1 ! L2 = dgj
wiagdivnsdruluviauludewnstrsaldldngudmunendnvesufneil
A =g vy o 1 al' = vy A g X daw vo | a
vnAugveafistanliiuinveuiien Wesmnuythuiiduiunilasunisduasy
nvsnusglussiudminvewnstugiugmitufnug uwilildonszaudu
e uvseussvisvedhulisunieuiugudeiditunudnuittiuu (nlsed

mﬁéfﬂé, 2550, 2557; Trupp, 20153, 2015b; Trupp & Sunanta, 2017)

unumlunuiinynInTsy
INMTENNEAIY1N 7 AudTlan unne1aiu NawssnulTkazlan
L oa oy dg & A A v o ' = I L w1 A
nnawidnihAluiuiineesiedeiy wagnuin 3 Audsegluauazyiaiudied
unumluiuiineesuuudue@nmdn lowd e1de o1g 64 T o wiue 01g 34 T uaz
101 91y 23 U andeuazeumeliliBeunide dunenautulisen 6 NvuaEuyi
& "’ A a o v v ' ! 1o oA g = =
NuRIFIUALAN vsaluTIAUl Aewdludieveuwvihnuls vieasausnidionty 8 U
wszdeinduieninulindy voaualuihuewdeatuindurilsvihaiusiue

< ' a = a Y @y o ! a a v ¢ I £ i3 "

Wnauussuaniian danfudindwied luesAnauwifnugeoniivandime wsilu
Uoptudnyhusimsgngualiilm uasiuin@edmiuunuileminagminuashend
oululsdmsugndsenmthunlue-aedadunulsiivtuan Sldulmihiiag
fudwedudewiu dulwgidafnssuldldldusarumesamenin wu weeu

I3 v & @ a 1+
wdaiug iunandn lade

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 | 21



@ o

indeariaanfvaaaulsiviniu Aiundausodmuds
weanINYINIUls gmlaervfesn 1 IutIuae gvgeervin
yneehaaeee IR Aiwszmdentunmhivesds
Ainpaiogiua

(oY, dunwal, 9 WewNIAY 2566)

sausTA g i gezan g UMY a U
sausidnnouilidnm Weneuddlaiiil Mirauues usmedil
Afvaeusivie Ity wainseauly
(nan, dunwel, 9 wgunAY 2566)
szaziy Q’Li‘]uw'au,aiﬁ]saa‘uqﬂmmuiﬁﬁmﬁﬂéé?ﬁwmmléﬂ,l,é’aﬁq;:Iu@q
wazdwne iielnnagldiuiuuasinnudiug 3 edldaniuduinoudss
LilfheandminGeasomegiimitu fhawlsmiloudu udmamseiidulsidos
anwauysel vihlvnandnliiresd vieunsiifugnediduliresiin msunegiidminuns
FafiFinadredn wu ululsdalne ofudewils wewiu ldde vdewwée
Huwandn viwuuihul wanisedsgnaianivingudsetideadunuihunnnd
viTfuungendeuinmuunuaiang Wy 0nntefewinuYnRuewaIvAy
nsdifiussanilulsline safensrugtesnvesviin uiursaseuas IV
AU dausiyaiu witu iusendn ufeslindnuilueinmezEuiiedesing

VIBLATEINULIINIYIE

gtz nlsauaauduiuniniay dudeeItn
vosaue RSN Yt e usaynegalihasenyes
wue gugjedeanlavumniag o0l g inae auesn
(Wi Esausdn 9 Aaevindu
(ewmne, dunnwal, 9 WevAAL 2566)

22 MW onsansandu UA 13 aluf 1 2569



197939 9 gneanugimedvianme 9 due egrsendulsiuvsiuly
HYIRMTININGIZ U ERGNITIIUEaUIanT YaIYT 9
usigmvvsndlnugrelune gudeideedu

(B4, dun1wal, 9 WeuNIAY 2566)

waINAURaNEALED FurueUIiitiasionvedivueunmyiiuseud
wieldfannsal Suiiviglafneiunelduslalduin sinwdanasgfindnioy
LALATEUINE ANAANANINTREWA LY Wudlne a1vigladn 100,000 Un

o 1+

WAy Aen A Andunas FnulliSeusesudfiazivda 40,000-50,000 Unle

3

€

a

wegiutianar Urediayu nandnldasfivglild unumluaanensves

Y

2

19

nisonlungiuiladneadsiugngdunuveding laledn (Toyota, 1998)

=32

' v

=

FiuanuUasunUaaiinTusdsuyiel 1980 Wusduunin fufigafisauda

R =)

wruendn Iefunsatiuayuliiudsuguuuunsiinensuuuiisuesluginuns
ANl SmﬂmmwﬁqLﬁaﬁﬁﬂmiﬂgﬂﬂﬂuﬁuﬁgq nsUgnitRuandayinly
lilgugniimunsililumsuilaalunsadou vilidesdedniu wasthduandly
UBoAudgUlnauilaesinfeimanauludos
MnmsiFeaingmsrandendud unumlumanunsnssvesEde
guipauanmInMsiITITetesnTe N IuAzINYAIN I3 (FAO) Alsinmaaarh

Y a

a & MYy v a VoA =t
vegsludnuaneyusuiuldladignmmdauuuilainunsvuaing Hdnlngidu
wihivsenanssuvesine inddiulngiiniguanisudnlussiunisasianing
JUAINI9DITIISEAUASISBUY WU NURNaIuASIUSRIAUT Ut (FAO, 2011;
Habtezion, 2016) usidwiugndjseninluguyuilingiinsinuashuudamnnalvgy
= &, a o A o A & A ' v a A |
Fadunsudawuunseuanan AununnasiSeuluiuinunseisdignisudniivls
WWOEIRAIN FIUU NITUUIMTINNTENINUANTIEAINVUINVDILUAIN1TNER D199
WANFNNAINFIANDU

wonanil fudeendriiideyaluunanuiifuardy deuendraeulinn

= o

nanenadalide 15 A winaeSeumisdesdidaswils Taawnludisanunaw
13 9 Y

e

(=

AawrongUseunas 10 vaiulwiwanseniing Suanauitldldsranieninunn wu ae
wivgeuwdnaay dtaUamenidilutisuuuiud Jagdu Anumanimes

v

Avdgsorviliuntienululsanas wewllinuddyiunisSeuunau vilian

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 | 23



L wdudessnululinaen vseaagnSeniediilutieugndnlulsunu vselutae
pouLNaNAR UV AawAtievBududaasiinianalvintiu wwildunisvinlsdiuann

Jusunauwdannndi daueguminanlidrsiiiuwgy

A 1 mdaondnthuhyi-asensldyaniiusiousunniBousy
Tudszmalitnignensenin

va o

#iun: 336 (1 nuanvius 2566)

SUFNUINAIAINYAT
o v < a A Ay a v a X A a

m3suialudnendniigudgsortdiluiunumluiuiiasugiasenneu
lunAnens MNEnge1Uvianun 7 Au wud 5 ANSuTYinauUsEnneng 9
devngldlasuatuayunsounia 1wy fug Jo 42 U welianuiannisiFeu new.
wevhanusuiumszianiatdandvinuls wlhemiesdunsiinu udlaku

| PR 1A o Vi PR | | Ao aAvee 1 W Y o oa o a

NI “asioweudiivilisr AluYe uineuivhiiiandduldAuiuRuivused
aslutae” (fuen, dunwel, 15 weunaw 2566) isata1iiilensunusntilines o
o v Y & o | 1 PR % o 12y 1 I3 A
nusude denhaulsinnnimsgeglndtnu wagnisilsiiodnduanuinduy
UNYAULDS

fugnfudradeunszanuazmiisaludtieadl insndunundsneld
Mpetunuasmilsndedlatusgadsendniiuumiuld Mssudnsdenismsels

1Y
<, Y @ = 4 ° ° | o aly
Lﬂuﬂﬂﬂﬂi%ﬂuﬂ?quaﬂﬂmqﬂwu MININATNINARNA ﬂqiquﬂHmiiuLLﬂaSUﬂmaﬂ

=)

a

v =% o v I3 & v v o= & N Ao B
DHNUNAIU ﬂ'ﬁLﬂ‘UmﬁﬂNm'ﬂfWLﬁaL‘Uu'ﬂuﬁ]gma@ﬂ ANFFUINILTUBNTNANLANULE

v

U
£ ' a o o £ Y a @ o Yo v A
UBYNIN LLﬁ%Hﬁmﬁﬂlﬂ%?ﬁ?umqﬂsﬂu mMslakduannnuanldaneluniiBen e

24 M onsasandu UA 13 aluf 1 2569



WNUYNDENRBINININSTOMIVIIEY Bz TisIAduAIee 9 Agetunniu dmsu
wotlugnueiilusguazyvusdunedsiunntie wisedunsulignueiuly
TS U UL AT ATOUASIVBAIRINY A9TL @nUNTSaINART Ui liALeNTN
Usgnouainvangegdlunanmeiny
fugnduduingmgertmniuihnuiuiaaunuynau Jagdumenn
Ay a ° [ a v a Y a 1o & Y o Y @y %)
wnfigugasinulsegiaiien dluefin gugtidndudossuindl inseseld
woRuwazd1Ivatlilismgarudagtu auerwiaunsnegld uineulinnauses
AININTFUINTLR UntNvSoIAfaIsaIiniky mnUaesliaivauned
arldwald mszaziu fudsertrdndudesiusulunisdilufunumlunuiuiing
anunsadtlunianunsildwiueudadudatedadaseadnafise s aurtimasse
1980 udiuan wansenuannsiasuwladiassadiamaasugivluguyuyuuy
HeNWEveeFeIRIInuauihgdloniievnseldiiia (Tooker, 2004; Toyota, 1998)
v o I o a o w a 1 Y a I o
pwnue gndadignegluly 17 uay 13 Unuawiu w@Suingmdsendi
nangednanssene SadueIndilatu weduaidalsraunisaineuninfisea
) P K% ' Y ° Av o o a o
nauinegivatuwuiagtu Tueeldiaululssnunidmind v uesdedn wu
Tsanunanlilauilu wselufusnsenvesinll v lveueidivierudilaslumausi
1NNIWls waudeenvienafniseiniseenantiu Fsgaeaudvinlsuinndd
“lirpgsaneud msizuNAseUATIwIdANulerEeiiollugnanidesun
UK LINTENEU huuTIEiumRuNIN 9 Withuelildane” uwitaqiu
' M o1 v v ° i & o 1 < a v °
ousllaireedadu laseeniiaunluuivih dusnfdgnlvluSeuauudmninny
Tudies vaufldinusudicludes uddaluundhuunm szdwheguaitu
agamedlineiy
1 = U a ) al =1 a 1 1 v a 1 Y o 1
Wk Tude ang 42 U Tgnifiesatiien nanyiimdsendifesieunesng
faudasmilesualmufivhudnii sisnunvastiulineiu fndotivnauiadn
Maululsanuiu wmsglssnusuadasauunn sillaaursudisie wazluideald

WNsANY widmSudufenyianuiudeneunlidesluegnay

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 | 25



ST Aus s e el S Sl
liflasunine Adesluvielsse wedaud1eivs U §2afausiu
soldunvsliidultned insizunasinildnse lnvzaiu
prvadld Aunesgn dugexlunun eghiligndae 1 auaty 8 U
ntslTueozmlouiy fpaaialuvhou idunlinesasgn
ynoeaiusadldiiu neaausiilaedndy dumleoudubidean
[Fusaaniaa) MAlagsuvauyuynee19eie 9 sreadniduuy

(84, dunwad, 15 WawnIAL 2566)

mssuisdsnaneduseliady uaznauunisamulunanunsidedy
nswdnwsaze1as1a1gedy ldeedude Aige A1 vieeudedludituin
wyudeulaidau vigludedies 18 U woautulisen 3 heanungisanulslineiuu

wadalilawsaanu windafudresewuny

Welsiausn e dusnesiastuauiluiauumannn sy ouls
Alsiswioghiiloidly ansstdradesnuaiafasanratun 9 u
uamgvalmidenesls viseuslumenaisuiludouss
ogluidosluiaend wieludndunavidmdounu

(Y, dunwal, 15 wunIAN 2566)

iy hadefidann udvesseflumyhausuieihum wivenineuls
sedlfusanniagliduei gudeiluvhanumainiudie Ausdvegunuiivh san
e 100-150 um 1Ngan 250 U usasiedsgnegi 350 wnaaf 450 U
£ ‘o ' g i "y v = v v
Tuagiuanuendevesny daudnuuibideddusannluautisnundeddus
wardilUvhaundudeuaswamiinu viyeensunnunindemndestieiels
yowouhJunuiu uamenuidiliudsnutaziifinszasoundi wedmerieu

719 2 druluaiamduunly

26 MW onsarsandu UA 13 aluf 1 2569



vnlulaiSeunaus lovsveeniseunoag uniriiuulunoedsnas
Laendoniioz liiseunoua I uinsuyulugeil
pwtuegnsounsafd isizindenaunasduaneuiiviau
usimesneideuuauinsensasrunsuththulaeasdusn
& e v oA & & ~ o a v
Ingandlaludagisnituaaumilenyienmidule
(V¥ey, dunwal, 15 weunIAN 2566)

anumsaiiinanaenedesiuiudsordilunufnyvesdum Suudy
waw§eden uisun$ (2558) Aluvamiluniamsugiauenszuy wesudnaialy sty
sudsnllusueing vidomusnevesmuuvasisadion uazsuindulsany imuad
yhlmnsetnervhaulufidioanniuaneydsustaduniamssdn auandy
ulsugessglunsmuaumsdndsnsiifidusasninensyiilrmend maneyuy
Foanndudulufemuln dwmansznuluesnisviamniu shlviFesdneduly
auiildussnuvienuinues wudisarivedneunes n3UU (Trupp, 20153,
2015b) ﬁﬂﬁ'ﬂﬁqmjuQ’wﬁqmﬂhﬁmLsfmaﬁuaqmmauu‘lul,ﬁaﬂmg Fadunsthedu
mﬂﬁuﬁqqgﬁ,ﬁaq AV VIaBA U IYNANENNSaRRN I INYMYY T
Hufudgslan uisenduml eufidosmandnnianmenuduoguuuduiludsny

LEATAIE

unumuaznsHesasamAn1IZluRLthy

fing Tnlesn (Toyota, 1998) uazlauns1 Nninas (Tooker, 2004) NaNE
ﬁwﬁamm’ﬁwaﬁuﬁuﬁﬂﬁﬁqLﬁuﬂé’uﬁwﬂﬁmﬁﬁéfaqagjﬂwmﬁa@LLanLazﬁNmiu
maneas daduussrunanddylugnamnssuienunsdanded dmiuaud
yhautndvdenuiileienelugramnssumsviendion litazdudundoiie
nseith viiewnTesUseiufsuy ﬁ’ﬂmméqﬁ;ju@qmﬂm%u%:mmﬂmimwamm
sugu WlegndsenimieiaTindenanugunduduivesiissanuazanunsam
selddinduinuuazenseduiasegialunseunss uinanisendinignarnniad
mﬁv‘l’mﬁwﬁLL@JLLazms&JﬂumsQLLaﬂsaUﬂ%’a Ao lunginuii-ngee 3
funumisluiiuiinunsnssy vewsude wezmstnd Tnglidléideniisdetiu

Tuiilmilusgereivselveglunuiidosuasunasiotnesnue TausssumAnug

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 | 27



o q v o A Ay doa & A a & Ay a o o
bianisednsegluiuiitungdaudulnsulae vien sy sdagneaanis

Tiguatuwaaseunsinusduing

I~ IR’

MSIUIUIUaZNT8T

PNNMTEUNTAEMTEIING 7 AU NIz lanwa U UL AdeeuSy
Y ° v = < "y | ' a v a o &
Tdewimihariunumduwitin ewmuenarvintuefindmvgeviindudle
Aol danatugUiu vindutn Wukgiiuaniunisaivedse a LAt
o wuevhaudunulissiuduindgoniluadefiisadudn Aefiuduivi
Yuda 4R U Yheuazetnseutiukazuentiu auiunieyiunulaiu
WEnnegsewhAuie Muusavegaideddingl wu hdudidesusuan
d' % a N A & o a & & 2y o o
At Ussanaii 4-5 Bsalunanieguenyusuliiengiv Yeiaiansedssundu

£ a = o L2 ¥V ¥ U a U v @ v o 1 @ o

1t Sumssurewituiliaseuasiiu Audandeswin 3-4 egraludszan
andenamieasui wevhiudmieass fudsidessuluhauiueddu Wilvevedas 9 1d
sesululianadngtnu weidnwiiesynn Weswndulivanevios vilisieddaunu
naiidniamiulthunn wevhauiiasadiliiuldiinAfanaiemsdnudy
amNeuaradetIMsinutureniselduwuuinn Ju Fadununguds
91919891 MNTNANUTURAYE VYR MNELAL D IHBLARTIUNU MKV 101U I

a < %
1999909ANUTULNUIY

o '
o 1 @ Y a A

diwds T 42 U uazann 01y 23 U viagsinaugnilanumanuue
fiusvaumsallihetufeivhauthudunsn uashansireddliinandunudn
voaulny Aidonihmniuferifuinuasyhanuazeiatu uidsiudeniiay
MANEzeIARINITaIN sIemnnngafuInnIiidsazyintnalunsaziu
isoFudenyhamuazermanzlutufideudrssnuasldnarvihanuagoinuin
duvsnuseu q Trusuuenldaeslavih insgldinaiunne uaziuindrauen
ilfsnunn dhunenfdeslugofudnuiu uiselildlunaianniu weidon
funnvosddeuhlineiuifumnnni wedsduthiludetudnlumeunie
paeludles mnfulmildlAluAgonnsarhafiunnedaniazeds

Wil mszdlutuasaniugmdontinndesualvy ‘ﬁuaaﬂiﬁﬂmqa%ﬁa
wagdnuannTniuaiSeusiy mntlnudaundIndugann nsevseaudiu

fignuianseniremdeineiu wu aenfindhviduiaguanseuaiudundn

28 M onsansandu UA 13 aluf 1 2569



wodsdidesan 2 au Predewhenuazerndaniadag winaulwudSeu a1e
Aagyihunuluginiu dwdaiu wawhnuduess wedsaunisuommslraniini
dlownduun wiselddesiiemniu visTuidedudndiSiguiionuazaan
“Uidrazaeulnu q wihiwndndeugugterviiundmuiuauasdu yimn
o o & aw 1% M Yy 1 o o ~ ] N o ¢
Tuaudududdelundy lladdninnuduesvsewmioswils” (89, dunwal,
15 WeuAnAY 2566) wiindungsentsinadiviruafinetunisyimtiwidiuindy
wihiifinniseresUfoR uiludnudgaumilsiazsiouimaniselildesnvhaumni
o & i Y a‘ 2 a o oA N & °
wndn szidunureudamiloswaziduiainsliasuudas wieilunisvineu
A s &
Alififuauau
dnfAnilanagyiauannsuiAnuaiunuaianisvesdinuaitindse
Avdeiunsnuudnasiiunummsdunssenlunsdueserde onnue 83 uaznini
A o v a Ao A Y odd 1w & 1 a & = d'
Aeounanisindulaniidenisiininnnnieiu azmuindaarnntuausadend
awluildufuinnegrsmuaunnnis mindudeniisgyianuararaanizludu
waziisusnaseuuenty wasunsiulididudesitudriemnass mnfisnnsie
o & B ~ & an' & o v ] d' o
gmsdsaguine wienmdeniayluieriuinasiazann 4 iedssudanaily
nsunsludeingiu Wien1sideniivsdevesnnsnnunieiunueduaniarase
< o Aava ¥ AU Y o= ' v a d'
iaUsgndanaasusslunisufuiaving datu fadianuuansislunisdedulaie
assgvsmansiiiunisdenvesmuiesnuiiluan andes (Kabeer, 1999) tauain
Aviaudazaulugiuglannuarludianiiunndsdueiatinnsdndulavugiu
ningnsuarsnslunmsindulandeiueenty uaztdilugainuamnsalunisiden
Pliviniieutu ilimdadiviludiruriuforailifenisiesuassdunald

) Ay M v o A )
fusesilildegluszdufeany

aunduusisasnisquaau1nlunseunsa
Aliteyandniidugudeentn 6 auflyms uiavaulsuuasiisnaiuesntly
& ] o , =4 a g Ao °
wuhedenarenth dseglurieny 60 Yuulu feiiduauuidsdiynsdiuaumn

Aedell 7 A uazenUadl 6 AU dauAuiienyTendng 30-40 U dign 2 Au entiuddm

U

D

o Y

fignaudedie 8 YIUNfeNsgua diunianiigneny 1 vivnidnasseiinseTiogn
1ndTn gudaontiilidunvalagdinnissuiugnisdusivesdintertnegsening

918 19 wae 24 U adeiidiliiign winseldtinreutnedase Pinlirssguaglidos

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 | 29



popIniviaeslsun suniezlsilovh uwinedwiowudflgniiaiEuudsundas
niagldheslsiilwuidesnssguagn Tnsanizaeuiisianionty 1-2 vau
gl fviiveungtertilumsdesgnaeuiidiuuiung

Y a o

gmglanimiimideumieunununynedy 1389gniaeaied
luviwundesimneglidaesun gvdgeneatglaiingg
laiFsude Awilivilsviaiu uaziynvgu yamauliuda fregnli
I3 I3 g & o o2 £ o v
waveananunuIgiiie exlsile siuniaesgnlumeriiauluaiey
NI IIUA DY UTINIIAY
(wviny, dunnwal, 15 woun1AN 2566)

A £ P & v a Ay ' <
dlegnlatuaweinnuinesaeu lnsanzgnivdaiidesievenninudu

TINGRLE

wogn 9 Insudanidelussanieuvesdgeeriosiinisaougn
Inenawregngmalaliniauyneehaii sovdsiroshluindedn
Tl aousausnsviiudna lidresdunsyedn sudi ey
Fau vensewasenlunisliBafesaouisgnimdauasae
(@ v, dunwal, 15 wuaIAY 2566)

¥
= '

agdlsfinnu fudeendiilidunvelliladdndinisvihdanariavgen

q

¥
N o =<

naugdenuguivunumasieaduinnnd fEnhimsiuuuivlidingiddunnyy

' Sy i « <, g 1’ PN = " Y ¢
nimeundalifign “nsluwiifednluunumingdugfive” (aen, duniwel,
15 wuwa1Au 2566) auglun1sviantnil “udl” veddngie1viasiaunis
Uszauanudiavionishinnunuieuazanrvesnisiaduadnaanuduivds
1NNINTYINUNT “n3587” WwReaiuiluan ades (Kabeer, 1999, p. 450) 311

Andgeauderfuiianuznsounuimnisdiaufiuanaisfiotavilinisuseg

a A

Trguszasdlunsassegvsenisnseyintuuandsiuvseliminiy Wy g

o

[ ] °o & ! )
01Ut Uuie1998UTEauANESININAIINITUUNTTEN

30 W onsarsandu UA 13 aluf 1 2569



t4

a oS a o 7 a a
nanssungnannuAIsugviglanaguas

msdniududnfanssumisiogivindsendiuasdagtuldnarennu
owivniuls endeluty 60 Nl @rinsednimeuduaunsedoslildos
TuBinUsedriunarlunulsemd swdmauian maghifidude dednues
fismuns wazmavidnlildesanunsadfuamanewagyilinsiansadiiusus
GUENLwiazﬂuléﬁﬂ&Jﬂ’i’]ﬂ’lﬂusﬁy@lﬁaﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁagﬂ Ineungvaaintndudainyinau
ynetnaasy ordeueniadvnouthuluuiifignan auetviezasuliignaniiingy
wazdur iy wWelumeomeanthaglivinlfiedlsvidediinseunsafiaglavinli
anfivegnldla

U adda

wirnuuadeiiasuwlafitvesauenan msgnedunion1ssuinTinves

Aulwdles vihlvmanseliAssusaneyneniiuiniin (msius dSuaianes, 2557)
g = ey wmy v g & \ v \ ! °
ondeilununisinliladndnldisuamdonldunnin Mmeanudgrenisvingu
wazazanaute Wdewnladnuiu q ldidenal mssgaenvinuunaduiiuinn
NTANNINUsEAU M3NSUsINBLUU TR BIUUAsEe inwensUndideanas
1 1 v @, 1 U o 1 1 o U =

sgriregueng niluaugueila agldnanvhldum wazananeldennilidniies
5-6 Talusiada niduvesduidn 9 wu nsewh Aagldnanlduiueuiy uivin
& & v A a v o = Y a v ' ° '
Juyadednfiaeazideadedduaiuiu 3-5 Weu gudaaminaiinaunsii lild
O o & w v & v ° v = = &
waviwieiu uadduauilirsstiuigealdnaiuiuis 6 weuduly

ordeiivinuylunsiind Feldnanhlduiu Wesansevhandwusian o
wodtldaeunuduindife newmhil deanuniifiedunudu wedildsudniden
Tdeusuiunaiandeuuazauiunomyed T inunsiduasulvinisdnd
I g Y a Mys 1 & o G oam =~
dwdunelaesy wililatorndudnunnwszlenmalunisuetuiliun e
1-2 p3dluseul melaiuszanas 600-700 um watagtusiaaudu 1,000-1,200 v
£ ' o a Y ' I Y a v v v
Juegivaaaneiilnine egslsfiny gugorindiuuu-niens dndleeas
meTannlitisauntudroomnandmindhawizelese Usenauiunmsiides
Tanlun1syih JavFewsiaugelawiniuivi euanivitelesulunytulidesviriuud

1 Y I3 [ = o a £y [ U ) U
wzNesIlidy enseliaesf wouvhendn viy wina1ie 18 U venise
fiauivsennuansalunisindiluszduney 9 lo 9 aseuasiiiewnulires
P o v & A | v 1 ° v o g = & | A
flasviduiliae wiwiauguuinliresyiudunsieinldidy Jaiuauetniide

& o ] "y & o § v o
wJunian E‘1‘U’1EJﬂ’ﬂLLmJVLJJ(?lENﬁJ’Wu\W]’ﬂMIJ’Mﬂaﬂ

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 | 31



2w 2: YsemafleUnseusumauussunanduanaindivuei (8191)
wn: 633e (11 woanaw 2566)

= = v ' P = Ao o
denufiaunneewyiy oo 01y 57 U 1ununilsniinssenaerineu
Undn wiudheintagiuliduafiosri wazsaveldrssivievisudilineiu

q
@ a

Tailes 700-800 U AUR@ELENYINAY dnpgareAuaIl LI lUYinIuREN9DY

v 5% o @ & o ' Yva o | a o
swlaaninlinsantadudutalas 9 ainaglaRuiuuiu neglirednuiniu
adeileullevldynonvudeduseimdviitu Jagu ivdondidnsnnislieurinay

v

UTnauazinEnskunsinaudniiiesglenuindy anuUdsuwlasivinlidiuin

€

all

nalsowluladunumlunisnedudvsevesfissdnliiuinyieufion Fesngain
0

v e

¢
<

sorluaudnudiniuan (wlsetl pewiddnd, 2550, 2555; Trupp, 20153,

e>°

n
2015b; Trupp & Sunanta, 2017)

Y a

N136RTRIMNAUNANIEIAENSIE A9 U I e

e lFumId UM siduTalumasgia
Tnglawgmevilswazfuussnuivhemuiiausluiieiu Fsedesedlsimnise
fanueiinunsizdemngldidinseuns sumisuaydananiin s1elvesEmd
owiemamiduiitethuldeluaseussrdubudosiFeshiuoguda wasshan
fausluofn fudeentununniusintasanflunsniu Saulmgiuglidesd

warilgnunn gmdaendndeieshsanidmiiuliliinniiaaiiomBuaifesnsounia

32 W onsarsandu UA 13 aluf 1 2569



anunsalfiadngadsiunuAnvigudalionned@ei Ymianee lnensemes
gauseiasy (2551) nstnduagthdusiviannledyssldvendeadednd
= o A4 9w ° Yo a Y a A ° '
wenstndveiiiedwielinuirluvgliinvesieivesngdylusinowivme
v o o ! a I = v o ¢ aw
Jarialeslval (W3 aswany, 2538) anwuanansafisnngnanwalnAiugly
sunsuisnenarnmstndniiludgnmemseld ibiAnnsuSuanuduiusvdane
luszAuasisoulas seAUYLTY

a

DWAUIUALDUAETUT ﬁmim%wﬁqﬁuﬁuwﬁmL’Euamaqﬁﬂﬁﬁmgq
Fostrsutamse Weneusneldiadenneyiuag 50-100 vin Alidemetunis
Fudutinlutiagtu Yagtumelddumiinldodd 350 vm uinislidglsindes
wilouusiney Bemnisedigniuudrmldsendulsireeme vilimnisesestiunum
Tumamseldteand enmenairin Welnarin washluvhauiuiaiiown
SusnidssesouaiiBnuss muviatind e WuRedeifgnueiidaendesy lai
aduduon aidedh anfu Betlagiiuvesunstu Guildinuses Tuduunylaine
wdremsuiadlalldfynty dafuud SeesndumnumnnTudemduiniiane
innflgamidoutu wansevenidiisgldinnuiissme vilsieseunsiveamnised
Auilldmanalidosen Wudeivednsunes nyud uazdsdn qiufe (Trupp &
Sunanta, 2017) iwuigmdseninstunuivlunsmeels uazdunidsinsdaiu
nduthuiileguanseuath mudseniifidesegtufieguagnuasiiuiimainunsuny
§ﬂﬁqﬁw@qmﬂ’lET&LﬁULfJuﬁuaxamﬁnﬂé’uﬁmlﬁamiﬁﬂwwmqﬂ WIBNNTAT gL
sy Ugntulna Fednserusuividosansuy

fndsevntiui-nsesdumildlildfinsdreiululug viemnieed
Usvaunsalustigiuivihnunaregguatnuundn winseatuayunisiunum
nsmiAssdifisnnseduanuraseunimtensdigiiuiiasugia iaduusany
Tumanens Sudreneiu meduiisyanlviuaunsuenyuvuluundlonia uas
nsmnselalasuannstnindmiuuneeiaiEeu ﬁmﬁdmﬂjﬁﬁEi’WW:ﬂﬂ%ﬂWN
wswghe luwdtiisienudgeildfunsdaaiusunanniusagldsunisensu
ndiluand wiu 01y 49 T anflvesenvine Buduinsseveitiemselidn
ATBUATIRILALA I Buusnfazthefuininues deun weduduluuimde
uiind wazneidedveddian « dee o witlgtu wwelylalndnviewds usi

o [ v v v Y 13
inwnsidunandusudaduunslenia

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 33



mslasunisgausy

oy 39 wazvty sadtuidegiuindeordildsunssensuinniy
smmﬂaﬁmﬁéwﬂjﬂaiﬁaEJVLﬁ%’UﬂﬁEJam%’usluéﬁﬂw%alumam%’amaﬁfﬂ dlowwnnlu
é’aﬂumﬂwﬁ‘maﬁ’wﬁm@aﬁamusmaé’mmﬁmem'wﬁ’u é’wﬁuaﬁﬂﬁwﬁnﬁﬁgﬂwémaum

wu Nuthufignuesilumhiivesindsegud ululaglu fueduseuiunssen

Y a1

feanniuliiargugling awsigensunfeivdsnerinuastiemsels

U

wUnumsznady winsduiisensuresiudaluduegivusasaseunssie

Y o '

Wiy duninganuingvdasiagaueiaininensnsdiauitilugemnalunis

€

maulaftavidenvineslsuagldsuniseensuiiuansneti (Kabeer, 1999)
sui’zyaami”udﬁwuﬁssmmfzhﬁ?uﬁw@qé’agﬂLﬁamﬁuaw%ahiﬁmmqaﬁﬁm
wWu nsussulueda dEndaussnuwiliign aflanmnsausianumasserlnadla
wiigdgavinlalle ‘vnﬂﬂﬁﬁalfduﬁ?uawgﬂuaﬂim‘fmﬁﬁ@ﬂzja visaslasusausuvie
fsmusteudlatignvntu Beidugnine ivdauduaglisumssenstlugueindgs
Auvileiudl anuzvesmdsentimuiiviandnendsiudedunuresiing Talesn
(Toyota, 1998) ‘17ia%m&Jé’mé’ﬂm}ua@nﬁuan%iniu‘dquﬂaisw 1970-1980 Aigflvm
drAgyiuszuumTegAmuiavsag¥ne (patrilineal) vilvineuwliujifdegnueuas
gnansaiu fudegnanenidiiignimeiiioadsssuuiaieqfvieaensyyali
dudu wasdudeardfmutunldfomsudsnuiasiign wndudgseiaulelsl
annsodignlvifunseunsald filuandannsadinsselnld dududeoriinudy
anvreandulueginunevesmuemnniinianeg1ine uirseunsivesenIzayyn
Iﬁagui‘ﬁ'ﬂmhimuLLé’aﬂﬂﬁusLﬁLwiamulmi biEvgseunUsvasAdngluaglulies
agslsinny anuduiusluseiuasiSeusswirsnduazduieendn
Wasuudasly idesielassairmedenuuaziasughonidsndnlsifmdeiiunuim
ddyidluthunasiuiesgia anuddyfnaniaddinnseiisnanniy
Tunsdinaulasonisnszyineng & (Kabeer, 1999) gy wa12iy 19 U @110

Uszaumsaisewiuluilagiu

34 M onsarsandu UA 13 aluf 1 2569



2

gnisorinionoufezianludredeegnludiens wensear
doauungnluvinnuay ing1z8vvgEeY9uls nduRe
wihitagusluimesvuvuihudany fugefosinegtiudegn
gelulsunu

(v3ty, dunwal, 15 Tquieu 2566)

pHawaIuluguedYee1UINa1II1 NMstensuindIvedinuAueIY
fauasuntatilinnuwd vadewenisufdinasemed dmumnuud
dewennidlenouliruddrfumssensuinemnnilugusidudihaseunds
willagtuauenlylafinisidenyfifvisenatuimdgs ﬂuﬁ'uﬁmmﬁmﬁmﬁuﬁmﬁq

msluanidn wu gudalidndudosdignitelilésumssensu Tvieliiign {vds
ynaudldzunssensulugugivdenunidilagliffouly wu oWefiueniingsen
wRIerhunIiy wiedsna o1y 49 U anflvesiuen 1@1d1 “auivaatng
Fuepusiisidieiuihumiuue vieiidiguatiu msiginidaes ity

AL UN-AsenslaliUsenalladed vise “udysuin” Tuntwiendn
wnaueiiieuanitanisresedaradennuduiussenianandanarnediy
Tafugruudiussndlddedindfngusrasdluiimndalusssuwafivilffaa
gananysal wazilun1sveuanussnysy gusuetisuludmindese sindaiuly
Prdeudunaisiugnsuveynt (AuduyweIng1diuss, 2559) nythuur-nsens
dondauszmalfluieudimaudaduieuiit fuusluviend AanssudftyAognes
wiuudsduutriAatuas e duausdndeiliund wanenldmamuneth

<

\Jumsveunaurdivhauniniieaseuaiinaen eWLena1Idn nIMisedLsn

= i

fagefiduieensuludmulivu woszdewnilosvihanuesgamiin “winsdesinu
winiielidufivensuresauludinu” (@wwwe, dunwel, 15 WaunA 2566)
mInameexsuveniviieieetnuasdennslisemdivesiiugerinAelatin
Jadunsiasuasiserunalinuansludisruduiusseninanen e warnseousy
Tuiuiiansnsale Wy Nulssamdinddy dunneanuinisyihauvtdnvesmda
o i I i Ay a i & o9 v a @
gnivinmuazidugumivgieonieinnuiniilinanseasuwUamedny

9ntalan (Kabeer, 1999)

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 @ 35



oA o &

AT WALUNISNATUINTY
Alidoyaifeunismuaiuiiluefin ausrviuesieuwinisananely

o Y L a & Y a 1 Na £ A Ao W d' N2

davonwmiuwnuliinty fndaiasivielavsvieiideswineiu anuwenieidu
UssinaluuRtuvenunigmdiendeileiuie Jaluresiigngerulvuiivmie
wanseeanlu@sldnela wu linduanseeninuiiesrislinauansranuAaiu way
faspavhnuminlugiuenssouazuisioly wivniull fudjsaninsaeg Unudesgnle
snanfewmhifEmgwosdesgnineuunludeduls Inengueldlsnguieluan
wsefinhiivhou winululsdeswdsiuhamuids nsidesgnldgnuesindu
Nuiasrandnzeseld anmueAninluefadutlagiuiuuansis iWeseainy
vuadelunsvinnens Jadlimaluladvsewniosdnsidiun yiliivdgeialides
auntinmileunsuy druniniuesitunmsuEvgiulmeasiansiasainm
| = U é’ ¥ a aa A‘ =) 1 % “« CY dy 1
winfleuiuanndu gudadidnslunisuanesnvisenansaiulinelald “adedlud
wnEmdgazangeurne danedndudsuwladivigesian” (nen, duntuel,

15 WewAAL 2566)

Woneugmdeerluinoendndesmeus udeudavinae us
tqugmdenndndesmenindu uasiindwinwsizadeii
avms walagmuuad NAnIneedufvile Naeviiiuudsdnivgua
inddesde 5rAvaermSumlousy rAdams Heudeetae

(97, dunwed, 9 We¥AIAN 2566)

a a A w | v v & a4 & v o
aﬂﬂ']']llLUaEJuLLﬂaQﬂ@ﬁd‘UqﬁJaqsﬂqﬂaUmaﬂLaﬂﬂQﬂLquﬁiaLaﬁJﬂﬂ']EJﬂu

(3

v a a '

uindls Tadanshigugdauarsiudaaulaufeiuaiiiteu

o

36 MW o1sarsandu UA 13 aluf 1 2569



mdoesls milfexUSawsdonlu iilnudnduiisone)
wiowa Asudnnuaguutas Wandraamile Mirezanamit
w19zt ihssugnmdeidunum udaAiaurae
wilumsundu eV wiieeravsandlisanauladae
1esind msrzinduiiudeddiumtuduilsniagnn dmsy
donoullagansensouuud oxlydiea uaiiifeguuiiy
ariinndulatuuniu 1/71.??@5/51.148@37‘7?1.1 197939 9 gngany
gyrefviveune § duuy egnaululsiuveiuly gueiviman
1992 9UAY EVGNAYINIY VERUNAN VNIUUT  UAEMUUIIY
Imugnelaine gugainadluin

(B9, dun1wal, 9 WeuNIAY 2566)

wanujuRviseuseindinnudevesniiiugenindiuniadainseg wily
Walasadhe Anuwinfisamandludinauedifiinndy “nsudamtfseninegve
wazivdlifinuimsenasu yneugieiuinunnnh Staiidoudumingeih

a

ﬁmﬁﬂﬁﬁwmmmiﬂ Lwidwmuﬁmﬁaummﬂwmm%Lﬂuﬂuﬁnmﬂﬂdﬂ” (Asna,

o

o &

AUNIYAL, 9 NOUAIAN 2566)

Toguugo el udusurediuuy ee 19t uss Ui
WTeluriendls wuvire s ausudanuiviide ity
Iideaunasainyiaulssid divauassduuvuiilesaedslu
luaeilaidasin luleinsainlesaeerieulsiduvan

(@60, dun1wal, 9 N WAL 2566)

gmdgauenananlsivi deduiidesigdeuy lidesduay
Urunsoetindn stindoggefesvimaiiels awimsd
dagirunatiuuiass insrdndresyieudndldferde
fAawiutumuAneunsy

(W, dun1ual, 9 N WAL 2566)

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 | 37



G

NNTNUMIUITIUNT TR N TFUNWRITENEIiTayanan wunEmds
o1 lsinunfiunumuarsunaludaasugnalugaenidt 3-4 nenssuikuanluvaiy
a ' & ] al' v & vy a
fanssu leduluniainyasnssy mavieadie wasmsénedunnidudiugludes
= v v N ¢ L A o
WIOUTNIUSUIN unumman1Izlasuluauaaunsalasnunfnnisedily
funum dwmsugndgeoninlungdiuivu-asegnsiusngluunainui eglu
an1un1saliuanasInuAnwINdIuL assilidladnisdreduluvinaunien
selgluiundewsenuiinisiesienluszoznaiuiu wananseddiuddglu

° a a ea 1% o o v A g Y o

nsvihnsinyasandivdfenisugndnilnawagiudvsndandunelandnves
uyy warn15udell swdinsmseldainnistndiuasnisvievesiisean
WeanyUudnnunlasunisatvauuainaasgvisenienuasuenlunisdaeasy
Fausssy viligngavariladlenadnauedudlviiuauiidiunsiufianssumse
\Benyuniny

v
o v v '

mwajaLLazpymEJawménaamﬁaaﬁuiwéwﬁam‘zhﬁwmwﬁwﬁiu
fufinunstousiefnfetagiu dusumlumanuns vemiealdlduomiig
seninanendedaau uidudnwagaieiurng LLG}'Q’M@Wzi"uﬁmammﬁhiﬁiaa
Tddanntin Wy yafu winuwde uasfiuiewandn damguievimihildaded
Fowuuniatesiio uwidundifiauliifisseninisesidudoadluetuusge
Freuiu uonani eswhemeanunsnssuiiiaudedunsamuuasiuyuitgd
dlsviuarrsethienheiniuivhludedestuaudesuarmselfiasy
dunmsveriuazevesiissdniy Tutgtuiiiosindeolifeuritusng
yior warnniseanansnyRanssumailfideiatadunisRavanlunsuatiund,
fuilsorinsulmisinaglilddendndunilouwsinou 1lesannldinanlunisviun
FoensanuaziBEnsaUAsUka AT HUINAUIRTIRTIIUAB UL AsRBE s
olalldldgnuszdmanugludinuszdiu drnilvaldlunuitvdenaringiu
Sy daumsheedisydndn 5| ow o 1y waaqzyt.mt.azmuﬂwﬁ?u Faduns
mseldifisslifaseuni Wesmnuythuva-nsensdslilddnsianntmnu
mthuvieaisadeTnnsssudainu fifesmseondudlummuseuiisns 4 Wemhenusy

o = o a "y v o 3=2= DR~ va v \
ﬁuUﬁLﬁlu‘WﬁaﬂTﬁﬁ]ﬂﬂquWLﬁUSLuWHUqUWQWﬂaqa‘lﬂ LLmﬂﬂa’mLUUT]?JVLG]WLSU'WNTU'JEJ

38 W onsarsandu UA 13 aluf 1 2569



o

wisuliuindgalRuanlildaestng unumwesindaortsn q lunisidududdy

o
Y

warahueum e liveInsouasa wandliiud sunu AT YgRaIiaNnTaNENINTY
ldwanseiinuanansalunisidennisisstinvsenanssuaig q Fadudiunds

Y a

YINSARESUB WA VLMY LUAUN A5

] o
v

fviremdlefiunumluiuirsugiadnamuds winisefidwnaaiams
sesoamananigluvanss Insamemadudumidunsmseldvesnseuasa
ihlugnmsldsunmssensuuazeuinfenhiudiennnau egdlsfinm fudsortn
Tumjthus-asenadiliduntvalinssonsuindaossuinveunsguatnuuas
Asoundh viiemssanuzaulunl withy uazassenegradnidedlalls B
m'zh‘?iL‘T;Jumﬁsuaq;gmﬁuam‘zjwmﬁaam%’udmwmmaaﬁmﬁﬂuﬁuﬁmi@ﬁaﬁmﬂﬁ
nissldtunssenuuaslenalumsvesesunntu Swnsmnefniiderueausuindgs
uMswisuLaznsign Asangueilidndusesieslsilatunisseniulu

sruzminaseuadd Tutagduimenazngsorvidinauinisuaindulunis

o3 q

U A

Suiineunulutiu wu msidudnuanienan Judunuignduassuinteu

Dumdn datuwdy auertmyinuliu-asensdalssezvissenimdaeiosas

nanldimniselasunissensunasnisujiinndnumeanuviniiouiudye
< ° ' Ao v a o A ) & 1 a

WnTu wagthlugnisiionunalunisdndulaluaiiSeu imnsawiuindanumeg

wazanAlunsdenlidinlusedulannianunsadilvgnsuasuudamisdany

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 @ 39



LONENS591999
Menlng

nN30Med gausuiasy. (2551). N7USURNMINALI LG TY I ImAYeMg)eslsA e ey w:
VINmyugnaInaIi) (Usygrilnusumdudin). uinerdedesln.

NOININTUANAIMULDIUALTAIUIYIIN NGUATNTVIINN. (2559). Wuileuguan
Uuﬁy‘uﬁ;@m. NsURRIUFIALLATATEANIT. NTENTINAILNIRLLAZ AL
funsve e,

ANENTINNITHNEUTEUIAENAITUA ANV LUANENTINNITEIUIBNITINIIU
winnssfesh wssumamdanszidiegia. (2542). Juusssy Wiains
nnUseiamans onanvaliazddyg Smiauns. nsgnimalny
NIENTRANYIBNT waznsufaling.

viAY ImIngne. (2538). AsnssusiodunennuumdiigvesramgIna:
N15ANYIN1US UG IN N TNUE TIUYIY I e AT [uTInTmiTe el
(Usgyafinusuiniaudin). uninedoidesim.

A3 0s BUTUMLIUW. (2557). TAUSTIUYUNIBIUINULATYENIAS19ETIA. 979475
Aaunssumans, 1(1), 80-96.

Tisuws annsiies, naouny Ju gUTieues uavueuns Bevidnana. (2567, 22 Sune).
Vst 1u-meena. AU, hittps://wikicommunity.sac.or.th/community
/2356

nlsa1l asvAnd. (2550). o1e8es: fiufinséludostunatmmeivugesensn.
1951559PUMIFNT, 19(2), 62-99.

Inlso1d pev3dnd. (2555). 999 u597e: 919G $19me Aumannduauduiiaesluls
(718974398). v Ine1deidesin.

fnswus @Suatafied. (2557). mmiaInIsvieuieaiunInUSeuuTasiaus Ty
V899799797 NN MY TINEIYIUING 1Y SNNOUNIMAW VI TATENTIE
(USeyayfinusuinUaudin). undInedsLnuysseans.

Ay Augan uazanlue fuidlesiin. (2564). na3smsdeasvesiansiitodsny
nMune1TIefUNsTuIAdBusIRTLAY MR AR TN YATNS

Y190, 275FITANINGINITAIAUAIANSUATAITARFS, A(1), 1-15.

40 M onsansandu UA 13 aluf 1 2569



AsAns Jadlany wazidudnual N3eAs. (2551). wesuwsanednu el pidiam
Sanossu syuuRIITe uazsy Amansiesay. drinnunemuatuayy
N33

AudniseuyusurIlvegen “wilhvais”. @), Yiueseverv. hitps:/
www.xn--b3c3da.com/home/pdf/village/582/

AUGUIBEINGTFTUST (RIANTUMIT). (2559, 12 uns1AY). JaT9T79a90797.
Uszindlvieaduluuszmalne. https:/rituals.sac.or.th/detail php?id=7

adfauvn Buudu uaw¥eden uriuns. (2558). nainssudssmanauazaIuguusdly
ASBUASIVBIANIDNN. 275775 WEIUIa, 42(4), 146-155.

atfum guiand. (2564). waininusssuvesnguniiugendimvi fmindee.
15T1TNAUMITATIFING, 14(1), 29-48.

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 @ 41



AIDINOY

Chantaruphan, P.(2019). Constructing the self-image of Akhawomen in cross-cultural
marriages. Damrong Journal of the Faculty of Archeology, Silpakorn
University, 18(1), 89-116.

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. (2011). The State
of Food and Agriculture 2010-11, Women in agriculture: Closing the
gender gap for development. FAQ.

Habtezion, S. (2016). Gender, climate change and food security. UNDP.

Jost, C,, Kyazze, F., Naab, J., Neelormi, S., Kinyangi, J., Zougmore, R., Aggarwal, P.,
Bhatta, G., Chaudhury, M., Tapio-Bistrom, M., Nelson, S. & Kristjanson,
P.(2016). Understanding gender dimensions of agriculture and climate
change in smallholder farming communities. Climate and Development,
8(2), 133-144.

Kabeer, N. (1999). Resources, agency, achievements: Reflections on the
measurement of women’s empowerment. Development and
Change, 30, 435-464.

Tooker, D. E. (2004). Modular modern: Shifting forms of collective identity
among the Akha of Northern Thailand. Anthropological Quarterly,
77(2), 243-288.

Toyota, M. (1998). Urban migration and cross-border networks: A deconstruction
of the Akha identity in Chiang Mai. Southeast Asian Studiies, 35(4), 803-829.

Trupp, A. (2015a). Akha souvenir sellers in Thailand’s urban tourist areas:
Social, economic, and political structures. Rian Thai: International
Journal of Thai Studies, 8, 1-26.

Trupp, A. (2015b). Agency, social capital, and mixed embeddedness among
Akha ethnic minority street vendors in Thailand’s tourist areas.
Sojourn: Journal of Social Issues in Southeast Asia, 30(3), 780-818.

Trupp, A., & Sunanta Sirijit. (2017). Gendered practices in urban ethnic tourism
in Thailand. Annals of Tourism Research, 64, 76-86.

42 M onsasandu UA 13 aluf 1 2569



The Feminization of Victimhood:
Rethinking Gender, Power, and Visibility
in Human Trafficking Narrative

o 14 < = < = a
nsvilin1azANUluEaNaN UUEDIUD I WAREN:
NISNUNIULUIRAGTDINANTIZ TI1UD
wazMIUINY I MNTTUNITAUY B

Wanwarin Yensuk
IIIUITUNS LEUY"

Ph.D. Student, Women’s, Gender and Sexuality Studies,
Department of Women’s Studies, Faculty of Social Sciences,

Chiang Mai University

Submitted: 14" May 2026
Revised: 8" June 2026
Accepted: 19" June 2026

! Infnw U3y ien vangasans AN EuaSINAIDANY NMAIIARSFAN Y AnzdInLAEanT
UINeduR el wanwarinnina@gmail.com

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 43



Abstract

The dominant victimhood narrative in human trafficking primarily
focuses on the Ideal victim of a passive, helpless, and naive young woman
from the Global South who is forced into sex slavery. This feminization of
victimhood obscures the rising demographic of trafficked men and boys,
particularly in forced labor and other forms of exploitation. Utilizing a
qualitative conceptual analysis, this study applies three prominent feminist
frameworks, Judith Butler’s post-structuralist performativity, Chandra Talpade
Mohanty’s postcolonial critiques of homogenization, and Kimberlé Crenshaw’s
critical race intersectionality, to deconstruct the gendered, racialized, and
structural dimensions of trafficking discourses. It argues that the dominant
victimhood narrative discursively produces gendered subjects, reinforces
patriarchal binaries, and structurally marginalizes the help-seeking behaviors of
trafficked men. The findings reveal that the dominant narrative performatively
reinforces patriarchal binaries that equate femininity with vulnerability and
masculinity with invulnerability. This discursive construction severely damages
male victims’ self-perception, forcing them to internalize trauma and “perform”
hegemonic masculinity to avoid social stigma. Consequently, male survivors face
deep-rooted institutional blindness, severe under-resourcing, and structural

barriers to support-seeking behavior.

Keywords: Ideal Victim, Gender, Power, Visibility, Human Trafficking, Masculinity,

Intersectionality
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Introduction

Human trafficking is a severe violation of human rights that affects
millions of people worldwide; it involves the exploitation of individuals for
labor, services, or commercial sex (United Nations, n.d.; U.S. Department
of Justice, n.d.). It often involves the recruitment, transporting, transferring,
harboring, or receiving of a person for the purpose of exploiting them for labor,
services, or commercial sex (UN, n.d.; DOJ, n.d.). There are two main types
of human trafficking, including sex trafficking and labor trafficking; the crimes
include forced labor, sexual exploitation, forced criminality, forced marriage,
forced begging, and organ removal (United Nations, n.d.; U.S. Department of
Justice, n.d.). All of these crimes can affect individuals of any gender. However,
the dominant victimhood narrative of human trafficking primarily focuses
on women’s experiences in sex trafficking (Cojocaru, 2015; Richards & Reid,
2015; Forringer-Beal, 2022; Wilson & O’Brien, 2016). This selective focus not
only shapes public perception but also influences policy, resource allocation,
and research priorities, reinforcing a narrow understanding of trafficking that
neglects intersectional factors such as gender, race, migration status, and
socioeconomic class (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime [UNODC],
2024; Wilson & O’Brien, 2016; Forringer-Beal, 2022; Broad, 2015; U.S. Department
of State [DOS], 2023). As a result, trafficked men and boys are often
overlooked, an omission that significantly affects their self-perception,
help-seeking behavior, and access to appropriate support services (Hanna,
2023).

According to the U.S. Department of State (2023) and the UNODC
(2024), men and boys accounted for 39 percent of all identified victims of
human trafficking globally in 2022. That same year, the proportion of victims
trafficked for forced labor (42 percent) exceeded those trafficked for sexual
exploitation (36 percent) (UNODC, 2024). Between 2004 and 2020, the number

of boys identified as trafficking victims quintupled, growing at a faster rate than
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any other demographic group, including women and girls (U.S. Department of
State, 2023). Men are victims of all forms of trafficking, including labor trafficking,
sexual trafficking, online sexual exploitation, and child sexual exploitation
(UNOCD, 2024; Davis et al., 2022). However, accurate data on male victims
remains limited because men are often misidentified by authorities or fail
to report their victimization due to social stigma and gendered expectations
(Kiss & Zimmer, 2019). Furthermore, men’s involvement in commercial sex is
frequently assumed to be voluntary (U.S. Department of State, 2023). While
women and girls are often labeled as prostitutes or victims, men and boys
are described as gigolos or romantic entrepreneurs (Hanna, 2023), further
reinforcing gendered stereotypes.

This study employs a qualitative, conceptual approach grounded
in critical feminist discourse analysis. Rather than collecting empirical field
data, the methodology centers on the textual and theoretical deconstruction
of the dominant victimhood narrative in human trafficking, drawing on seven
academic articles, including Cojocaru (2015), Richards & Reid (2015), Forringer-Beal
(2022), Wilson & O’Brien (2016), Chetry & Pande (2019), Board (2015), and
Hammes (2023). It also employs a tripartite theoretical framework comprising
Butler’s performativity, Mohanty’s postcolonial critique, and Crenshaw’s
intersectionality to investigate the feminization of victimhood in the dominant
victimhood narrative of human trafficking and how it discursively produces
gendered subjects, reinforces patriarchal binaries, and structurally marginalizes

the help-seeking behaviors of trafficked men.

The Dominant Victimhood Narrative

The dominant victimhood narrative in human trafficking depicts
a weak, vulnerable, naive, and young woman from low-income status in
the Global South, coerced, controlled, or enslaved to sell sex abroad to
unknown perpetrators or immoral men (Cojocaru, 2015; Richards & Reid, 2015;

Forringer-Beal, 2022; Wilson & O’Brien, 2016; Chetry & Pande, 2019; Board,
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2015; Hammes, 2023). Similar stories include girls sold into prostitution or
suffering under physical labor due to debt bondage (Wilson & O’Brien, 2016).
The dominant victimhood narrative creates the feminization of victimhood,
where women are seen primarily as victims based on the narrative that is
repeated in anti-trafficking campaigns, academic discourse, media reporting,
law, international policies, and political forums (Wilson & O’Brien, 2016;
Forringer-Beal, 2022; Broad, 2015). The narrative shapes debates among feminist
scholars, policymakers, and government authorities on issues of choice,
consent, and violence (Chetry & Pande, 2019).

Forringer-Beal (2022) argues that this perfect narrative creates an
‘Ideal Victim,” a term coined by Nils Christie, in which a weak, blameless
victim is portrayed as oppressed by a powerful, overbearing offender to gain
public sympathy (Christie, 1986; Wilson & O’Brien, 2016). The construction
of the Ideal Victim can help mobilize resources and public support, but it
ignores other victims who do not conform to this concept and erodes their
agency (Wilson & O’Brien, 2016, Hammes, 2023).

When discussing human trafficking, feminist perspectives are often
divided between two main opposing viewpoints: the neo-abolitionist (a branch
of radical feminism) and the pro-rights (liberal feminist) positions on prostitution
and sex trafficking. Neo-abolitionist feminists argue that all women engaged
in commercial sex are trafficked and exploited, framing sex work and sex
trafficking as forms of violence against women (Chetry & Pande, 2019; Kamler,
2019). Consequently, they call for the abolition of commercial sex, asserting
that any form of forced labor undermines individuals’ bodily autonomy and
perpetuates existing hierarchies of consent and self-determination (Chetry &
Pande, 2019; Kamler, 2019; Hammes, 2023). The neo-abolitionist feminists
also use new media and literature to shape the narrative of the ‘victims’
in brothels, claiming that the narrative is accurate, and even go further to
use a lower standard of evidence and analysis to generate scholarly policy

literature to fit their narrative (Cojocaru, 2015). In contrast, pro-rights feminists
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argue that not all women in commercial sex are trafficked (Chetry & Pande,
2019). They advocate for the legalization and regulation of sex work, arguing
that improving working conditions and labor protections for sex workers can
reduce the dangers and vulnerabilities associated with the industry (Chetry &
Pande, 2019). The views of both feminists feed into the feminization of
victimhood that negatively affects women and trafficked victims of other
genders by overly focusing on victimized, helpless women and creating
women as the Ideal Victim.

Historically, attention on human trafficking can be traced back to the
social and moral panic on white slavery in the late 19th century in Europe
and America (Chetry & Pande, 2019). White slavery focuses on the narrative
of women or girls being abducted and forced into prostitution in South
America, Africa, or ‘the Orient’ by non-Western men or other subalterns; this
also constitutes an Ideal Victim, and it created outrage between 1907 and
1913 to advocate on this issue (Chetry & Pande, 2019). The discourse of white
slavery was based on prostitution, which set a stage for a moral panic about
‘white slave trade’; this has created a need to protect white women from
seduction and abduction by the ‘Other’ (Chetry & Pande, 2019).

The narrative redefines human trafficking as a specific threat to
women as well as feminized victimhood to women, which contributes to
how policymakers conceptualize the issue of human trafficking, where most
interest is on women and girls (Wilson & O’Brien, 2016; Hanna, 2023,
Forringer-Beal, 2022). The trafficking narratives privilege a feminine ‘Ideal
Victim,” marginalizing male victims and reinforcing patriarchal ideas (Blume,
2015). An example of this is that most policies and resources are allocated
to female trafficked victims (USAID Thailand Counter Trafficking in Persons
& Winrock International, 2019). For example, the Palermo Protocol is an
international treaty that combats and punishes human trafficking and provides
a universal definition of human trafficking (Chetry & Pande, 2019). While the

treaties claim they apply to all genders, their language focuses on women
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and children (Chetry & Pande, 2019).

Moreover, the dominant victimhood narrative oversimplifies the
complexity and diversity of human trafficking experiences, reducing them to
a single, linear story that strips victims and survivors of their agency (Broad,
2015; Forringer-Beal, 2022; Hammes, 2023). In reality, the lives of trafficked
individuals are far more complex, marked by overlapping social, economic,
and structural vulnerabilities that remain untold and unseen by the public
(Hanna, 2023). This narrow depiction not only silences women’s agency but
also erases the visibility of male victims, reinforcing sendered assumptions
about who can be recognized as a victim (Broad, 2015; Forringer-Beal, 2022;
Hammes, 2023).

Raghavan (2020) investigates the “victim-agent” binary in the context
of sexual violence in India. She argues that the dominant legal framework,
the state, and feminist discourses produce women as either passive victims or
capable agents, but never both simultaneously (Raghavan, 2020). This divide
allows the state to treat women or subaltern groups as powerless victims in
order to justify strict control and punishment of marginalized groups through
greater monitoring (Raghavan, 2020). At the same time, subaltern subjects
who exhibit agency are often denied the status of victims as their resistance is
reinterpreted as their own fault (Raghavan, 2020). Raghavan (2020) challenges
these official views and shows that agency often grows out of experiences
of harm, not apart from them. Raghavan’s work speaks to the complexity of
the reality of human trafficking as the narrative often reduces to the “victim-agent”
binary, but as Raghavan investigates further, the line is not clear. She also
highlighted the feminization of victimhood and the complexity Indian women
have to navigate by being seen as either a victim or an agent.

The narrative for male trafficked victims does not reflect the complexity
and diversity of their experiences (Broad, 2015; Forringer-Beal, 2022). The narrative
for male victims is often associated with young boys who are coerced or

enslaved into being a child soldier, or forced begging, or men being exploited
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for their labor (Wilson & O’Brien, 2016). Their victimhood is associated with
hegemonic masculinity traits, such as using their strength. The narrative of
young boys, like the dominant victimhood narrative of young girls, does not
show the complexity and threat that male trafficked victims faced; instead, it
creates an image of victimization of children, which further pushes the agenda
of the urgency of human trafficking as a political problem, not an underlying
structural violence problem (Wilson & O’Brien, 2016).

Adult men, on the other hand, do not make an Ideal Victim, as they
do not fit into Christie’s theory of a weak and blameless victim (Christie,
1986; Wilson & O’Brien, 2016). This may stem from a societal belief as well
as social and cultural norms that men are the perpetrators or that men and
boys are strong and invulnerable to sexual exploitation (U.S. Department of
State, 2023; Davis, Glotfelty, & Miles, 2017). Additionally, gender stereotypes
hinder the identification process of male victims because society does not
perceive men as weak (U.S. Department of State, 2023). Because of this belief,
sexual violence against men and boys is often ignored in policy and programs,
and organizations that provide support for male victims are frequently left
under-supported (Davis, Glotfelty, & Miles, 2017). For instance, in the USAID
Thailand Counter Trafficking in Persons & Winrock International’s report (2019),
it states that government officials often disregard men as trafficked victims and
only see women as trafficked victims, as they think men are tough enough to
handle difficult work conditions. In addition, this has affected men’s ability
to identify themselves as victims and receive protection and support (USAID
Thailand Counter Trafficking in Persons & Winrock International, 2019; U.S.
Department of State, 2023).

According to ECPAT International (2021), several factors heighten the
risk of trafficking among male victims, including extreme poverty, cultural
norms that permit adults to touch or play with boys’ genitals during infancy
or early childhood, exposure to pornography and the Internet, and social

taboos around sex and sexuality. Additional vulnerabilities include belonging
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to an ethnic minority, living with disabilities, economic hardship, substance
or alcohol misuse, peer involvement in sexual exploitation, and residing in

areas where sex services are evident (ECPAT International, 2021).

Trafficked Male Self-Perception and Support-Seeking Behaviors

Men and boys face greater challenges in disclosing their vulnerabilities
or experiences of abuse and exploitation compared to women and girls
(ECPAT International, 2021; Davis et al., 2022; U.S. Department of State,
2023). Gender norms and cultural expectations play a central role in this
reluctance to disclose (U.S. Department of State, 2023). Deep-rooted taboos
surrounding sex and sexuality make it difficult for men and boys to open up
to service providers, whom they may perceive as unsympathetic or dismissive
(Davis et al.,, 2022). Moreover, men identified as sex trafficking victims face
multiple layers of stigma, including (1) being labeled as LGBTQIA+, (2) being
perceived as feminine, (3) feeling guilty for experiencing pleasure, (4) feeling
shame for failing to prevent abuse, and (5) fearing others’ attitudes and the
broader taboo around male sexual violence (ECPAT International, 2021; U.S.
Department of State, 2023). This stigma is reinforced by gender stereotypes
that dictate men must be strong, stoic, and in control (U.S. Department of
State, 2023). Consequently, many men internalize their experiences as “bad
luck” or believe they are at fault for being exploited. These self-perceptions,
combined with shame, guilt, and fear of judgment, further restrict their
willingness to seek help (ECPAT International, 2021; U.S. Department of State, 2023).

When men do attempt to seek support, they often express a strong
preference for privacy and anonymity, noting that the option to report
confidentially would make disclosure easier (Davis et al., 2022). However, many
feel judeed by service providers, believe staff do not care about them, or
assume they are ineligible for services (Davis et al., 2022). Even when identified
by authorities, men often do not receive adequate psychosocial support due

to systemic biases that frame men primarily as economic migrants rather than
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victims of trafficking (USAID Thailand Counter Trafficking in Persons & Winrock
International, 2019). This imbalance reflects a broader victimhood narrative
that casts women as weak, vulnerable, and deserving of protection, while
excluding men from this framework (Cojocaru, 2015; Richards & Reid, 2015).
As a result, male survivors of trafficking remain largely invisible within
anti-trafficking and support systems.

Research by Davis et al. (2022) on the online and offline sexual
exploitation of males in Northern Thailand found that most men choose to
do nothing after a negative incident, while only a small number report their
experiences, either to friends or family, or to authorities such as the police and
non-governmental organizations (NGOs). In Thailand, masculinity is shaped by
hegemonic masculinity and emerging modern interpretations. The hegemonic
masculinity ideal in Thailand traditionally values strength, dominance, social
resilience, sexual virility, and the role of the family provider; this is called
luk pu chai (“real man,” as a direct translation) (Sukumary & Felix, 2026; Davis
& Fiss, 2016; Pack, 2011). Traditionally, bonds are created in spaces that
excluded women, such as monkhood or Muay Thai, and there are practices
that solitifed manhood by having a ‘minor wife’ (mia noi) or visiting brothels
as a rite of passage (Sukumary & Felix, 2026). Contemporary Thai masculinity
among Gen Z (people born between 1997 and 2012) is neither entirely
traditional nor entirely progressive (Sukumary & Felix, 2026). Young men are
embracing soft-masculinity traits, such as warmth, empathy, and emotional
openness, heavily influenced by the Korean Wave (Hallyu), which emphasizes
a polished, emotional male aesthetic (Sukumary & Felix, 2026). They also
reject the toxic traits such as bigamy/polygamy and overt aggression and
lean towards mutual respect and gender equality (Sukumary & Felix, 2026).

Traditional Thai masculinity traits assume that men and boys are
strong and capable of protecting themselves; as a result, these norms obscure
the reality of male victimization, in which self-identification is viewed as a sign

of weakness (Davis & Fiss, 2016; Miles et al., 2024). In the sex trade, some men
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perform ‘exaggerated masculinity’ such as maintaining a ‘top only’ sexual
position to reclaim their authority and distance themselves from feminine

connotations (Duval et al., 2026; Jirattikorn & Tangmunkongvorakul, 2023).

Analysis

Post-structuralist Feminist View (Butler)

In Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity (1990)
and Bodlies that Matter: On the Discursive Limits of “Sex “ (1993), Butler
argues that gender is performative, a process sustained through repeated social
acts and discourses that produce and reproduce gender norms (1990; 1993).
When applied to human trafficking, this concept reveals how the feminization
of victimhood in the narrative itself performs gender. Both neo-abolitionist
(a branch of radical feminism) and pro-rights (liberal feminism) perspectives have
unconsciously centered human trafficking around femininity by placing
women, particularly “innocent” and “pure” women, at the heart of the
narrative while overlooking victims of other genders (Chetry & Pande, 2019).
This framing not only constructs the “feminine woman” as the face of
victimhood but also discursively assigns her traits of passivity, vulnerability,
and purity, thereby producing gendered women under the discourse.

Such narratives perpetuate the conflation of trafficking with sex
trafficking and sex trafficking with “women’s issues,” even though trafficking is
a transnational crime that exploits individuals of any gender for labor, services,
or commercial sex across local, national, and global contexts (Butler, 1993).
By feminizing the issue, society and institutions inadvertently make it more
difficult for victims of other genders, particularly men and boys, to seek help
or be recognized when they do not fit into the prescribed image of the Ideal
Victim (Wilson & O’Brien, 2016).

Christie’s (1986) concept of the Ideal Victim further reinforces this

performative construction of femininity. Within this discourse, femininity is
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equated with weakness, passivity, and dependence, traits repeatedly inscribed
onto women until they appear “natural” (Wilson & O’Brien, 2016). Policymakers,
NGOs, and media actors, by adopting and reproducing this framework,
inadvertently participate in the performative reproduction of gender norms
that define who can be recognized as a “legitimate” victim (Wilson & O’Brien,
2016; Hanna, 2023; Forringer-Beal, 2022). As a result, both female and male
victims who deviate from this narrative become socially unintelligible, while
men are rendered invisible because masculinity is socially constructed as
incompatible with victimhood (Butler, 1993; Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005).
Through these discursive processes, language does not merely describe gender
but actively produces it (Butler, 1993), reinforcing the association of femininity
with vulnerability and victimhood (Hammes, 2023).

Historically, this gendered construction of trafficking narratives can
be traced back to the 19th-century “white slavery” panic, which centered
on the abduction of white women by foreign men (Chetry & Pande, 2019).
These stories framed men as predatory agents and women as passive victims,
reiterating gendered and racialized hierarchies of power (Chetry & Pande,
2019). The persistence of such linguistic performances reflects how deeply
these binaries remain reaffirmed, shaping both public imagination and policy
responses to trafficking (Butler, 1993). This explains why men and boys are
often ignored in policies and programs (Davis, Glotfelty, & Miles, 2017).

Extending Butler’s framework (1993) to male victims of trafficking
further illuminates how gender norms shape men’s behavior and self-perception.
Societal expectations that equate masculinity with strength, stoicism, and
control discourage men from acknowledging vulnerability or seeking assistance
(U.S. Department of State, 2023). These gender stereotypes and norms are
discursively sustained when men hesitate to identify as victims and when
institutions, including law enforcement and service providers, expect men to
“perform” resilience (Butler, 1993; U.S. Department of State, 2023).

On a subconscious level, men may internalize these expectations
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and perform masculinity by rejecting victimhood, fearing that admitting
vulnerability would signify weakness, as seen in the example of ‘top only’
sexual position of Thai men in the Thai sex trade (Butler, 1993; ECPAT
International, 2021; U.S. Department of State, 2023; Duval et al., 2026;
Jirattikorn & Tangmunkongvorakul, 2023). This behavior demonstrates how
gender performativity operates through self-regulation: men reproduce
hegemonic masculinity by aligning with social norms that discourage emotional
expression and vulnerability (Butler, 1993; Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005).
Consequently, these performances not only limit men’s access to services
and protection but also uphold a gendered social order that privileges

heteronormative ideals of strength, dominance, and control (Butler, 1993).

Postcolonial and Third World Feminist View (Mohanty)

Mohanty’s (1984) Under Western Eyes: Feminist Scholarship and
Colonial Discourses challenges Western feminist scholarship’s view of Third
World women as a singular group and categorizes them by their victimization
and powerlessness. In the dominant victimhood narrative of human trafficking,
both neo-abolitionist and pro-rights feminist approaches universalized the
experiences of “Third World women” by portraying them as a homogenous
and victimized group, defined primarily through oppression and sexual
exploitation. Within the dominant human trafficking narrative, these women are
constructed as passive subjects in need of rescue, their complexity and agency
erased under a singular label of victimhood (Mohanty, 1984). By collapsing
all trafficked victims into the category of sex trafficking, such frameworks not
only obscure the diverse realities of trafficking but also harm victims who do
not fit this narrative, whether women engaged in non-sexual forms of labor
exploitation or men who remain unseen within it (Mohanty, 1984, Broad, 2015;
Forringer-Beal, 2022; Hammes, 2023). This narrow representation silences
women’s agency while simultaneously erasing male victims, reinforcing the

gendered assumption that only women can be victims and only men can
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be perpetrators (Broad, 2015; Forringer-Beal, 2022; Hammes, 2023). It also
reaffirmed the feminization of victimhood.

In this narrative, the trafficked woman exists almost exclusively as
an object of suffering, her body representing pain and purity, rather than as a
speaking, political subject (Mohanty, 1984). This framing reproduces patriarchal
ideals that deny women’s agency and reproduce binary gender roles: women
as victims and men as active, dominant agents (Mohanty, 1984). Mohanty
(1984) highlights the importance of contextualizing women’s lived experiences
across diverse cultural, social, and economic settings rather than treating them
as interchangeable. This is a critical point that Butler (1990, 1993) tends to
overlook. While Butler illuminates how gender is performed and produced
through discourse, she gives less attention to how these performances are
situated within particular social and geopolitical contexts that shape women’s
everyday realities (Mohanty, 1984).

Repetition of the same victimhood imagery across media, literature,
and advocacy campaigns has further entrenched the archetype of the
“naive, innocent Third World woman” who is trafficked for sex (Mohanty,
1984; Wilson & O’Brien, 2016). Such portrayals not only reinforce colonial
and racial hierarchies but also contribute to the construction of “the Other,”
a generalized image of victimhood that homogenizes the experiences of all
trafficked people as that of a singular, sexually exploited woman from the
Global South (Mohanty, 1984). This alienates victims who fall outside this
archetype, particularly men and boys, making it difficult for them to be
recognized or receive appropriate support and protection.

Mohanty (1984) would urge actors involved in shaping anti-trafficking
discourse, including policymakers, academics, NGOs, and media, to acknowledge
both male and female experiences of trafficking. Research demonstrates that
male victims often face heightened barriers to disclosing their experiences due
to stigma, shame, and gendered expectations of strength and control (ECPAT

International, 2021; Davis et al., 2022; U.S. Department of State, 2023).

stance, year 13, vol.1 2026 @ 57



These examples underscore the necessity of understanding trafficking
through an intersectional and contextual lens, differentiating victims’ experiences
by eender, race, class, and type of trafficking, since individuals possess distinct
needs, challenges, and forms of agency (Mohanty, 1984).

This is also where pro-rights (liberal) feminism falls short. While its
advocacy for legalized sex work and improved labor conditions has been
instrumental in challenging moralistic narratives, it often assumes that legal
protections based on Western frameworks can be universally applied (Chetry
& Pande, 2019). Such assumptions overlook how laws can be misused or fail
to protect marginalized groups, especially male trafficked victims, who are
frequently misidentified even when legal frameworks exist (Chetry & Pande,
2019; ECPAT International, 2021). Mohanty (1984) reminds us that without
grounding advocacy in the lived realities and agency of diverse victims, feminist
interventions risk reproducing the same colonial and patriarchal hierarchies

they seek to dismantle.

Critical Race Feminist View (Crenshaw)

In Mapping the Margins, Crenshaw (1991) explores how race and
gender intersect to shape the multifaceted dimensions of violence against
women of color and examines three types of intersectionality: structural,
political, and representational. When neo-abolitionist feminists portray trafficked
women exclusively through the lens of helplessness and innocence, they
engage in what Crenshaw (1991) defines as representational intersectionality,
the failure to capture the multidimensional realities of those affected by
overlapping systems of oppression. This one-dimensional portrayal not only
silences women’s agency but also renders male victims invisible, reinforcing
the gendered assumption that victimhood is inherently feminine (Broad, 2015;
Forringer-Beal, 2022; Hammes, 2023).

Similarly, pro-rights (liberal) feminists, while advocating for legislative

reform and improved working conditions, often overlook the intersecting
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factors of class, race, gender, and economic inequality that shape individuals’
vulnerability to trafficking (Chetry & Pande, 2019). By focusing narrowly on sex
work as the site of exploitation, these frameworks risk ignoring how structural
inequalities, such as poverty, migration, and racial discrimination, intersect with
gender to produce different forms of precarity. Crenshaw’s (1991) framework
reminds us that these intersecting dimensions of oppression must be considered
collectively to understand how systems of power marginalize people differently
across contexts.

Men, too, experience representational intersectionality in the human
trafficking narrative. Crenshaw (1991) discusses how race, gender, and sexuality
intersect to produce and reinforce harmful cultural stereotypes. Historically,
men have been depicted primarily as perpetrators rather than as potential
victims, a stereotype dating back to the 19th-century “white slavery” discourse
(Chetry & Pande, 2019). This historical narrative continues to shape modern
understandings of trafficking, positioning men outside the realm of victimhood
and contributing to their ongoing misidentification by both society and
authorities (U.S. Department of State, 2023; USAID Thailand Counter Trafficking
in Persons & Winrock International, 2019). As a result, men who experience
trafficking, whether for labor, forced begging, or sexual exploitation, are often
excluded from recognition, support services, and justice.

Men’s experiences also reveal another layer of structural intersectionality,
a complex interplay of race, language, gender, hegemonic masculinity, societal
expectations, and economic background (Crenshaw, 1991). These intersecting
forces not only increase their vulnerability to trafficking but also limit their
capacity to seek help or express distress, as they are pressured to conform to
dominant masculine ideals of strength and control. The social construction of
masculinity operates as both a protective mask and a mechanism of silencing,
shaping men’s self-perception and behavior within systems that deny them
recognition as victims (Crenshaw, 1991; Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005).

The help-seeking behaviors of trafficked men illustrate how hegemonic
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masculinity intersects with other structural forces to form a distinct configuration
of oppression, one that differs from the gendered, racial, and economic
inequalities often analyzed in women’s experiences (Connell & Messerschmidt,
2005; Crenshaw, 1991). While Butler (1990, 1993) highlights how men perform
masculinity through discourse, she gives limited attention to the material and
cultural factors that compel this performance. Societal expectations that
men must appear strong and dominant, cultural norms that normalize early
sexualization of boys, and the pervasive influence of pornography and digital
media all contribute to the reproduction of masculinity as a performative
ideal (U.S. Department of State, 2023; ECPAT International, 2021).

Together, these insights demonstrate how the intersection of gender
performance and structural inequality shapes male vulnerability and invisibility
in human trafficking discourses. Crenshaw’s framework allows us to see how
power operates not only through gender binaries but also through the very
structures, legal, cultural, and representational, that determine whose suffering

is legible and whose remains unseen.

Conclusion and Discussion

The analysis of key feminist theorists, consisting of Butler, Mohanty,
and Crenshaw, from three feminist schools of thought (post-structuralist,
postcolonial, and critical race feminist theories) reveals that the dominant
victimhood narrative in human trafficking is both reductive and exclusionary,
as well as creates the feminization of victimhood that actively harms victims
who do not fit into the feminine traits, or the Ideal Victim archetype.

By repeatedly centering the image of a powerless woman coerced
into sexual slavery, the narrative constructs the Ideal Victim of a weak,
innocent, and blameless person (Christie, 1986; Wilson & O’Brien, 2016). While
this figure may generate sympathy and mobilize public and political support,

it simultaneously reinforces patriarchal and colonial hierarchies of gender and
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race that define who can be recognized as a legitimate victim (Forringer-Beal,
2022, Broad, 2015; Hammes, 2023). The result is a narrow portrayal that erases
the diversity and complexity of human trafficking experiences, particularly for
male victims, whose realities do not fit this socially constructed mold (Hanna,
2023; U.S. Department of State, 2023).

From a post-structuralist feminist perspective, Butler (1990, 1993) would
argue that the dominant victimhood narrative is performative; it reproduces
and naturalizes gender norms through discourse. By continually associating
victimhood with femininity, society produces and sustains the idea that women
are inherently vulnerable and men are inherently invulnerable (Butler, 1993).
This performativity is evident not only in policy and media representations but
also in how victims perceive themselves. Men internalize these discursively
produced norms, believing that expressing vulnerability contradicts masculinity
(U.S. Department of State, 2023; Davis et al,, 2022). Consequently, their
reluctance to report exploitation or seek help becomes a reiteration of the
very gendered expectations that oppress them. Thus, gender in trafficking
discourse is not merely descriptive but constitutive; it creates and sustains the
conditions under which certain bodies are rendered visible as victims while
others remain invisible (Butler, 1993; Wilson & O’Brien, 2016).

From a postcolonial and Third World feminist perspective, Mohanty
(1984) critiques the homogenization of “Third World women” in Western
feminist discourse, arguing that it strips them of agency and flattens their
experiences into a single narrative of oppression. This same critique applies
to the dominant victimhood narrative, which portrays trafficked women,
especially from the Global South, as passive, voiceless, and in need of Western
rescue (Chetry & Pande, 2019; Wilson & O’Brien, 2016). Such depictions not
only reproduce colonial power relations but also erase the experiences of men,
boys, and nonbinary individuals who are affected by trafficking in different but
equally harmful ways (Broad, 2015; Forringer-Beal, 2022). Mohanty’s (1984)

framework calls for a contextual understanding of lived experience, urging
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scholars and policymakers to examine how intersecting systems, such as class,
race, gender, and geography, shape vulnerability. As seen in the case of male
victims, societal taboos, cultural norms, and structural inequalities intersect to
silence their suffering and obscure their visibility in anti-trafficking frameworks
(ECPAT International, 2021; U.S. Department of State, 2023).

From a critical race feminist perspective, Crenshaw’s (1991) concept
of intersectionality provides a crucial lens to understand how multiple forms
of oppression, race, class, and gender, interlock to shape victims’ experiences.
Representational intersectionality is evident in how both women and men are
portrayed in trafficking discourse: women are feminized as helpless victims,
while men are masculinized as perpetrators or complicit actors (Chetry &
Pande, 2019; Blume, 2015). This not only marginalizes male survivors but also
reinforces racialized and gendered stereotypes that originated from colonial
imaginaries such as the “white slavery” panic of the 19th century (Chetry &
Pande, 2019). Moreover, male victims experience structural intersectionality,
where hegemonic masculinity, gender stereotypes, and economic precarity
combine to make them more vulnerable to exploitation while simultaneously
excluding them from recognition and support (Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005;
Crenshaw, 1991; USAID Thailand Counter Trafficking in Persons & Winrock
International, 2019). As Butler (1993) suggests, men perform masculinity through
the repetition of societal expectations. However, as ECPAT International
(2021) and the U.S. Department of State (2023) highlight, this performance
also conceals their victimization, reinforcing a cycle of silence and invisibility.
Overall, human trafficking must be understood not only as a gendered issue
but as an intersectional and structural one. The dominant narrative, while
intended to elicit empathy and action, inadvertently sustains systems of
power that silence those who do not conform to the “Ideal Victim” archetype.
Women’s experiences are oversimplified, and men’s are erased altogether,
leaving significant gaps in protection, policy, and advocacy (Broad, 2015;

Forringer-Beal, 2022; Hanna, 2023). To address this, anti-trafficking discourse,
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research, and policies must move beyond the binary of male perpetrator and
female victim, recognizing instead the multiplicity of experiences shaped by
intersecting identities and social contexts.

In reimagining human trafficking through post-structuralist, postcolonial,
and critical race feminist lenses, we begin to see that discourse and
representation are not neutral; they produce and sustain inequality. Therefore,
deconstructing the dominant victimhood narrative is not simply an academic
exercise but a moral and political imperative. By integrating intersectional,
gender-inclusive, and context-sensitive frameworks, we can move toward more
equitable approaches that recognize the agency, complexity, and humanity
of all survivors: women, men, and those beyond the gender binary, who have

long been silenced on the margins of visibility.
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Abstract

This theoretical article argues that feminist methodology should be understood
not only as a critique of the detached observer, but also as a framework for
examining how knowledge becomes legitimate, accountable, and limited.
Its central contribution is to reread classic texts and debates in feminist
methodology as a reorientation from representation to legitimacy, and from
detached objectivity to accountable interpretation. Through a theoretical and
interpretive reading of Women Writing Culture, feminist standpoint theory,
Donna Haraway’s situated knowledges, and Chris Weedon’s poststructuralist
feminism, this article shows that feminist methodology does not simply reject
objectivity or replace it with women’s experience. Instead, it understands
feminist knowledge as situated, partial, reflexive, and shaped by unequal
power relations. In doing so, this article seeks to contribute to Women'’s,
Gender, and Sexuality Studies by reframing feminist methodology as a practice
of accountable interpretation rather than as either a rejection of objectivity

or a direct appeal to women’s experience.

Keywords: Detached observer, Positionality, Knowledge, Feminist methodology,

Situated knowledges, Reflexivity
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Introduction

Feminist methodology has long challenged the idea that research
can be neutral and objective. In anthropology, conventional ethnography
often assumed that researchers could stand outside the field and produce
knowledge about others from a distance. Feminist scholars have questioned
this assumption by arguing that knowledge is always shaped by positionality,
unequal social relations, and the ways experience is interpreted and
represented. In this sense, feminist methodology is not only a set of research
methods. It is also a way of rethinking how knowledge is produced, who is
authorized to speak, and how research can be made more accountable.

One important intervention in this debate is Women Writing Culture
(Behar & Gordon, 1995). As Behar (1995) explains, this volume responded to
earlier critiques of ethnographic writing developed in Writing Culture (Clifford
& Marcus, 1986), but it also argued that those critiques were incomplete
because they did not fully address questions of gender, race, and exclusion.
Therefore, Women Writing Culture shifts attention from textual form alone
to the politics of voice, authority, and exclusion in ethnographic knowledge
production (Behar, 1995). This intervention is important because it helps show
that ethnographic objectivity is not simply a matter of style, but is deeply
connected to power relations within research and writing.

This theoretical article argues that feminist methodology should
be understood as a critical practice of situated and accountable knowledge
production. Although the critique of the detached observer, standpoint theory,
situated knowledges, and poststructuralist subjectivity are well-established
debates in feminist theory, they are often discussed as separate concepts.
This article rereads these debates as a movement from representation to
legitimacy, and from detached objectivity to accountable interpretation. The
contribution of this article is to read these debates together as a connected

argument about how feminist methodology can help Women’s, Gender, and
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Sexuality Studies examine how knowledge becomes legitimate. It argues that
feminist methodology does not simply reject objectivity or replace it with
women’s experience. It offers a framework for examining how knowledge
claims are produced, made accountable, and limited.

By reading Women Writing Culture together with feminist standpoint
theory, Donna Haraway’s concept of “situated knowledges,” and Chris
Weedon'’s poststructuralist understanding of subjectivity, this article brings
these works into conversation. Read together, these works show that feminist
methodology challenges the fantasy of detached objectivity while still
defending the possibility of more responsible interpretation (Haraway, 1988;
Weedon, 1987). This article first examines Women Writing Culture as a critique
of conventional ethnography, then discusses the Self/Other divide and the
limits of the detached observer, before turning to standpoint theory, situated
knowledges, and poststructuralist feminism. Finally, it considers the implications
of these debates for objectivity, reflexivity, research relationships, writing, and

feminist knowledge claims.

1. Women Writing Culture as a Critique of Conventional Ethnography

Women Writing Culture was written in response to important debates
in anthropology during the 1980s. As Ruth Behar (1995) explains, this book
responded to the textual and political critique of ethnography developed in
Writing Culture, edited by James Clifford and George E. Marcus in 1986. Writing
Culture challenged the idea that ethnography reflects reality, and argued
that ethnographic texts should be examined in relation to literary style and
political context (Behar, 1995). This was an important intervention because
it questioned the authority of anthropologists to speak for less privileged
people without sharing authorship or power (Behar, 1995). In this sense, Writing
Culture opened an important discussion about representation, writing, and

authority in anthropology.
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At the same time, Women Writing Culture argues that this critique
remained incomplete. Behar (1995) connects this feminist intervention to This
Bridge Called My Back, edited by Cherrie Moraga and Gloria E. Anzaldua in
1981, which questioned not only who has the authority to represent others
but also who has access to knowledge production in the first place (Behar,
1995). This tradition emphasized that race, class, sexuality, and nationality
shape women'’s voices differently, and that feminist work must not assume
a single female experience (Behar, 1995). Influenced by this perspective,
Women Writing Culture includes diverse voices such as women of color,
lesbians, immigrants, and scholars with mixed identities, all of whom call for
an anthropology that does not exclude certain voices (Behar, 1995).

Therefore, Women Writing Culture expands the critique of conventional
ethnography. It is concerned not only with textual representation but also with
exclusion, hierarchy, and the unequal distribution of voice and authority. The
problem with conventional ethnography is not simply that it hides the writer
behind an objective style. It is also that academic authority has historically
been shaped by gendered and racialized power relations, which determine
whose knowledge is recognized as legitimate. This article reads Women Writing
Culture as an important turning point in feminist methodology because it
shifts the question from how others are represented to how authority and
legitimacy are produced in ethnographic knowledge. In this sense, feminist
methodology begins not only with a critique of representation but also with
a critique of the unequal conditions under which some voices are recognized

as knowledge while others are excluded.

2. Self and Other: Positionality and the Limits of the Detached Observer
In conventional ethnography, the relationship between researcher

and ‘researched’ subject was often organized through a clear division between

Self and Other. A useful starting point for understanding the Self and Other
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divide in conventional ethnography is Laurent Dubois’s (1995) discussion in
Women Writing Culture. He argues that anthropology has often been shaped

)

by a gendered and colonial tradition of ‘travel,” in which the researcher
leaves a secure ‘home’ to encounter people ‘out there.” In this model,
travel appears as a round trip. It begins from a place of security, assumes
the researcher’s right to move, and expects a return home with knowledge
to be interpreted and written up (Dubois, 1995). This structure supports the
image of the anthropologist as a knowing Self, while those encountered in the
field are positioned as Others and turned into objects of knowledge. It also
supports the positivist assumption that the researcher can remain neutral,
objective, and detached from the field.

Dubois (1995) further suggests that this ethnographic model cannot
be separated from colonial histories and male travel traditions. Travel was often
imagined as a form of adventure, self-discovery, or intellectual transformation.
However, these possibilities depended on unequal relations of race, gender,
and mobility. For this reason, the detached observer is not simply a neutral
methodological figure. Rather, it is a historically privileged position that hides
the conditions that make such observation possible. As Dubois (1995) argues,
there is no view from nowhere in travel or ethnography because the researcher
always enters the field through already existing relations of power and
representation. This critique is important for feminist methodology because it
shows that the boundary between Self and Other is built into conventional
ethnographic practice from the beginning.

However, Women Writing Culture blurs this Self and Other division by
showing that women anthropologists do not easily fit the role of the detached
observer. As Behar (1995) argues, anthropology has long been shaped by a
“traditional’ structure of Self and Other. However, women themselves have
often been positioned as the Other within patriarchal systems. In this sense,
women anthropologists cannot stand outside the field as neutral observers.

Their positionality shapes how they enter the field, how they relate to
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participants, and how they produce knowledge.

This challenge can be seen in Janet L. Finn’s (1995) discussion of
Ella Deloria and Mourning Dove. Both of them were Native American women
writers working during a period when U.S. policies aimed to ‘civilize’ Indigenous
people. Their work challenged dominant and simplified representations of
Native Americans, and sought to promote cross-cultural understanding through
more complex forms of storytelling and representation (Finn, 1995). In this
sense, they were not only describing indigenous life for outside readers.
They were also writing against colonial forms of knowledge that attempted
to erase indigenous histories and reduce Native peoples to fixed objects of
study (Finn, 1995).

Finn (1995) shows that both women worked as cultural mediators
while also negotiating unequal relationships with white male mentors and
editors. Deloria contributed important cultural knowledge to Franz Boas’s
anthropological work, however, she was treated more as an informant than as
a scholar in her own right (Finn, 1995). Mourning Dove faced similar inequalities
in her relationship with Lucullus McWhorter, whose editorial influence shaped
the publication of her work (Finn, 1995). These relationships reflect wider
structures of gender, race, and class within anthropology and publishing.
Although both women were positioned as Other within dominant academic
frameworks, they also wrote as knowledgeable subjects from within their
own communities. Therefore, their works unsettle the simple binary between
Self and Other.

A similar challenge to the Self and Other division appears in Lila
Abu-Lughod’s (1995) essay in Women Writing Culture. In this essay, Abu-Lughod
reflects on her own pregnancy and compares it with the pregnancies of
Bedouin women among the Awlad ‘Ali in Egypt, with whom she had lived
during fieldwork. During her earlier research, pregnancy had seemed ordinary
and did not appear to interrupt women’s daily lives. However, she later

recognized that many older women had experienced miscarriages or stillbirths,
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which revealed forms of bodily vulnerability that she had not fully understood
at the time (Abu-Lughod, 1995). This return to earlier field experience suggests
that ethnographic understanding is partial and unfinished rather than immediate
and complete.

Abu-Lughod’s (1995) own pregnancy in the U.S. was shaped by
a very different social and medical context. It was highly medicalized and
supported by reproductive technologies such as hormonal monitoring and
ultrasound, and it depended on financial resources and biomedical expertise.
She describes her life as “double,” moving between “home” in the U.S. and
“the field” in Egypt, and her understanding of pregnancy was shaped by
both contexts (Abu-Lughod, 1995, p.340). As her pregnancy progressed, she
felt physically closer to the Bedouin women through bodily sensations such
as fetal movement, and she came to see that personal experience itself is
shaped by knowledge gained in the field.

Abu-Lughod’s essay is important because it shows that fieldwork
does not only produce knowledge about others. It also reshapes the
anthropologist’s own body, subjectivity, and way of understanding experience.
The relationship between researcher and research participant is not one-directional.
Rather than standing outside the field as a detached observer, the ethnographer
is also transformed through the encounter. Abu-Lughod’s essay reveals that
the boundary between Self and Other is unstable, and that ethnographic
knowledge is produced through ongoing, embodied, and relational processes
rather than from a position of neutrality or distance (Abu-Lughod, 1995).

Therefore, these examples show the limits of the detached observer
in feminist ethnography. Women anthropologists do not simply replace
male researchers within the same structure. Their positionality reveals that
ethnographic knowledge is relational and unstable from the beginning. The
boundary between Self and Other is not fixed because both researchers and
research participants are located within broader relations of gender, race,

colonial history, and academic power. This article reads these examples as
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showing that the detached observer is not only a methodological ideal but
also a structure of authority that separates the knowing Self from the observed
Other. From a feminist methodology perspective, objectivity cannot be
understood as distance from the field. It must begin with an awareness of
positionality and with critical attention to how knowledge is produced through

unequal power relations.

3. Beyond Standpoint: From Women'’s Experience to Situated Knowledges

This critique of the detached observer can lead to a feminist areument:
women’s social position may allow them to see aspects of society that are
often ignored or obscured by dominant perspectives. This idea is developed
as ‘feminist standpoint theory.” According to Brook (2007), feminist standpoint
theory is both a theory of knowledge and a research method, and it encourages
scholars to understand the world through the perspectives of oppressed
women. From this perspective, women’s marginalized social positions can
provide important insights into social relations that dominant perspectives
often overlook. This idea is described as “strong objectivity” (Brook, 2007, p.66).

From this perspective, research that begins from women’s everyday
lives as members of oppressed groups can produce less distorted knowledge
than research that begins from the lives of dominant men (Brook, 2007;
Harding, 1991). Feminist standpoint theory also argues that knowledge
production is often controlled by dominant groups, so accepted interpretations
of reality tend to reflect the interests of those in power (Brook 2007).
Since oppressed women have fewer reasons to reproduce these dominant
interpretations, their experiences may offer clearer insights into social structures.
In this sense, feminist standpoint theory makes an important intervention by
showing that knowledge is shaped by power, and that marginalized women’s
experiences can produce critical understanding of society.

However, feminist standpoint theory has also been criticized for its
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tendency toward essentialism. If women are treated as a single group with a
shared experience and a common epistemic privilege, important differences
among women can be ignored. As Brook (2007) points out, treating women
as a unified group risks assuming that all women share the same standpoint.
This is also a problem highlishted by Women Writing Culture, which shows
that women’s experiences are shaped differently by race, class, ethnicity,
sexuality, and history. For this reason, feminist methodology cannot simply
replace objectivity with ‘women’s experience’ as though that experience
were singular and self-evident.

It is in response to these limits that Donna Haraway’s concept of
“situated knowledges” becomes important. Haraway (1988) begins with the
problem of feminist objectivity and asks how feminist scholars can challenge
positivist neutrality without falling into either relativism or a simple rejection
of truth claims. She argues that feminists need an approach that recognizes
the historical and political construction of knowledge while still remaining
committed to producing better accounts of the world (Haraway, 1988). For
Haraway, feminist objectivity is not a view from nowhere but grounded in
embodiment and location.

Haraway uses vision as a key metaphor to explain this point. Rather
than understanding vision as the “god trick” (Haraway, 1988, p.581) that sees
everything from nowhere, she argues that all vision is embodied and located
(Haraway, 1988). She criticizes the dominant gaze that claims universal knowledge
while hiding its own position, and she describes this as the illusion of
disembodied objectivity. Against this model, Haraway proposes the concept
of situated knowledges, and argues that feminist objectivity means embodied
objectivity (Haraway, 1988). Her central claim is that only a partial perspective
can promise objective vision because knowledge is always produced from a
limited location rather than from abstraction (Haraway, 1988).

Haraway agrees that there are good reasons to value the perspectives

of the subjugated, and she suggests that vision may be better from below
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than from positions of power (Haraway, 1988). However, she also warns against
romanticizing these standpoints. The perspectives of the oppressed are not
innocent, pure, or automatically true. They must also be critically interpreted
and examined (Haraway, 1988). In this sense, Haraway moves beyond a simple
version of standpoint theory. She does not reject the importance of marginalized
perspectives, but she refuses the idea that any group, including women, can
occupy a single and complete standpoint. There is no fully unified oppositional
subject based on gender, race, ethnicity, or class (Haraway, 1988).

For feminist methodology, this shift is important. Situated knowledges
allow feminist scholars to recognize the epistemic value of marginalized
experiences without turning women into a fixed or universal category. They
also avoid the false choice between positivist universalism and complete
relativism. As Haraway (1988) argues, feminist knowledge should be understood
as partial, locatable, and accountable, and rational knowledge should be
seen as an ongoing, power-sensitive conversation among differently positioned
interpreters. This article reads Haraway’s intervention as a move from experience
as a foundation to experience as situated knowledge. This does not mean
rejecting women’s experiences. It means recognizing that such experiences
cannot serve as a single or self-sufficient foundation for feminist methodology,
because they are always diverse, situated, and shaped by unequal power
relations. In this way, feminist methodology can make stronger and more
responsible knowledge claims without returning to either neutral and detached

objectivity or an essentialist idea of women’s experience.
4. Rethinking Subjectivity through Poststructuralist Feminism

This shift from women’s standpoint to situated knowledges becomes
clearer when it is connected to a poststructuralist understanding of subjectivity.
Feminist standpoint theory makes an important contribution by arguing not

only that knowledge is shaped by power and social position but also that
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starting from the lives of oppressed women can reveal social relations that
are often overlooked in dominant accounts. However, it can still suggest that
women form a coherent group with a shared standpoint. Poststructuralist
feminism challenges this assumption by questioning the idea of a fixed and
unified female subject. Drawing on Chris Weedon’s Feminist Practice and
Poststructuralist Theory (1987), this shift can be connected to the work of
Michel Foucault, especially his concept of discourse. Although Foucault did
not focus directly on gender, his analysis of discourse and power provides
feminist theory with important tools to challenge modernist assumptions
about stable identity and truth.

Weedon (1987) explains that poststructuralism sees meaning as
plural and subjectivity as unstable. Discourse is not simply a way of producing
meaning through language. It is also a system that shapes knowledge, social
practices, subjectivity, and power relations (Weedon, 1987). In this view,
subjectivity is formed within discourse rather than existing before it. Discourse
shapes not only consciousness but also bodies, emotions, and desires, and
it offers particular subject positions through which individuals understand
themselves and their social world (Weedon, 1987). This process continues
over time and affects both conscious identity and unconscious structures.
Therefore, the subject cannot be understood as stable or fully unified.

This perspective is important for feminist analysis of gender and
sexual difference. Weedon (1987) argues that poststructuralist feminism does
not deny biological differences, but it rejects the claim that biology has a
fixed social meaning. Instead, feminist analysis should ask how biological
difference is interpreted within particular historical and social contexts, and
how these interpretations are used to justify political and social arrangements
(Weedon, 1987). In other words, the category of ‘woman’ is not a natural
truth but a discursive construction shaped by institutions, everyday practices,
and relations of power. This argument also helps challenge earlier feminist

approaches that continued to rely on fixed definitions of femininity.
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According to Weedon (1987), liberal feminism sought equal access within
existing structures, while some forms of radical feminism risked replacing one
fixed definition of femininity with another. Poststructuralist feminism emphasizes
historical specificity and examines how femininity and subject positions are
produced and transformed in discourse (Weedon, 1987).

This poststructuralist extension also has methodological importance.
If subjectivity is discursively produced, then neither the researcher nor the
research participants can be treated as fully authentic and unified subjects
whose experiences reveal truth. Weedon (1987) makes this clear in her
discussion of literary criticism. She argues that reading practices are institutional
practices through which meaning is produced and stabilized. Feminist criticism
based only on women’s experience may treat texts as direct expressions
of authentic female life. However, poststructuralist feminism questions this
assumption by arguing that experience itself is discursively produced and
historically situated (Weedon, 1987). Interpretations of “true femininity”
also depend on already existing assumptions about what femininity means
(Weedon, 1987, p.137). Therefore, a poststructuralist approach sees texts,
meanings, and identities as sites where gender is constructed within wider
networks of power and knowledge.

Poststructuralist feminism does not reject feminist politics. It provides
a more critical way to analyze how power works through categories that may
appear natural or true. As Weedon (1987) argues, feminist analysis should not
only interpret these discourses but also aim to transform the power relations
that sustain them. This article reads poststructuralist feminism as extending
feminist methodology from the analysis of social location to the analysis of
discursively produced subjectivity. In this sense, feminist methodology must
attend not only to where the researcher and research participants are socially
located, but also to how their positions, experiences, and meanings are
produced through discourse. This perspective strengthens feminist methodology

by showing that accountable interpretation requires attention to both power
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relations and the unstable character of the knowing subject.

5. Implications for Feminist Methodology

The discussions above suggest that feminist methodology requires
more than a critique of conventional ethnography. It also requires a different
understanding of how knowledge should be produced. If ethnographic knowledge
is shaped by exclusion, positionality, and unequal power relations, then
objectivity cannot be understood as distance or detachment from the field.
Instead, feminist methodology redefines objectivity as a situated practice of
knowledge production. In this sense, Haraway’s (1988) argument is especially
important. Feminist objectivity does not come from a view from nowhere but
from a partial perspective that recognizes its own location and limitations.
This means that stronger knowledge claims do not depend on neutrality but
on being clear about the conditions under which knowledge is produced.

From this perspective, reflexivity is an important concept in feminist
methodology. However, it should not be treated as a simple solution. Feminist
methodology requires researchers to reflect on how their own gender, race,
class, nationality, and institutional location shape access to the field, relationships
with research participants, and interpretation. Reflexivity is important not only
because it makes the researcher’s position more visible but also because it
can produce more complex understandings of the research process itself.
As Hurd (1998) argues, reflexive research makes the interaction between
researcher and participants more visible and allows the research process
to become part of the data rather than something hidden behind the final
interpretation. In this way, reflexivity can broaden the data set and challenge
traditional ideas of objectivity as neutral and detached (Hurd, 1998). Nencel
(2014) similarly argues that reflexivity is not only a methodological issue but
also an epistemological issue because it shapes how knowledge itself is

understood. When researchers make their assumptions and positionality
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visible, the text becomes a co-constructed space shaped by both the
researcher and the research subjects (Nencel, 2014).

At the same time, reflexivity is not just a matter of personal disclosure.
It also does not automatically challenge unequal power relations. As Nencel
(2014) points out, reflexive writing may still leave the researcher in the position
of the one who ‘gives voice’ to others, and research relationships remain
shaped by wider social, economic, and political inequalities. For this reason,
reflexivity should be understood as a situated and critical practice rather
than as a guarantee of equality or ethical representation. It remains valuable
when it helps make visible the social and political conditions of knowledge
production and encourages accountability for interpretation. Therefore,
reflexivity is valuable not because it resolves inequality but because it makes
the conditions of interpretation more visible and more accountable.

Because knowledge is relationally produced, this also changes how
the relationship between researcher and research participants should be
understood. Feminist methodology challenges the idea that research
participants are passive sources of data waiting to be interpreted by the
researcher. As the examples of Deloria, Mourning Dove, and Abu-Lughod
suggest, knowledge is produced through unequal but relational encounters,
in which both researchers and research participants are shaped by broader
structures of power (Abu-Lughod, 1995; Finn, 1995). This does not mean
that power disappears from the research relationship. Instead, it means that
feminist methodology must pay attention to negotiation and the limits of
representation. Research participants are not simply objects of knowledge.
They are not automatically equal co-authors of interpretation. The point,
then, is not to deny inequality in research but to analyze more carefully how
knowledge is negotiated within unequal relationships.

A similar point applies to writing. Women Writing Culture shows that
writing is not a neutral stage where findings are simply reported. It is part of the

process through which authority is produced and some voices are centered
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while others are reduced or excluded (Behar, 1995). This insight becomes
even more important when read together with Weedon’s (1987) poststructuralist
argument that experience and meaning are discursively produced rather
than fully transparent. From this perspective, feminist methodology must
treat writing as part of knowledge production itself, rather than as a neutral
record of findings. The question is not only how to represent others more
ethically but also how to avoid reproducing fixed categories such as ‘woman,’
‘authentic experience,” or ‘truth’ without examining the discourses that give
these terms meaning.

For this reason, feminist methodology should not aim for complete
certainty. Instead, it should aim for careful and accountable interpretation.
It should also remain open to partial knowledge and the idea that subjectivity
itself is unstable. Weedon (1987) reminds us that subjects are produced within
discourse and cannot be treated as fully unified or transparent. This has an
important methodological consequence. Feminist researchers cannot assume
that either they or their research participants speak from complete or fixed
positions. Therefore, knowledge claims should remain careful, limited, and
open to revision. This does not weaken feminist research. On the contrary, it
makes it more responsible by recognizing that knowledge is always produced
through power relations, historical conditions, and interpretive choices.

These implications are also relevant to Women'’s, Gender, and
Sexuality Studies in Thailand. Although this article does not examine the Thai
context empirically, its theoretical discussion suggests that feminist methodology
offers a useful conceptual language for asking whose voices, experiences, and
forms of knowledge are recognized as legitimate within academic knowledge
production. Therefore, the debates discussed in this article are not only
abstract methodological debates. They can also help scholars consider how
feminist knowledge is produced, authorized, and limited within specific
institutional and cultural contexts.

Taken together, these implications show that feminist methodology
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is not only a method of doing research but also a critical approach to knowledge
production. It asks researchers to examine the conditions under which knowledge

is produced, interpreted, and made accountable.

6. Conclusion

This article has argued that feminist methodology is not simply a
critique of neutral objectivity but a broader rethinking of how ethnographic
knowledge is produced. Women Writing Culture shows that the problem
of conventional ethnography is not only one of textual representation but
also one of authority, legitimacy, and exclusion within academic knowledge
production (Behar, 1995). The discussion of the Self/Other divide has further
suggested that feminist ethnography does more than add women researchers
to existing methods. Rather, it unsettles the model of knowledge built on
the detached observer. The examples of Deloria, Mourning Dove, and Abu-Lughod
demonstrate that ethnographic knowledge is embodied, unequal, and relational
rather than neutral and one-directional (Abu-Lughod, 1995; Finn, 1995).

At the same time, this article has argued that feminist methodology
cannot rely only on women’s experience as its foundation. Feminist stand-
point theory makes an important intervention by showing that marginalized
women’s lives can produce critical insights into dominant social relations
(Brook, 2007). However, Haraway’s concept of situated knowledges makes
clear that such experiences cannot be treated as singular or universally
representative. Feminist objectivity must be understood as partial and embodied
(Haraway, 1988). Weedon’s poststructuralist feminism deepens this point by
showing that subjectivity itself is unstable and discursively produced, so neither
researchers nor research participants can be treated as fully transparent
subjects of knowledge (Weedon, 1987).

Overall, this article connects these debates to argue that feminist

methodology moves the discussion from how others are represented to how
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knowledge becomes legitimate, and from detached objectivity to accountable
interpretation. These debates suggest a clearer claim about feminist
methodology. Feminist methodology should be understood as a practice of
accountable interpretation that remains attentive to positionality, reflexivity,
unequal research relationships, and the politics of writing. Its value lies not in
offering certainty but in making stronger knowledge claims possible through
greater attention to power, location, and limitation.

This article also has limitations. As a theoretical article, it does not
provide an empirical analysis of Women’s, Gender, and Sexuality Studies in
Thailand. It also focuses mainly on classic debates in feminist methodology,
rather than offering a full discussion of more recent approaches such as
intersectionality, queer methodology, decolonial feminism, and transnational
feminism. Further research could examine how questions of positionality,
situated knowledges, reflexivity, and accountability are practiced and negotiated
in specific Thai academic contexts. Such research would help clarify how
feminist methodology can contribute to the development of Women’s,
Gender, and Sexuality Studies in Thailand.

Despite these limitations, this article suggests that feminist methodology
remains important because it provides a way to question how knowledge
is produced, whose knowledge becomes legitimate, and how interpretation
can be made more accountable. Its significance lies in showing that feminist
methodology does not weaken knowledge claims by rejecting detached
neutrality. Instead, it makes knowledge production more responsible by
recognizing the power relations, historical conditions, and interpretive choices

through which knowledsge is produced.
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