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[bookmark: _Hlk501102827][bookmark: _GoBack]This essay will explain the link between oppression and identity formation and how this enables the reproduction of the social class divisions. The economic disparities between the wealthiest and the poorest within society in the UK will be presented to highlight how as a society, the UK is far more unequal than some other countries who show how a fairer society can be sustained through the redistribution of wealth and income in an organized. The impact that oppressive institutes within an individual’s exo-system have upon the daily interactions undertaken will be highlighted; by looking at how cultural norms are perpetuated, reinforcing the division between different class cultures. The issue of recognition as part of individual and group identities will be discussed and the formation of reactionary sub-cultures in society will be critically discussed, to theorise group identity. A contemporary definition of class will highlight how class is made from different forms of capital, those which can be advantageous to individuals who are born into wealthier families. The politics of redistribution of power and resources and the importance of considering different approaches to equality will be critically discussed.
An individual’s sense of identity is created through interactions with others beginning at an early age when the bond with significant others, from who we learn, is formed to develop all aspects of human cognitive and social behaviours (McLeod, 2007; Taylor, 1994, p.33). This socio-cultural approach to development recognises that it is the context in which individuals learn and develop that determines the type of personality formed, supporting the view that identities are not simply developed alone within the individual but relies heavily upon relationships. It is whether those identities, when presented to others are accepted or not- the process of recognition, which enables a social identity to be developed (Cote and Levine, 2002). 
Cote and Levine (2002) describe the process of identity formation as involving various forms of interactions, between individuals’ personal interactions and between individuals’ and the social structure. It is through institutions such as schools and governments that social norms and values are presented, influencing day to day interactions. The results of those interactions are ‘internalized’ (Cote and Levine, 2002, p.132), forming ‘individual constructions of reality’ (ibid.), therefore influencing the content of subsequent interactions. So, it can be seen here how social constructions of reality are reproduced in society and that social structures are a big influence in this reproduction (Cote and Levine, 2002; Berger and Luckman, 1967). 
It is theorized that naturally humans seek to reach a consensus which is clear to see in situations where community meetings are held to solve recurring problems, for example. This theory is described by Berger and Luckman, (1966 cited in Cote and Levine, 2002, p.133) as ‘objectivation’ whereby the goal of the interaction between two individuals is to reach a common, unifying analysis of the situation, thus affirming one’s own truth or reality. This theory shows then, why individuals are drawn to others who have similar views and beliefs as their own, thus forming ‘collective identification’ (Jenkins, 2014, p.106) and it is this which can form the basis of ‘bonding’ (Haralambos and Holborn, 2013, p.961) form of social capital. Haralambos (2013, p.6) describes the link between group identity and sub-culture as follows: ‘just as each group develops a distinctive identity, it also tends to develop a distinctive lifestyle and subculture’. 
Recognition never used to be a problem because it was embedded in the socially constructed idea that we were members of different social categories, such as gender, ethnic groups and social class; so it was assumed that our individual identities were the same as those socially constructed group identities, so much so that no debate existed around this point (Haralambos and Holborn, 2013, p.6; Taylor, 1994). It is only recently that the discourse surrounding identity formation has begun to focus on the individual themselves and it is noted that recognition of individuals’ identities is harder to achieve because some, do not have the advantage of being affiliated with the historical background of the shared norms and values which prove advantageous to other social identities (Taylor, 1994). Lawler (2014, p.160) introduces the concept of recognition politics here: 
‘There is a potentially endless number of ways in which people are different from one another, but only some differences are marked along axes that matter; only some differences ‘count’ socially’. 

Whilst the heights of human beings differ, there is no unfair discrimination of short people against tall people or vice versa (Lawler, 2014). So, what is it that creates certain social divisions? Lawler (2014, p.160) explains that social categories do not exist as ‘natural entities’ but that it is the unequal power relations at play within social groups, based upon the differences identified between them, there is in fact no such tangible thing as a group (Haralambos and Holborn, 2013, p.6; Jenkins, 2014, p.9; Thompson, 2012). It is this process that creates social divisions because one group holds more power than the other (Thompson, 2012, p.16). So, class exists because of the unequal power relationship between those who have the power and what Arnstein (1969, p.216) describes as the ‘have-nots’ (Lawler, 2014).
So, what is ‘collective identification’ (Jenkins, 2014, p.104)? According to Jenkins, (2014, p.108), the concept involves ‘group identification’ whereby an individual identifies as part of a group as well as ‘categorization’ (ibid.), whereby the individual is put into a box by others, meaning other people decide that they are in a certain category. It is this type of ‘categorization’ (ibid.) that is perpetuated by the mainstream media and which others those individuals, often by pushing them to the margins of society (Friere, 2000; Jenkins, 2014; Thompson, 2012). By labelling individuals in this way, sub-cultures can be formed where individuals share a common social identity thus it seems, forming a new group identity (Jenkins, 2014; Haralambos, 2013). This point is supported by Friere (2000, p.63) who explains how the opinion of the oppressor can manifest within the oppressed individual: ‘Self-depreciation is another characteristic of the oppressed, which derives from their internalization of the opinion of the oppressors hold of them’. 
The existence of sub-cultures has been linked historically with class; it is suggested that those with limited means such as material and economic wealth will make the most out of what they have and from this, stems a certain working-class culture, within which there may be many types of other sub-cultures, with unique styles of bridging and bonding (Haralambos and Holborn, 2013, p.859). One example of this can be seen by looking at the graffiti artist Banksy, whose politically motivated art work is representative of a deviant form of culture and has been so successful, that it has been commodified (Encheva, 2013). So, it can be seen here how sub-cultures are formed as a response to material and economic inequalities in innovative ways but mainly that it is derivative of categorization by the powers which oppress. It is therefore not the sub-culture itself which reproduces the social class divisions but the conditions in which it exists (Haralambos and Holborn, 2013; Friere, 2000).
Bourdieu (1977 cited in Alexander, et al, 2012, p.436) explains how one form of cultural capital is no more valuable than another yet it can be seen in educational institutes that more value is attached to the cultural capital shared by those who belong to the perceived upper class and who make the rules. This capital is reproduced through generations in what Bourdieu (1977 cited in Alexander, et al, 2012, p.436) named ‘habitus’, the rules of the game necessary for success’ (Alexander, et al, 2012, p.436). For example, middle-class children arrive at school with cultural capital such as speaking in the desired way which would be advantageous within the academic setting and giving them a head-start early in life.
The division between social classes as well as an individual’s place in the social class system was seen to be the most significant structural feature of modern society (Alexander, et al, 2012) and this was described in Marx’s (2002, p.218) ‘The Manifesto of the Communist Party’, written in 1848. Marx (2002, p.220) described the relationship between the ‘proletariat’ and the ‘bourgeoisie’ as follows (ibid.).
Society as a whole is more and more splitting up into two great hostile camps, into two great classes directly facing each other: Bourgeoise and Proletariat.

Those who were bourgeoisie were the owners of the means of production during that time and were responsible for employing ‘wage-labourers’ (ibid. p.222) who were defined as proletariat in the manifesto. Marx (2002) explains that through not owning any means of production, the proletariat were forced to sell their human labour to the bourgeoisie to survive, thus suffering exploitation. It is clear that this social division was a result of unequal power and resources. Contemporary studies on British class categorise the nation into seven categories which are ‘Elite; Established middle class; Technical middle class; New affluent workers; Traditional working class; Emergent service workers; Precariat.’ (BBC(1), 2013, para.6). The survey carried out, was designed to investigate how economic, social and cultural capital overlap to form a more contemporary definition of class (BBC(2),2013).
 As this essay is concerned with how inequalities are reproduced through social structures, it is important to highlight what aspects of an individual’s exo-system impacts upon the formation of their identity and the recognition of that identity (Bronfenbrenner, 1994; Thompson, 2012, p.18). Whilst it is true that the process of recognition involves personal relationships within an individual’s micro-system, it is the public issue of structural inequality between groups which form oppression on a large scale, that which also stems from day to day acts of discrimination (Bronfenbrenner, 1994; Friere, 2000; Thompson, 2012). It is how individual and group identities are recognised, or misrecognised by the wider society that can often present problems which reinforces the idea that identity is formed not within the individual but within interactions with others (Goffman, 1969 cited in Jenkins, 2014, p.95; Taylor, 1994, p.37).
One example of how such forms of discrimination and oppression can take place is in a situation where an individual is being interviewed but they do not use language which is considered by the interviewer to be correct or of a high standard. In this situation, it is the interviewer who is the oppressor because the values and beliefs they have acquired on a structural level have influenced how they have judged the interviewee and therefore discriminated against them (Bourdieu, 1977 cited in Alexander, et al, 2012). The interviewer is likely to have perceived the interviewee as lacking the necessary cultural capital to fulfil the role, yet it is not specified in the job description that the interviewee must possess specific cultural capital in to apply. As this excludes all those who will not share the same cultural capital as those who make the rules, it means that those who are members of those social categories are being systematically oppressed (Bourdieu, 1977 cited in Alexander, et al, 2012; Wright Mills, 2000, p.77).
It is this type of covert oppression that is still faced by many and which represents the argument that we have not yet achieved true equality a society where everybody is presented with equal opportunity to gain access to the necessary resources to survive (Equal Rights Trust, 2011; Friere, 2000). Some argue that with the introduction of the Equality Act (2010), that the issue of inequality has been addressed as it claims to prevent the discrimination of those individuals with certain protected characteristics. However, it seems that the policy makers have taken an approach that includes the concept of ‘equal opportunity’ (Equal Rights Trust 2007, p.3) but also that of ‘formal equality’ (Equal Rights Trust, 2007, p.2) meaning that those with privilege are still given a head start in the race towards success (Bourdieu, 1977 cited in Alexander, et al, 2012, p.436). A meritocratic society is meant to provide the environment where those who try and succeed are rewarded for the effort that has been put in but if some individuals are born into a micro-system from which they are not equipped with advantageous cultural capital then how is this fair and how can this be truly equal? (ibid.; Hochschild, 1995 cited in Alexander et al, 2012).
It seems that to effectively redress this paradox, an approach to the concept of equality, which is underpinned by ‘equality of outcomes’ (Equal Rights Trust, 2007, p.4) should be used to carry out the intentions of the Equality Act (2010). This approach focusses more on the concept of redistribution (Levitas, 2005) by taking ‘positive action’ (Equal Rights Trust, 2007, p.4). It has been suggested that ‘positive discrimination’ (ibid.) should be employed whereby individuals who belong to one of the equality groups, possessing a protected characteristic, should be chosen for a role over an individual who does not belong to an equality group (ibid.).
Wilkinson (2011) explains how the UK is an economically unequal society by firstly highlighting through comparison, that a country’s gross national income does not impact greatly upon its average life expectancy. Wilkinson (2011) then goes on to show that a large economic disparity exists within the UK, with the life expectancy of the wealthy being higher than that of those with less money. Countries such as Finland, Norway and Sweden are fairer because the highest earning twenty percent of the country earn only approximately three times more than the lowest earning twenty percent (ibid.). Comparatively, in the UK, this same difference is shown to be just over seven times more; meaning the level of disparity between rich and poor in the UK is twice as much as that of Finland, Norway or Sweden (ibid.).
It is clear to see from these findings that Finland is a more equal society, and this is supported by the fact that any existing disparities between the rich and poor in this country are being addressed through the piloting of a ‘Universal Basic Income (UBI)’ scheme (Chakrabortty, 2017, para 2; Basic Income UK, no date). There is currently an unjustified attitude toward citizens of the UK who are unemployed and claiming benefits which deems these individuals as lazy and unproductive and this moral underclass discourse (Levitas, 2005) is reproduced through the media. One article in the Daily Mail clearly seeks to label benefit claimants as ‘drug addict’ (Newton, 2015, para.11) and ‘alcoholic’ (ibid.) by highlighting the locations where the number of individuals who suffer from drug abuse or alcoholism and also claim benefits, are highest. This reductionist approach serves to perpetuate social class divisions and marginalizes those who are already socially excluded in the sense that they are ‘pushed to the margins of society (Thompson, 2012, p.9; Thompson, 2012, p.15). 
One of the two thousand participants of the ‘UBI’ (Chakrabortty, 2017, para 2) scheme, all of whom are unemployed, reports that it is not the amount of money received which makes a positive difference to his life but the freedom to pursue his own interests without the concerns that money can bring. The fact that Finland do not experience the stigmatic effects that benefit claimants in the UK, as described previously do, creates the platform upon which this scheme can prosper, for example it is the belief in Finland that everybody wants to work (Chakrabortty, 2017; Newton, 2015). One of the benefits of the scheme is described as such (Basic Income UK, no date):
A basic income is also a means for sharing out the wealth produced by a society to all people thereby reducing the growing inequalities across the world.

Whilst some believe the advancement of technology hinders democracy (Huxley, 2004), others believe that democracy is a feature of a decentralized government and technology is working towards furthering this goal- going back to being with large numbers of people but also being an organised society (Ted Talks, 2014). In the past, we have existed in centralised societies which existed to bring social order to solve the problems which had arisen from a disorganised society where crime and violence were rife. It is suggested that the reason for this sort of behaviour was because there were not enough resources to be shared among the growing population- a growth which had started because of the invention of agriculture (Ted Talks, 2014). Huxley (2004) explains his view of how advancements in technology have led to the centralization of both economic and political power- in contrast to the opinion of Johann Gevers who explains in a Ted Talk how he believes that we now live in a more decentralized society- a point supported by the World Bank (The World Bank Group, 2013; Ted Talks, 2014). Furthermore, the rise of media technology means that now, individuals have a better opportunity to engage in the decision-making process of what the collective definition of social construction is, taking back the power from the oppressors, who usually dictate norms and behaviours (Cote and Levine, 2002, p.133).
This essay has explored how inequalities are reproduced within the class system. It is based around a structured system of oppression that which is perpetuated through the mainstream media (Friere, 2000). Notions of class differentiation have changed over the years from the modern era, where Marx (2002, p.220) describes the ‘hostile’ division between the ‘bourgeoisies’ and the ‘proletariat’ (ibid.). Nowadays, a more in depth look into social, economic and cultural capital of individuals show how these aspects co-exist to form contemporary class definitions (BBC(1), 2013; BBC(2), 2013). 

The formation of individual and group identities relies significantly on the complex interactions between individuals, which are heavily influenced by the values and beliefs of oppressive institutions, showing how these are reproduced on a daily basis (Cote and Levine, 2002; McLeod, 2007; Taylor, 1994) in order to reach a consensus on what the truth of the situation is (Cote and Levine, 2002; Berger and Luckman, 1967). It has been identified that class itself, as with other social categories, is a label that which only exists because of unequal levels of power between different categories of class. It was shown that those of  lower class with less economic or material wealth have less access to wealth and income, suffering disadvantage as a result (Jenkins, 2014; Lawler, 2014; Thompson, 2012). 
Those not born into privileged circumstances face inequality from an early age, at school where children from working-class backgrounds may not possess the same cultural capital as children from middle-class backgrounds, that which proves advantageous in academic settings. Whilst there are different types of cultural capital, it is decided by the oppressive powers which are more valuable, excluding those who do not possess these (Bourdieu, 1977 cited in Alexander, et al, 2012, p.436). Such cultural norms are reproduced through the media and reactionary sub-cultures are formed because those who do not fit the mould are marginalized (Friere, 2000; Thompson, 2012). it is clear to see that the widescale reproduction of cultural norms and the reproduction of material and economic inequalities are major influences (Haralambos and Holborn, 2013).
Economic disparities between the richest and the poorest in the UK and the current ‘UBI’ (Chakrabortty, 2017, para 2) scheme in Finland highlight the inequalities in the UK and how a difference in attitudes towards those with less wealth and income impact upon the effectiveness of wealth and income redistribution (Basic Income UK, no date; Levitas, 2005; Newton, 2015; Wilkinson, 2011). It has also been highlighted that an Equality of Outcomes approach to equality should be taken in the UK (Equal Rights Trust, 2007). Whilst some believe that the rise of technology is bad for democracy, it does provide equal opportunities (Huxley, 2004; Ted Talks, 2014). The fact that technology aids the decentralization of power is a step toward a fairer, more democratic and equal society which will reproduce equality rather than inequality (Cote and Levine, 2002; Ted Talks, 2014; The World Bank Group, 2013).
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