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Not everything in Hollis's analysis squares 
off. Some strands in his argument tentatively 
outlined in earlier parts of the text fail to 
make an appearance at the grand finale. And 
the book as a whole, its overarching metaphor 
notwithstanding, is less than the sum of its 
parts. Still, all those interested in the problem 
of rationality and the way it is tackled by 
economists and sociologists today will find 
this slender volume delightful reading, full of 
fresh insights and exquisitely British wit. 
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This book adheres to the project set out by 
Durand's teacher, the renowned historian 
Roland Mousnier, to investigate the noncon­
flictual aspects of social life. While most of 
Durand's previous work has been on the 
French ancien regime, Les solidaritts dans 
Ies societes humaines has a much broader 
geographical, temporal, and theoretical scope. 
Unfortunately, the book's Weberian ambi­
tions contrast sharply with the weakness 
of its theoretical approach and with the 
occasional thinness of its historical scholar­
ship. Durand shows a remarkable degree of 
insulation from recent social theory and 
historical sociology in France or elsewhere, 
and fails to address the aporias that arise 
within his own work, 

Durand's apparent goal is to produce a 
conceptually arranged list of historical in­
stances of solidaristic human relations. 
Through the sheer accretion of examples of 
solidarity (ranging from "friendship" through 
quality circles in U, S. factories) Durand urges 
the reader to reject "social manicheanism," 
theories which would reduce social relations 
to (usually binary) conflict. The first objec­
tion which will be raised by any infonned 
reader is that contemporary theories are 
hardly so narrowly manicheano Moreover, 
this is certainly an erroneous representation of 
Marxist theory, Durand's primary target. 
After all, Western Marxism has focused on 
consent, hegemony, legitimacy, and the like, 
even to the point of neglecting conflict and 
coercion-as such critics as Perry Anderson 

have repeatedly pointed out. Durand similarly 
distorts the treatment of noncoercive social 
relations in other theories, and ignores even 
French authors such as Foucault and Durk­
heim (whose name is mentioned just once­
and misspelled-in a footnote). 

This would be less damaging if Durand 
were able to construct a compelling alterna­
tive account. His framework is based on a 
sequence of four ideal typical fonns of human 
"solidarity" that are defined in only the most 
general tenns: egalitarian and hierarchical 
solidarities, fidelities (Ies jidelites) , and 
loyalties (Ie Ioyalisme). But he makes little 
comparison across fonns, aside from the 
suggestion that fidelities and loyalties are 
more prevalent in traditional estate societies 
(societes d'ordres) than in more modem 
ones - a point which has been made in 
Durand's and Mousnier's earlier writings. 
Nor does Durand discuss the dynamics of 
transition from one fonn to another. Finally, 
although he multiplies subtypes of solidarity 
wi thin each category, the antinomy conflict­
solidarity is clearly too crude to exhaust the 
full spectrum of social relations: interpene­
trated modes (e,g., consent backed by 
coercion, and vice versa) or other principles 
such as the "dull compulsion" of material 
conditions are not considered, 

In the first chapter, Durand contests the 
indiscriminate application of the concept 
"social class" across historical periods, This 
is unobjectionable, even if it fails to counter 
recent reassertions of the usefulness of 
"class" in noncapitalist contexts (e,g., "New 
Class" theory, Geoffrey de Ste, Croix's 
discussions of class in ancient Greece, and the 
work of Wright and Roemer). Yet this interest 
in limiting the use of "class" seems to assume 
that class implies conflict, whereas recent 
class theory has consistently problematized 
the relations among class, class fonnation, 
and class consciousness, In the final section 
of this chapter, concerning the development 
of individuality and citizen-state relations, 
Durand proclaims his political faith in "right, 
liberty, and property" as an "indissoluble 
trinity" (Hayek), but fails to address the 
potential contradictions between liberty and 
his other valued good, solidarity. 

Chapter 2 discusses a variety of fonns of 
"egalitarian solidarity," Here Durand laments 
the passing of truly "solidary societies," 
which were "so different from the mass 




