
Introduction 
Social class refers to hierarchal social stratification of society, which, from a Bourdieusian theoretical lens, can be enacted across social, cultural, economic and symbolic lines (Bourdieu, 1977; Waquant, 2006). For social workers, social class jeopardises and undermines social justice (Feldman & Shdaimah, 2012), and yet, it endures unabated as a contrary condition to just and egalitarian societies. Toward a more concise and theoretically informed understanding of social class and social justice, this paper presents selected social stratification, social prestige and socio-economic status scales that have garnered significant influence in the social sciences. These are then critically considered through a bespoke conceptual frame, entailing Bourdieusian theory of capital, extended and applied within Bonnycastle’s Relational Illustrative Model (2011). The overall aim of the paper, in this context, is to assist social workers in understanding and therefore contesting social class inequality, toward a more egalitarian and socially just society.
The paper is structured in the following way. First, rationale for drawing upon Bonnycastle’s (2011) and Bourdieu’s (1977) work are teased out. Thereafter, Bourdieu’s theory of capital is introduced in more depth and explained, followed by engagement with established limitations of Bourdieusian theory for social work and social class. After this, selected social stratification scales are presented with a view to developing an evidence informed stance on social class. To then move toward a more socially just interrogation of social class within social work practice and academia, five “interconnected and mutually supportive categories” of social justice derived from the Relational Illustrative Model (Bonnycastle, 2011, p.272), are used to structure concluding discussion. These refer respectively, to distributive justice, identity, human rights, social welfare and political ideology. Overall, the intention is to be practically helpful, for social work students, practitioners and allies, pursuing a more egalitarian and classless society, however ambitious that may be. 

Rationale for the Approach: Combining Bonnycastle and Bourdieu
Before proceeding further, it is of interest to question why the theorisation of Bonnycastle (2011) and Bourdieu (1977) is taken up in this paper. The starting point is recognition that social justice lies at the very heart of social work. The International Federation of Social Workers (2014) global definition of social work is perhaps the best evidence of this to date, which unequivocally declares, “principles of social justice . . .are central to social work.” 
Next, one must recognise that social class is fundamentally a matter of social justice, and therefore social workers are bound to appreciate its relevance to practice. Among compelling evidence for this is content analysis of 50 introductory social work textbooks by Strier, Feldman and Shdaimah (2012) where it is concluded that class differences “are crucial factors in explaining diversity and inequality. As social justice is one of the main premises of social work”, social class must be recognised as instrumental to social work’s traditional social justice mandate (Strier, Feldman and Shdaimah, 2012, p.406). This leads into the matter of analyses of Bonnycastle (2011) and Bourdieu (1977), as theoretical fodder in this paper, to help social workers better understand social class as an element of social justice. Arguably, the rationale for uptake of these theoretical analyses is twofold. Firstly, Bourdieusian theory is exceptional in illuminating the complexities of social class, with a helpful proclivity for overcoming strictly economic markers of social inequality that other theorists have predominantly dwelled upon (Author’s Own, 2019b). Sociologists, such as Bourdieu, have foregrounded theories of social stratification and therefore it is only fitting to have a sociologist spearhead exploration of social class in this paper. 
What then remains to be addressed is social justice. Following exploration of social class using Bourdieu’s work, toward the conclusion of the paper, Bonnycastle’s Relational Illustrative Model (2011) is used to integrate understanding of social class with social justice. Bonnycastle’s model (2011) is particularly helpful in this respect as it suggests that there are five key categories that are critical when trying to comprehend social justice. Moreover, similar to Bourdieu’s work, these categories do not overly depend on an economic basis for class inequality and thereby maintain compatibility with Bourdieusian theory. First is the notion of distributive justice. For Bonnycastle (2011), this refers to how scarce and finite resources in society should be distributed among the population. Whilst for Bonnycastle (2011), distributive justice is posed as a matter of social justice, striking parallels to social class inequality are also manifest, as economic and wealth inequality remains one of the most enduring hallmarks of social class (Erikson, Goldthorpe & Portocarero, 1979; Erikson & Goldthorpe, 2002; Goldthorpe, 1997). Next, there is the identity category, which particularly relates to social justice, as social designations such as ‘female’, ‘disabled’ and ‘black’ have been historically linked to societal inequality and marginalisation (Dominelli, 2002). Human rights constitute the third category and relate to social justice simply because, as a reflection of inequality, rights continue to be upheld in unequal measure. The fourth key category of social justice for Bonnycastle (2011) is social welfare. This is because social welfare provisions seek to redress societal inequality and social injustice. Fifth and final is political ideology. It would make little sense to comprehend the dynamics of social justice, or indeed social class, without sensitising to the influence of political ideology (Bonnycastle, 2011). Here, political oppression and disenfranchisement demand no less than appreciation as core influences on the nature of contemporary social injustice (Gill, 2013). 
Later in the paper, each of these categories will be revisited toward realising the paper’s defining aspiration. First, it is necessary to comprehend the meaning and consequence of social class for contemporary society, and to achieved this, some sensitisation to Bourdieusian rationality is both helpful and requisite. 

[bookmark: _Hlk43545213]Toward a Bourdiesian Reading of Class 
Whilst Bourdieu’s theory extends well beyond the notion of capital, to comprehend social class, a more exclusive focus on capital accumulation is useful and illuminating in the following. The overall case that will be made in this section is that Bourdieu’s theoretical position is useful as it takes stock of the varied inventory of capital, that in terms of social class, affords one their positioning (Savage et al., 2013). To begin to grasp at why this might be, first it is useful to consider the work of Karl Marx. Marx has been hugely influential within the sociological and theoretical articulation of social class, with the seminal Communist Manifesto authored by Marx and Engels (1848) proclaiming, “the history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles” (Bottomore, 1983, p. 75). For Marx, ownership of the means of production (such as factory ownership) in an industrialised capitalist economy was that which separated the socially stratified bourgeoise, petite bourgeoisie and proletariat. Therein, the proletariat social camp was principally subjugated and dispossessed by the bourgeoise through incapacity to accumulate financial capital. Thus, the primacy of economic capital in Marxist analyses is palpable (Marx & Engels, 1848, 2016).
 	For French sociologist and intellectual Pierre Bourdieu (1930 –2002), class disparities were also principally owing to social and cultural capital that engenders social identity (Bourdieu, 1977; Häuberer, 2011; Neveu, 2018; Waquant 2006). In Wacquant’s (2006, p. 268) description of Bourdieusian nomenclature, capital comes in the “three principal species” of economic, cultural and social capital, where the “fourth species, symbolic capital, designates the effects of any form of capital when people do not perceive them as such.”  Starting with cultural capital, its genesis lies in embodied capital, such as one’s spoken dialect and manner of expression; objectified cultural capital, such as possession of a designer handbag; and institutionalised cultural capital, such as academic credentials (Bourdieu, 1977). Social capital, meanwhile, is derived from having social allegiances with powerful social actors, or from an expanse of social acquaintances, social allies and social support infrastructures (Bourdieu, 1977; Häuberer, 2011). Social capital is also potentially self-fabricating, as through social status one attracts social allies. Moreover, social capital may be acquired at birth as social lineage, or may be gathered across the life-course, tilting social prestige and social assets in one’s favour (Bourdieu, 1977; Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992; Häuberer, 2011; Neveu, 2018). This social capital acquisition propagates one’s resources through the pooling of knowledge within social groups, thereby making one privy to the collective insight of the group (Neveu, 2018). Overall, social and economic capital are of little merit unless recognised by others (Bourdieu, 1977; Neveu, 2018). A designer bag wields no greater influence than its generic peer, for instance, when its onlooker is unfamiliar with the design. In this context, symbolic capital refers to one’s prestige as conveyed through such hallmarks as an honourable social image and an air of respectability, derived from other forms of capital such as economic, social and cultural capital. Symbol capital is therefore the modus operandi and value through which other forms of capital are legitimised within their recognition by others (Bourdieu, 1977; Häuberer, 2011; Neveu, 2018). 
Despite Bourdieu’s departure from the primacy and exclusivity of economic capital in Marxist analyses (Authors Own, 2019c; Marx & Engels, 2016), Bourdieu certainly does not dismiss the contribution of financial wealth to class disparities (Bourdieu, 1977). Economic capital can, after all, buy other forms of capital. Fee payment for an exclusive private college or purchasing designer footwear are exemplary here. Nonetheless, Bourdieu’s analyses sensitised to the conversion potential, and transferability, of all forms of capital into each other through cyclical social interchange (Bourdieu, 1977; Häuberer, 2011). Within this, the cumulative nature of capital conversion is evident and declared, as through translation of one capital form into another, one’s overall capital aggregate may increase (Bourdieu, 1983; Häuberer, 2011). Prestigious social standing, for instance, may assist with acquiring economic capital, for example, by being commissioned to deliver a public speech. Thereafter, economic renumeration from the speech may be used to purchase tickets to an exclusive event with commensurate designer apparel, consequently enhancing cultural capital. Finally, social connections made at this event may augment one’s initial social capital quotient, and thus demonstrate the transferability of capital forms and associated cumulative effect. Overall, Bourdieu’s theoretical position takes stock of the varied inventory of capital, that in terms of social class, affords one their positioning (Savage et al., 2013).  

Jeopardy and Obstruction in Bourdieusian Social Work Academia 
[bookmark: _Hlk28943182]Bourdieu’s contribution to social work is not entirely unproblematic. Literature that foregrounds and augments otherwise nascent Bourdieusian social work, includes criticality toward Bourdieusian theoretical conventions (such as Emirbayer & Williams, 2005; Houston, 2002, 2017; Garrett, 2007a, 2007b, 2013; Parrott & Maguinness, 2017; Wiegmann, 2017), and those applications that arguably rework rather than misappropriate Bourdieu’s conceptual instruments for social work research and episteme (such as Donovan, Rose & Connolly, 2017; Emond, 2003; Feldman, Strier & Schmid, 2014). Authors such as Houston (2002, 2017) and Garrett (2007a, 2007b, 2009, 2013) are optimistic about the usefulness of Bourdieu for social work, and thereby potentiate constructive application of Bourdieu’s theorisation within social work academia. Within this, Bourdieu offers hope for a better enunciation of the social pathology that endures, despite social work responses, within human sociality and its cultural repertoire. In this context, social problems within the everyday interactions and micro-level social etiquette are of no less concern. Overall, “obstacles and omissions” in the treatment of Bourdieusian theorisation within social work are heeded and have been accordingly accented in accounts such as Garrett (2007b, p. 355). 
Firstly, Garrett (2007b, 2013) is insistent upon challenges that attenuate the readers capacity to cohere and make sense of Bourdieu’s core arguments. Therein, Garrett (2007b) warns against Bourdieu’s prose style, vast scholarly output, and subtle, embedded ‘hints’ that are less perceptible for non-natives of the original French intellectual ambience and cultural milieu, within which such hints are contextually rendered sensible. In this context, Garrett also contests the validity of labels such as ‘Marxist’ and ‘Postmodernist’ that have been misleadingly applied to Bourdieu (Garrett, 2007b, p.356).  Secondly, Garrett (2007b, 2013) concedes that Bourdieu has been theoretically negligent insofar as issues of multiculturalism, race and ethnicity have been skirted over and omitted. Problematic also, has been the “too great an emphasis on the dulled passivity of social actors, particularly the working class and the dominated” (Garrett, 2007b, p.356-357).  Finally, also acknowledging this, Garrett (2007b, 2013) expresses concern that Bourdieu’s ideas on the function of the state unfold problematically on more than one count. As such, these ideas risk being overly simplistic, and productive in terms of flawed praxis (Garrett, 2007b, p.371).  
Similar to Garrett (2007b, 2009, 2013), Weininger (2003) has reservations about the ease with which one can access and appropriate Bourdieu’s conceptual apparatus, this time referring to social class rather than social work. For Weininger (2003), the utility of Bourdieusian theory for social class comprehension is strong, as social class forms a “fundamental analytic category in of much of Bourdieu’s research” (Weininger, 2003, p.119). In fact, this is so much the case, according to Weininger (2003), that Bourdieu routinely occupies a position within listings of foremost contemporary class theorists. Notwithstanding this, limitations to Bourdieusian social class analysis, identified by Wieninger (2003), remain formidable and plenty. Bourdieu’s theorisation, rather than being a patchwork quilt woven from few clearly demarcated theoretical progenitors such as Durkheim, and traditions such as Marxism, operates as a more intricate tapestry with threads of varied sociological canon applied sporadically as needed. Moreover, Bourdieu’s constant melding of abstract theory within empirical research makes construction of a foundational statement of his approach to class tricky at best. Decontextualizing his analytic propositions by reapplying them elsewhere risks their distortion. In this context, the explanatory logic of both qualitative and quantitative data for Bourdieu’s argumentation can also be difficult to follow.  Finally, uptake of rational action theory in Bourdieu’s work is seemingly absent, which is unorthodox per se, due to the variance of this with many other contemporary schools of class analysis (Weininger, 2003). Overall, whilst foundational and conceptual shortcomings to Bourdieu’s scholarship in social work (Garrett, 2007a, 2007b, 2009, 2013) and social class (Weininger, 2003) are denoted, and offer a necessarily preamble to the following analysis, the intellectual acuity and rigour of Bourdieusian theory is still welcomed, and germane to overall critical consideration, in this paper. 

Capital and Social Class 

Thus far, the intention has been to introduce Bonnycastle’s work (2011) as well as Bourdieusian social theory (1977) paying particular attention to Bourdieu’s concepts of economic, social, cultural and symbolic capital. Within this, Bourdieu perhaps captures the nuance and multidimensionality of social processes that elevate one person above another, be it through social prestige, enculturated capital or wealth accumulation. In this context, for Bourdieu, great advancements in one domain of capital seldom denies progress in another. With this established, it is arguably timely to begin to consider the measure of social class. In the following, selected classifications and inventories will be introduced, all of which allude to social class, and many of which illuminate social distinction, social prestige, and educational and occupational status (Bergman, Joye, & Neuchâtel, 2001; Lambert & Griffith, 2018). The core argument of this section is that whilst occupational class indicators have clear merit within contemporary neoliberal capitalist societies, as well as resonance with Marxist rationality (Marx & Engels, 2016), a very different tact to social class measurement is perhaps obliged by Bourdieusian theorical conventions.
‘Goldthorpe’s Class Schema’ features among the most influential social class scales. It has acquired many names through its extended evolution (Evans, 1992; Lambert & Griffins, 2018). Similar to other occupationally inclined measures, it allocates social status groups based on occupational rank, for instance, through discernment between white-collar workers and manual counterparts. Within Goldthorpian rationality, quasi-Marxist fixation on employment relations and qualities, such as conditions for advancement, control of means of production and economic security, instantiates the contention that social class may be arbitrated by occupational status. ‘Higher grade professionals’ and ‘large proprietors’ occupy the top of the social hierarchy, whilst ‘agricultural workers’ and ‘non-skilled manual labourers’ feature among bottom rungs (Erikson, Goldthorpe & Portocarero, 1979; Erikson & Goldthorpe, 2002; Goldthorpe, 1997)
	Bearing the hallmarks of Goldthorpe’s classification, other scales have expanded upon the Goldthorpian legacy, such as the European Socio-Economic Classification (ESeC) (Rose & Harrison, 2007, 2010; Rose & Pevalin, 2003), a measure that has also garnered substantial influence  (Lambert & Griffins, 2018; Rose & Harrison, 2010). Again, it ranks occupational groups across categories, with ‘higher salariat’ and ‘higher paid white-collar workers’ situated above working class parameters, within which ‘non-skilled workers’ and other occupational peers abide. The National Statistics Socio-Economic Classification (NS-SEC) is a further accolade to Goldthorpe and colleagues’ work. According to Savage et al. (2013), the most extensively validated measure of social class is the Nuffield class schema developed in the 1970s from the work of Goldthorpe, Llewellyn and Payne (1980) and Hasley, Heath and Ridge (1980), which was then coded to the NS-SEC (Savage et al., 2013). The NS-SEC presents seven main class categories based on occupational and employment status. Therein, ‘never worked and long-term unemployed’ are indicative of lowermost rankings, whilst uppermost socio-occupational prestige is held by higher managerial, administrative and professional occupations (Pevalin & Rose, 2002). Finally, closely and explicitly wed to Marxist and Neo-Marxist theory, is the revised schema of Erik Olin Wright’s model of social stratification, known as the Wright III Class Structure (Western & Wright, 1994). Wright’s model remains faithful to Marxist nomenclature through categorical inclusion of the bourgeoisie, petty bourgeoise and proletariat. Straying however, from its Marxist genesis, Wright extends these categories to include other socio-occupational groups such as ‘expert supervisors’ and ‘expert non managers’ (Western & Wright, 1994).  
	Overall, whilst occupational class indicators have clear merit within contemporary neoliberal capitalist milieu, as well as good resonance with the blunt economic determinism of Marxist rationality (Marx & Engels, 2016), a different tact to social class measurement is perhaps impelled by Bourdieusian theorical conventions. Illustrative of this, is Savage et al.’s (2013) seminal analysis of the Great British Class Survey. The survey was conducted in 2011 with 161,400 web respondents by the British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC), exceeding occupationally based class schemas through attention paid to cultural and social capital indicators (Savage et al., 2013). Bourdieusian theory of capital complemented latent class analysis of the survey, and from this, seven class categories were derived (Bourdieu, 1977). Respectively, these are: elite; established middle class; technical middle class; new affluent workers; traditional working class; emergent service workers; and precariat. Professionals such as judges, barristers and chief executive officers comprise the elite category, whilst occupationally over-represented amongst the precariat are the unemployed, van drivers, care workers, cleaners, postal workers, and shopkeepers.
	Similar to Savage et al.’s (2013) analysis, the Cambridge Social Interaction and Stratification Scale (CAMSIS) is enamoured with non-economic referents of class (Prady & Lambert 2003; Prandy, 1990; Stewart et al., 1980). This scale sensitises to the likelihood that people of similar social status will form friendships, acquaintanceships, and marriages, and thus social stratification is controlled and maintained through social tendency (Prady & Lambert 2003; Prandy, 1990). Alternatively, the original UK Registrar General Social Class (RGSC) scale (see Szreter, 1984) which was replaced by the NS-SEC, entertained a preoccupation with skill level as indicative of class. In doing so, skill acquisition has evidently been conducive to social mobility. Notwithstanding these contributions, the measurement of social class evidently remains an occupationally sensitive endeavour, predicated upon employment related concerns (Lambert & Griffith, 2018). As such, social class and occupation within contemporary capitalist economies are, arguably, more easily likened to allies, than uncomfortable and estranged bedfellows. 
Toward a final iteration of this claim, are remaining scales and typologies that have garnered positions of influence. The comprehensive prestige scale (Ganzeboom & Treiman, 2003), foremost represented here through Treiman’s Standard International Occupational Prestige Scale (SIOPS), appoints 283 occupations with prestige values based on the socioeconomic hierarchy within society, that one associates with a job. The classification was originally coded by Tremain (1977) using a revised International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO), with the lowest value (14) allocated to such occupations as unskilled agricultural workers, and utmost points (78) allocated to occupations such as doctors, and university professors: the latter being repeatedly ranked as most prestigious in the SIOPS (Ganzeboom & Treiman, 1996; Treiman, 1977).  
Among similar scales to the SIOPS, is the International Socio-Economic Index of Occupational Prestige (ISEI) (Ganzeboom, Graaf & Treiman, 1992) based on data from a pooled sample of 73,901 men aged 21-64, derived from 21 data sets in 16 countries. Analysis constructed a score for 271 occupations, including therein, everything from road construction workers to medical doctors (Ganzeboom, Graaf & Treiman, 1992, p.30). Likewise, the International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO-08) has been generative and builds upon previous versions (the ISCO-58, ISCO-68 and ISCO-88) to present a four-level hierarchically structured classification that arguably and ambitiously incorporates all of the varied constellation of occupations scattershot across the globe (International Labour Office, 2013). It refers to major occupational groups, with more specific indications within these, and hierarchical ordering that feels intuitively right. Listed alongside nurses, for instance, in the profession category, are social work professionals, whilst elsewhere, associate social work and nursing professionals (nurses aids) are accommodated. Finally, the Swiss Socio-Professional Categories (CSP-CH) Schema (Joye & Schuler, 1996) subdivides occupational groups according to associated level of educational attainment, employment and authority over-subordinate persons, capturing the multidimensionality of socio-occupational status.  
Overall, the aspiration of this section has been to present an evidence base, grounded in seminal social stratification scales, from which social workers can understand the meaning of social class. The proposition made, which is now arguably assured, is that despite the primacy of economic factors in many classic social class models, a very different tact to social class measurement is obliged by Bourdieusian theorical conventions. Here, cultural, social and symbolic resources are also integral to that which separates one social class from another (Bourdieu, 1977).  


Concluding Analysis 

The intention in this paper has been modest in seeking to assist social workers with understanding and therefore contesting social class inequality. Within this, the use of an evidence base of seminal social stratification scales is grounded in the urgency of moving away from vague and rhetorical notions of social equality and toward more exact, scientifically rigorous indictors. 
To progress learning so far toward the traditional social work mandate of upholding social justice, a social justice framework will be applied in order to better understand the meaning and consequence, for traditional social work clientele, of selected social stratification schemas considered already. To undertake this work, five relational dimensions of social justice derived from Bonnycastle’s Relational Illustrative Model (2011), are applied as overarching conceptual categories in the following. Some adaptation of the model, through exclusive preoccupation with these five core relational dimensions, permits the more general construction of a bespoke and composite conceptual frame. In particular, this bespoke tactic is realised by placing consideration of the consequences of Bourdieusian theory of capital, within the overarching social justice conventions proffered by the Bonnycastle Relational Illustrative Model (2011). In essence, the intention is humble: social work is practically concerned with moving toward socially just societies (IFSW, 2014), and therefore the approach taken to understanding social class schemas for social workers in this paper, should be the same. 
In entirety, it is of little use to talk about social justice and social class in vague and inexact terms, leaving the means of developing the application of these concepts, illusive and opaque. In fact, Bonnycastle (2011) asserts that this inexactness and lack of definitional clarity, has been an enduring and unfortunate flaw of existing literature on social justice. What Bourdieusian theorisation of social, cultural, economic and symbolic capital adds to this, is a more complex and nuanced understanding of social class equality, re-appropriated in this paper for social work’s traditional social justice mandate (International Federation of Social Workers [IFSW], 2014). The overall aim, is to provide an aid for social workers, who are committed to addressing social class inequality, and in doing so employ “a value system which has a change orientation of securing social justice for their clients within an egalitarian and democratic framework” (Dominelli, 2002, p.60). 

Relation to Distributive Justice

The first aspect of social justice that one must consider, is distributive justice. More specifically, the focus here will be the relationship between distributive justice and social class, both in terms of the distribution of societal treasures, as well as society’s lesser sought tribulations (Rawls, 1971). Distributive justice is a concept concerned with the allocation and maldistribution of scare resources within societies, societal groups and individuals who have needs and claims that compete (Roemer, 1996, p.1). Read through a Bourdieusian theoretical lens, some refiguring of the classic temperament of distributive justice that predominantly takes an economic perspective on presenting difficulties, is obliged. Here, classic distributive justice theorists often locate their approaches in the context of class inequality within macro-economic societal structures (Fraser, 2009). For Bourdieu, however, capital is acquired and distributed not just in economic terms, but through interrelated and dynamic social and cultural capital, which ultimately is enacted and operationalised symbolically (Bourdieu, 1977; Wacquant, 2006). Therefore, social workers thinking about distributive justice and social class from a Bourdieusian lens, need to venture past the precincts of economic interest, to consider social and cultural disadvantage. 
One practical illustration of this is the pronounced disadvantage of disabled adults in contemporary neo-liberal capitalist societies (Goodley, 2016). Generally, hallmarks of the degree of societal distributive justice include social welfare provisions and social policies (Bonnycastle, 2011). Within this, the social welfare system has sought to amend labour market disadvantage, occupational exclusion, and inclination toward poverty, through social transfers for disabled adults (Oliver & Barnes, 2012). Yet, seminal social class scales presented already are clear: unemployment relegates one to subordinate social class status (Goldthorpe, 1997; Pevalin & Rose, 2002; Rose & Harrison, 2007, 2010; Rose & Pevalin, 2003), and as such, financial disadvantage is only the tip of the iceberg of marginality for disabled people (Author’s Own 2019a, 2019c). Denial of social and cultural capital, symbolic recognition, and occupational prestige is all entailed in the labour market disadvantage of disabled people, and given the cumulative effect of acquiring capital, disabled people may be gravely underprivileged (Bourdieu, 1977). The implication is, that social welfare orientated economic reparation has not been, and never will be, a panacea. In looking to pursue a fairer system of social stratification, social workers should be mindful of the extent to which labour market exclusion, may further undermine and augment, reduced capacity to acquire social prestige and associated opportunities. 

Relation to Identity 

The second aspect of social justice that must be considered here, is identity. Whilst Bourdieu goes beyond capital to address identity in his theorisation, such as with the notion of habitus, an exclusive focus on capital will be maintained here. From a Bourdieusian reading of social class, identity is partly a non-materialist amalgam of various symbolic recognitions of one’s social and cultural capital. Moreover, one’s identity and social location can potentiate capacity to acquire material wealth (Bourdieu, 1977; Wacquant, 2006).  As Bonnycastle (2011, p278) elaborates, many social movements associated with identity, such as the women’s rights movement, sought to recognise “nonmaterialist injustices.” Terms such as “politics of recognition” (Fraser, 1995, p. 69) were taken up and politized by key theorists who believed that the voices and experiences of marginalised groups were unheard, misrecognised and misrepresented. In this context, some social stratification scales examined already, such as Savage et al.’s (2013) analysis of the Great British Class Survey, are troubling in their treatment of class. Therein, access to social class prestige is evidently a matter of many dispositions, not only enabled by sought-after occupational positions, but by the character of one’s social acquaintances, tastes, leisure pursuits and neighbourhood location (Savage et al., 2013). Social workers concerned with social exclusion and dismantling oppressive social hierarchies, must therefore be willing to mount defences that can address the deeply ingrained nature of social class inequality. From a Bourdieusian lens, this means adopting multi-part strategies that confront social partitioning across economic, cultural, social and even symbolic lines (Bourdieu, 1977). Without symbolic recognition, for example, of the value of marginalised identities and their contributions, social equality cannot be substantially undermined.  

Relation to Human Rights

So far, two of five dimensions of social justice have been considered with respect to the complex and multidimensional nature of social class. For Bonnycastle (2011, p.272), “it is nearly impossible to understand the concept of social justice within the social work profession unless one analyzes where one stands in relation to these interconnected and mutually supportive categories.” As such, it is timely now to move toward the concept of human rights. Albeit ostensibly virtuous and simplistic, human rights are far from flawless and uncontested (Nussbaum, 2003), and yet they provide a valuable typology and powerful articulation of equality standards for emancipatory social work. Bonnycastle (2011) proposes that the United Nations’ Universal Declaration of Human Rights offers a particularly forthright and respectable statement of human rights (United Nations General Assembly 1948). Article 1 therein, is also assertive about the inherent value of human beings, and proffers that “all human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights. They are endowed with reason and conscience and should act towards one another in a spirit of brotherhood.” Within this, the term ‘brotherhood’ is perhaps particularly germane, as a provocateur of thought, not only due to its contextual anthropocentric and gender conations, but because of its non-hierarchal nature. Brothers, unlike father and daughter, or mother and son, are latterly equal in authority, and it would seem that this is the kind of equality and relational justice, pursued by the convention. In this context, it is arguably poignant that social class by its very nature embodies the opposite: a social stratified society that, from a Bourdieusian lens, creates and sustains social inequality in complex ways (Bourdieu, 1977). The implication is, that social workers need to be wary about the true complexity of operationalising and employing human rights discourse in the context of a socially unequal society. Familiarity with social class scales introduced earlier, perhaps offers one way for social workers to begin to understand the scale of disadvantage, that the socially disenfranchised encounter. 

Relation to Social Welfare

The second last interconnected and mutually sustaining domain of social justice within this analysis of social class, is concerned with social welfare. Alluded to already is the exclusionary effect of social welfare dependency with respect to occupational prestige, and economic, social and cultural capital. Bonnycastle (2011) adds to this, concern for societal discourses of a wicked and immoral underclass that must be re-socialised and civilised to abandon deviant habits like family breakdown and substance misuse (Dwyer, 2010). The message for social workers, in this context, is to take stock of the additional mediating force of discourse and social stigma, as a supplementary consideration, for social stratification scales already presented. 

Relation to Political Ideology

Among considerations thus far have been varied guises of social justice, and yet, the domain of politics remains relatively untouched. The fifth and final mutually supportive category is timely and requisite in its consideration here, of political ideology. The argument is, that social workers must be cautious of depoliticising everyday expressions of social class (as detailed in social stratification scales already presented) that nonetheless hail from deep and embedded political and structural sources of oppression. Whilst seemingly obvious and established in social work discourse, operationalising this proposition in practice is far from simple, linear or formulaic. Bonnycastle (2011) warns that social justice phraseology is now being employed across the spectrum of political persuasions and this undermines the interests of groups that social workers advocate for. Neo-conservatists, similar to neo-liberalists generally believe that free market capitalism is best for the just organisation of societies and economies. Social acceptance and social equality viewpoints of Left and NewLeft political ideology have also been troubling to neo-conservatists (Vaisse, 2010). Without making a claim toward the validity of a particular standpoint, it is certainly of concern that appeals to social justice are visible across the myriad of political actors within this (Bonnycastle, 2011). Social workers, in this context, must avoid depoliticising social class. 

Conclusion 

Social justice has been a longstanding mandate and ethical imperative of the social work profession, despite its varied iterations, social interpretations and continued contested nature (Bonnycastle, 2011; IFSW, 2014). Meanwhile, social class divides society across arbitrary lines of deep consequence for the aspirations, life opportunities and welfare of the socially disenfranchised. In this paper, a bid toward a less rhetorical and imprecise engagement with concepts of social justice and social class has been pursued through uptake of specific and seminal social stratification scales, Bourdieusian social theory (Bourdieu, 1977), and a model of social justice that applies set parameters (Bonnycastle, 2011). In looking to future, it is hoped that social workers will continue to forge new trajectories toward social equality, and therein, pursue a more rigorous and precise engagement with social class. 
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