
Similarly troubling is the insufficient attention paid by
Maloy to the fact that the North American colonies, as
English joint-stock companies, were governed under
English corporate law and that, accordingly, most of the
voting privileges they enjoyed were typical (see William
Blackstone, Commentaries [1765], volume 1, chapter 18)
of such entities. If they were unusual—a matter, if true, of
critical importance—the author would have needed to
show this by comparing English corporate and municipal
practices in the colonies to those in England. That these
various bodies were corporations meant that they were
not sovereign and that the rules they made were legal
by-laws subject to absolute royal oversight (eventually Par-
liamentary, too, but this was and would be a matter of
considerable disagreement). That the English colonies were
all over 3,000 miles away from their sovereign govern-
ment and that England was in the seventeenth century
often, well, busy was of great practical but not theoretical
importance. Accordingly, Maloy needed to have added
both geographical distance and historical circumstances
to that of English corporate and municipal law and
reformed church ecclesiology in reconstructing the ori-
gins of what would become American democratic practices.

Maloy’s discussion of the ecclesiastical structures of New
England’s congregational religious institutions is essential
and a courageous move for a contemporary political theo-
rist, but his total inattention to the reformed theological
grounds on which they rested—indeed preferring to explain
these structures by recurrence to pagan humanists—
renders this discussion unsatisfying. It is errant, for exam-
ple, to ignore the importance of the Christian concept of
original sin in the formation of Calvinist views of church
governance, yet he never mentions it, nor does he ever
mention the centrality of Christ to man’s imputed potential.

Indeed, given the centrality of Reform Protestant the-
ology and practice to the majority of the mid-seventeenth-
century authors explored by Maloy, one might want to
ask whether their powerful and anachronistic religious
views matter in how we understand their political and
moral goals, and if they do, as seems likely, why then
their political and ecclesiastical musings should be used,
unrevised, as blueprints in the reconstruction of contem-
porary American constitutional government. Similarly,
one might also want to place greater emphasis than has
Maloy on the fact that the popular elements he uncovers
in the mid-seventeenth century were consistently rejected
by 150 years of Anglo-American thinkers who, like the
authors themselves, endorsed the need for balanced gov-
ernment to prevent the exercise of arbitrary power, by
the one, the few, or the many. That is, until the 1780s, if
not later, democracy was a political pathology that almost
all Anglo-American thinkers and political actors sought
to repudiate.

This book has very real strengths and, almost as signif-
icant, weaknesses. Both, one might argue, are reflections

of the author’s commitment to political theory. As a polit-
ical theorist, Maloy reads deeply and carefully from long-
forgotten but important mid-seventeenth-century texts as
he creatively draws out their latent, and too often over-
looked, political theories. Similarly, though, his theorist’s
focus on political texts may have led him to give insuffi-
cient attention to comparative legal institutions in England
and Reformed Protestant theology that, had they, too,
been examined, would have importantly strengthened his
argument. Still more unsatisfying, though, are Maloy’s too
ready efforts to distill from mid-seventeenth-century
authors, in the main pious Reformed Protestants who
viewed democracy with abhorrence, lessons in democratic
theory and constitutional organization that might be
applied to contemporary American political life.

Leaving aside the hubris of his goals, his insufficient atten-
tion to historical circumstances and his seeming belief
that ideas can be easily drawn from one world and effort-
lessly applied to another far different one capture well the
difficulties of mining historical materials for theory-rich
purposes. This is not to claim that abstract political prin-
ciples cannot be extracted from historical accounts and
that theorists must limit themselves to offering historical
description and no more. Rather, this thoughtful work
would seem to confirm that such theoretical harvesting must
be done with apt attention to historical circumstances—
indeed, more so than is done here. Maloy’s careful histori-
cal reconstruction of neglected mid-seventeenth-century
political and ecclesiastical texts and his flawed but bold
efforts to use them to inform contemporary political theory,
thus, usefully draws our attention to the difficult relation-
ship between intellectual history and political theory.
This work should serve as an invitation for a useful discus-
sion of this complicated and tense relationship.

Political Solidarity. By Sally J. Scholz. University Park:
Pennsylvania State University Press, 2008. 296p. $55.00.
doi:10.1017/S1537592709990557

— Darren R. Walhof, Grand Valley State University

Solidarity remains a second- or perhaps third-tier concept
in political theory, despite the attention it received from
Richard Rorty and Jürgen Habermas in the last decades of
the twentieth century. Not only must it compete with
related concepts like friendship and fraternity, but when
solidarity does emerge, discussions about it frequently
become arguments about justice, as the question arises
immediately: Solidarity toward what end?

Philosopher Sally Scholz’s new book brings solidarity
front and center as a moral and political concept in its
own right. Concerned that scholars use solidarity in impre-
cise ways, thus diluting its meaning and causing confu-
sion, her aim is twofold: first, to set forth a classification
system of three levels and then three types of solidarity,
and second, to provide a theory of one of those types,
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political solidarity. Scholz defines solidarity at the most
general level as 1) a form of unity that 2) mediates between
the individual and community and 3) entails moral obli-
gations. She then identifies three types of solidarity at the
second level of her system: social, civic, and political sol-
idarities. Attachments like sympathy and camaraderie com-
prise the third level in her system. She classifies these bonds
as “parasitical solidarity” since they do not entail moral
obligations and, thus, are not really forms of solidarity.

Scholz’s project of conceptual clarification is primarily
aimed at the second level, distinguishing what she calls
the “three basic forms” from one another (p. 17). Social
solidarity has to do with group cohesiveness, whether that
group is a family, passengers on a bus, a club, a racial or
ethnic group, or spectators at a sporting event. Each of
these is marked by a degree of interdependence based on
shared interests, experiences, or consciousness, which then
translate into varying degrees of moral obligations to other
members of the group. Civic solidarity has to do with the
unity and moral obligations among citizens of a political
state—obligations, Scholz claims, that are generally ful-
filled through the state itself. Here, she comes the closest
to equating solidarity with justice, noting that while jus-
tice focuses on “the individual’s claim against the commu-
nity,” civic solidarity inverts this and focuses on the
communal obligation to the individual (p. 29). Though
she notes that social solidarity might be a basis for civic
solidarity, she also claims that civic solidarity does not
necessarily require social solidarity.

The third basic form, political solidarity, arises out of a
conscious commitment on the part of individuals to chal-
lenge a perceived injustice. This is the unity found in
social movements, and the bulk of the book is aimed at
theorizing this bond by describing the types of obligations
it entails, the forms it takes, and some of problems that it
raises. Scholz acknowledges that this unity is context depen-
dent, manifesting itself differently according to the injus-
tice targeted, the structures at issue, the extent of an
individual’s commitment, and other factors. Yet she con-
tends that a common form of unity marks these struggles,
connecting participants to one another and setting them
off from those opposed or indifferent to the movement.
The conscious commitment to fight injustice is funda-
mental to her conception, for this commitment not only
distinguishes political solidarity from the other types but
also gives rise to the moral obligations that mark it as a
true solidarity, rather than mere parasitic solidarity.

Political scientists and theorists will benefit from Scholz’s
careful conceptual distinctions and her clear definitions.
Although the “levels” framework seems unnecessary, espe-
cially since the third level turns out not to be solidarity
proper, clarifying the differences among social, civic, and
political solidarities is an especially useful contribution.
Scholz demonstrates this in her discussion of the relation-
ship between the oppressed group and those who are not

oppressed but who fight alongside them against injustice.
She argues that accounts of this relationship tend to con-
flate social and political solidarity and are, thus, unable to
offer a proper analysis of the role of those who are not
themselves victims. Distinguishing different forms of unity
addresses this failing by identifying a ground for collective
action—political solidarity’s commitment to fight a par-
ticular injustice—one that is not necessarily rooted in
shared experience or identity. It is not always clear in this
analysis whether Scholz is making an argument about the
conceptual tools for analyzing movements or offering advice
to movements themselves. In arguing against identity as
the basis for movement membership, for example, she
claims that an identity approach “limits the membership
of the social movement” and also “risks contradicting sol-
idarity” since individual freedom is lost (p. 130). She later
adds that such identities are often the product of oppres-
sion, which may itself “make solidarity an impossibility”
(p. 132). This is certainly true, and it is good advice for
movement leaders, though it is not clear that either of
these is a problem for conceptualizing solidarity per se.

Nonetheless, Scholz’s conceptual categories could inform
current debates about recognition and redistribution. Bring-
ing her categories and this literature together would open
up further inquiry into the relationships among social, civic,
and political solidarity, even if they can be distinguished
conceptually. For example, a claim for recognition could
fruitfully be framed as a movement of political solidarity
based on an unjust denial of social solidarity—that is, as a
demand to be included as part of a collective “we,” rather
than remain a marginalized other. Or, a demand for redis-
tribution could be framed as a movement of political soli-
darity pressing a claim for civic solidarity—that is, for the
state to make good on its obligation to a particular group. A
theoretical engagement like this would also press the ques-
tion of why a conscious commitment must be the ground
for the obligations of political solidarity, as Scholz claims.
There is “no inherentduty to join inpolitical solidarity itself,”
she argues, but once one has made a conscious commit-
ment against a particular injustice, obligations follow
(p. 254). In this way, she largely refrains from addressing
the question of justice posed earlier, even though the answer
to this question may already lie within her own framework:
Perhaps social and civic solidarity themselves demand that
we make a conscious commitment to join in political soli-
darity with others.

Silence and Democracy: Athenian Politics in
Thucydides’ History. By John G. Zumbrunnen. University Park:
Pennsylvania State University Press, 2008. 208p. $45.00.
doi:10.1017/S1537592709991265

— Jeanne Morefield, Whitman College

This book makes the wonderfully suggestive attempt to
interpret the ringing “silence” of the Athenian demos in
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