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Citizenship and Social Class*

T.H. MARSHALL

/| THE DEVELOPMENT OF CITIZENSHIP TO THE END OF
|| THE NINETEENTH CENTURY

I shall be running true to type asa sociologist if I begin by saying that I pro-
pose to divide citizenship into three parts. But the analysis is, in this case,
dictated by history even more clearly than by logic. I shall call these three
parts, or elements, civil, political and social. The civil element is composed of
the rights necessary for individual freedom—Iliberty of the person, freedom
of speech, thought and faith, the right to own property and to conclude valid
contracts, and the right to justice. The last is of a different order from the
others, because 1t is the right to defend and assert all one’s rights on terms of
equality with others and by due process of law. This shows us that the institu-
tions most divectly associated with civil rights are the courts of justice. By the
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political element I mean the right to participate
in. the exercise of political power, as 2 member
of a body invested with political authority or as
an elector of the members of such a bedy. The
corresponding institutions are parliament and
councils of local government. By the social ele-
ment [ mean the whole range from the right to
amodicum of economic welfare and security to
the right to share to the full in the social heritage
and to live the life of a civilised being according
to the standards prevailing in the society, The
Institutions most closely connected wich it are
the educational system and the social services.
In early times these three strands were wound
into a single thread. The rights were blended
because the institutions were amalgamated, As
Maitland said: ‘“The further back we trace our
hiscory the more impossible it is for us ro draw
strict lines of demarcation between the various
functions of the State: the same institution is
a legislative assembly, a governmental council
and a court of law. . . . Everywhere, as we pass
from the ancient to the modern, we see what
the fashionable philosophy calls differentia-
tion,” Maitland is speaking here of the fusion of
political and civil institutions and rights. But a
man’s social rights, too, were part of the same
amalgam, and derived from the status which
also determined the kind of Justice he could
get and where he could get it, and the way in
which he could take part in the administration
of the affairs of the cornmunity of which he was
4 member. But this status was not one of citi-
zenship in our modern sense. In feudal saciety
status was the hallmark of class and the measure
of inequality. There was no uniform collection
of rights and ducies with which all men—noble
and common, free and serf—were endowed by

virtue of their membership of the society. There
was, 1n. this setise, no principle of the equal-
ity of citizens to set against the principie of the
inequality of classes. In the medieval towns, on
the other hand, examples of genuine and equal
citizenship can be found. But its specific rights
and duties were strictly local, whereas the citi-
zenship whose history I wish to trace is, by def-
inition, national.

* k%

;” THE EARLY IMPACT OF
Il CITIZENSHIP ON SOCIAL CLASS

* % % My aim has been to trace in outline the
development of citizenship in England to the
end of the nineteenth century. For this purpose
I have divided citizenship into three elements,
civil, political and social. I have tried to show
that civil rights came first, and were established
n something like their modern form before the
fizst Reform Act was passed in 1832, Political
rights came next, and their extension was one
of the main features of the nmineteenth century,
although the principle of universal political cit-
izenship was not recognised until 1918, Social
rights, on the other hand, sank to vanishing
point in the eighseenth and early nineteenth
centuries, Their revival began with the devel-
opment of public elementary education, but it
was not until the twentieth century that they
attamed to equal partnership with the other
two elements in citizenship.
* x

Citizenship is a status bestowed on those
who are full members of a community. All
who possess the status are equal with respect
to the rights and duties with which the status
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is endowed. There is no universal principle
¢hat determines what those rights and duties
shall be, but societies in which citizenship 1
a developing institution create an image of an
ideal citizenship against which achievement can
be measured and towards which aspiration can
be directed. The urge forward along the path
thus plotted is an urge towards a fuller measure
of equality, an enrichment of the stuff of which
the status is made and an increase in the num-
ber of those on whom the status is bestowed.
Social class, on the other hand, is a system of
inequality. And it teo, like citizenship, can be
based on a set of 1deals, beliefs and values. It is
therefore reasonable to expect that the impact of
citizenship on social class should take the form
of a conflict between opposing principles. If 1
am right in my contention that citizenship has
been a developing institution in England at least
since the latter part of the seventeenth century,
then it is clear that its growth coincides with
the rise of capitalism, which is a system, not of
equality, but of inequality. Here is something
¢hat needs explaining. How is it that these two
opposing principles could grow and fiourish
side by side in the same soil? What made it pos-
sible for them to be reconciled with one another
and to become, for a time at least, allies instead
of antagonists? The question 1s a pertinent one,
forit is clear that, in the twentieth century, citi-
zenship and the capitalist class system have been
at war.
* Kk

* % * Citizenship, even in its early forms, was
a principle of equality, and that during this
period it was a developing insticution. Start-
ing at the point where all men were free and,
in theory, capable of enjoying rights, it grew by

enriching the body of rights which they were
capable of enjoying. But these rights did not
conflict with the inequalities of capiralist soci~
ety; they were, on the contrary, necessary to the
maintenance of that particular form of inequal-
ity. The explanation lies in the fact that the core
of citizenship at this stage was composed of civil
rights. And civil rights were indispensable two
a competitive market economy. They gave to
each man, as part of his individual status, the
power to engage as an independent unit in the
economic struggle and made it possible to deny
to him social protection on the ground that he
was equipped with the means to protect him-
self. Maine's famous dictuin that ‘the movement
of the progressive societies has hitherto been a
movement from Status to Contract’ expresses
a profound truth which has been elaborated,
with varying terminology, by many saciolo-
gists, but it requires qualification. For both sta-
tus and contract are present in all but the most
primitive societies. Maine himself admitted this
when, later in the same book, he wrote that the

“earliest feudal communities, as contrasted with

their archaic predecessors, were ‘neither bound
together by mere sentiment nor recruited by a
fiction. The tie which united them was Con-
tract.” But the contractual element in feudalism
coexisted with a class system based on status
and, as contract hardened into custom, it helped
to perpetuate class status. Custom retained
the form of mutual undertakings, but not the
reality of a free agreement. Modern contract
did not grow out of fendal contract; it marks
a new development to whose progress feudal-
ism was an obstacle that had to be swept aside.
For modern contract is essentially an agreement
between men who are free and equal in status,
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though not necessarily in power. Status was not
eliminated from the social system. Differential
status, associated with class, function and fam-
ily, was replaced by the single uniformmn status of
citizenship, which provided the foundation of
equality on which the structure of inequality
could be built,

* % % This status was clearly an aid, and not
a menace, to capitalism and the free-market
economy, because it was dominated by civil
rights, which confer the legal capacity to strive
for the things one would like to possess but do
not guarantee the possession of any of them. A
property right is not a right to possess property,
but a right to acquire it, if you can, and to pro-
tect it, if you can get it. But, if vou use these
arguments to explain to a pauper that his prop-
erty rights are the same as those of a million-
aire, he will probably accuse you of quibbling.
Similarly, the right to freedom of speech has lit-
tle real substance if, from lack of education, you
have nothing to say that is worth saying, and
no means of making vourself heard if you say
it. But these blatant inequalities are not due to
defects in civil rights, but to lack of social rights,
and social rights in the mid-nineteenth century
were in the doldrums. The Poor Law was an aid,
not a2 menace, to capitalism, because it relieved
industry of all social responsibility outside the
contract of employment, while sharpeming the
edge of competition in the labour market. Ele-
mentary schooling was also an aid, because it
increased the value of the worker without edu-
cating him above his station.

* k *

* * *Thusalthough citizenship, even by the
end of the nineteenth century, had done little to

reduce social inequality, it had helped to guide
progress into the path which led directly to the
egalitarian policies of the twentieth century.

It also had an integrating effect, or, at least,
was an important ingredient in a integrating
process. * * * Ciizenship requires * * * g
direct sense of community membership based
on loyalty to a civilisation which 15 a2 common
possesston. It is a loyalty of free men endowed
with rights and protected by a common law.
Its growth is stimulated both by the struggle to
win those rights and by their enjoyment when
won. We see this clearly in the eighteenth cen-
tury, which saw the birth, not only of modern
civil rights, but also of modern national con-
sciousness. The familiar instruments of mod-
ern democracy were fashioned by the upper
classes and then handed down, step by step, to
the lower: political journalism for the intel-
ligentsia was followed by newspapers for all
who could read, public meetings, propaganda
campaigns and associations for the furtherance
of public causes. Repressive measures and taxes
were quite unable to stop the flood. And with
it came a patriotic nationalism, expressing the
unity underlying these controversial outbursts.
* * *

This growing national consciousness, this
awakening public opinion, and these first stir-
rings of a sense of community membership
and common heritage did not have any mate-
rial effect on class structure and social inequal-
ity for the simple and obvious reason that, even

- at the end of the nineteenth century, the mass

of the working people did not wield effec-
tive political power. By that time the franchise
was fairly wide, but those who had recently
received the vote had not yet learned how to
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use it. The political rights of citizenship, unlike
the civil rights, were full of potential danger to
the capitalist system, although those who were
cautiously extending them down the social
scale probably did not realise quite how great
the danger was. They could hardly be expected
to foresee what vast changes could be brought
about by the peaceful use of political power,
without a violent and bloody revolution. The
planned society and the welfare state had not
yet risen over the horizon or come within the
view of the practical politician. The founda-
tions of the market economy and the contrac-
tual system seemed strong enough to stand
against any probable assault. In fact, there were
some grounds for expecting that the working
classes, as they became educated, would accept
the basic principles of the system and be con-
tent to rely for their protection and progress on
the civil rights of citizenship, which contained
no obvious menace to competitive capitalism.
Such a view was encouraged by the fact that one
of the main achievements of political power in
the later nineteenth century was the recogni-
tion of the right of collective bargaining. This
meant that social progress was being sought by
strengthening civil rights, not by creating social
rights; through the use of contract in the open
market, not through a minimum wage and
social security.

But this interpretation underrates the sig-
n:ficance of this extension of civil rights in the
economic sphere. For civil rights were in ori-
gin intensely individual, and that is why they
harmonised with the individualistic phase
of capitalism. By the device of incorporation
groups were enabled to act legally as individa-

als. This important development did not 2o
unchallenged, and limited lability was widely
denounced as an infringement of individual
responsibility. But the position of trade unions
was even more anomalous, because they did
not seek or obtain incorporation. They can,
therefore, exercise vital civil rights collectively
on behalf of their members without formal
collective responsibility, while the individual
responsibility of the workers in relation to con-
tract is largely unenforceable. These civil rights
became, for the workers, an instrament for rais-
ing their social and economic status, that is to
say, for establishing the claim that they, as citi-
zens, were entitled to certain social rights, But
the normal method of establishing social rights
is by the exercise of political power, for social
rights imply an absolute right to a certain stan-
dard of civilisation which is conditional only on
the discharge of the general duties of citizen-
ship. Their content does not depend on the eco-
normuic value of the individual claimant. There
1s therefore a significant difference between a
genuine collective bargain through which eco-
nomic forces in a free market seck to achieve
equilibrium and the use of collective civil rights
to assert basic claims to the elements of social
Justice. Thus the acceptance of collective bar-
gaining was not simply a natural extension of
civil rights; it represented the transfer of an
Lmportant process from the political to the civil
sphere of citizenship. But “transfer’ is, perhaps, 2
misleading term, for at the time when this hap-
pened the workers either did not possess, or had
not yet learned to use, the political right of the
franchise. Since then they have obtained and
made full use of that right. Trade unionism has,
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therefore, created a secondary systern of indus-
trial citizenship parallel with and supplemen-
tary to the system of political citizenship.

* kK

‘l SOCIAL RIGHTS IN THE
| TWENTIETH CENTURY

The period of which I have hitherto been
speaking was one during which the growth of
citizenship, substantial and impressive though it
was, had Httle direct effect on social inequal-
ity, Civil rights gave legal powers whose use
was drastically curtailed by class prejudice and
lack of economic opportunity. Political rights
gave potential power whose exercise demanded
experience, organisation and a change of ideas
as to the proper functions of government. All
these took time to develop. Social rights were at
a minimumn and were not woven into the fabric
of citizenship. The common purpose of statu-
tory and voluntary effort was to abate the nui-
sance of poverty without disturbing the pattern
of inequality of which poverty was the most
obviously unpleasant consequence.

A new period opened at the end of the
nineteenth century, conveniently marked by
Booth's survey of Life and Labour of the People
in London and the Royal Commission on the
Aged Poor. It saw the first big advance in social
rights, and this involved significant changes
in the egalitarian principles expressed in ciri-
zenship. But there were other forces at work as
well. A rise of money incomes unevenly distrib-
uted over the social classes altered the economic
distance which separated these classes from one
another, diminishing the gap between skilled
and unskilled labour and between skilled labour

and non-manual workers, while the steady
increase in small savings blurred the class dis-
tinction between the capitalist and the proper-
tyless proletarian. Secondly, a system of direct
taxation, ever more steeply graduated, com-
pressed the whole scale of disposable incomes.
Thirdly, mass production for the home market
and a growing interest on the part of industry
in the needs and tastes of the common people
enabled the less well-to~do to enjoy a mate-
rial civilisation which differed less markedly in
quality from that of the rich than it had ever
done before. All this profoundly altered the set-
ting in which thé progress of citizenship tock
place. Social integration spread {rom the sphere
of sentiment and patriotism into that of mate-
rial enjoyment. The components of a civilised
and cultured life, formerly the monepoly of the
few, were brought progressively within reach
of the many, who were encouraged thereby to
stretch out their hands towards those that still
eluded their grasp. The diminution of inequal-
ity sirengthened the demand for its abolition,
at least with regard to the essentials of social
welfare.

These aspirations have in part been met by
incorporating social rights in the status of citi-
zenship and thus creaung a universal right to
real income which is not propertionate to the
market value of the claimant. Class-abatement is
still the aim of social rights, but it has acquireda
new meaning. It is no longer merely an attempt
to abate the obvious nuisance of destitution in
the lowest ranks of society. It has assumed the
guise of action modifying the whole pattern of
social inequality. it is no longer content to raise
the floor-level in the basement of the social edi-

fice, leaving the superstructure as it was. it has
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begun to remodel the whole building, and it
might even end by converting a skyscraper inte
a bungalow. It is therefore Important to con-
sider whether any such ultimate aim is implici
in the nature of this deveiopmcnt, or whether,

as | put it at the outset, there are natural lim- -

its to the contemporary drive towards greater
social and economic equality. * * *
* ok %
I'said eartier that in the twentisth CEntury cit-
izenship and the capitalist class system have been
at war. Perhaps the phrase is rather too strong,

but it is quite clear that the former has imposeg
modifications on the latter, But we should not
be justified in assuming that although statys
15 a principle that conflicts with contract, the
stratified status system which is creeping into
citizenship is an alien element in the economic
world outside. Social nghts in their modern
form imply an invasion of contract by status, the
subordination of market price to social justice,
the replacement of the free bargain by the dec-
laration of rights, * * *

* k%



