
Jerusalem, Berlin, and Amsterdam. From these studies, de-
Shalit constructs three models of integration: sociological
pluralism, axiological pluralism, and psychological pluralism,
respectively the last realized asmutual assimilation based on
inclusion from curiosity. It is an evocative account of how
a city’s sociocultural particularities shape real-world in-
tegration. There is a great deal going on in this chapter,
and it serves less as an exercise in modeling and more as
a primer for how we should start thinking about and
studying local integration politics. Again, there are many
arguments and considerations. Central to this chapter is
a historical digression into the enthusiastic collaboration of
Amsterdammers during the Nazi occupation. How, de-
Shalit asks, can we reconcile Amsterdam’s current model
of integration with its participation in the deportation of
Jews to the death camps? The attempt to historicize a city’s
immigration and integration ethics is much appreciated.
However, even though it is not obvious that this immense
question needs an answer for de-Shalit to make his point,
he turns to an expansive historical reflection—the 400-
year history of Jewish immigration to Amsterdam, covered
in one subsection—and comes to some brief conclusions
regarding integration in Amsterdam today. The chapter
ends with an interesting policy consideration that aims to
match the political/cultural norms of the migrant’s city of
origin to potential receiving cities. That is, if one accepts
that cities have different cultures, then it follows that
migrants from one city could be steered toward a city with
a suitable culture of integration.
At every turn—I have only sketched a few of de-Shalit’s

arguments—one is left wishing that arguments were
developed as chapters and that passing remarks had been
more fully developed into chapter sections. That is not
a criticism per se; indeed, it is a sign of an important topic
being recast in a generative and critical way. But the major
problem is not the chapters that could be written, but the
chapter on civic communitarianism that should have
opened the book. De-Shalit uses the term “civicism” once
(p. 17); sometimes he speaks of a “sense of belonging” or
“an interest in the future of the city and its flourishing” (p.
99), but most often he simply speaks of a “sense of place.”
These ideas are rarely defined but rather evoked as self-
evident truths regarding how “we think” about city-
zenship: “We think of festivals, we think of small parks
at the corner of the street where parents bring their
children to the swings, we think of the local fruit and
vegetable market, we think of institutions of local de-
mocracy and deliberation, we think of the café” (p. 102).
In light of how fundamental this notion is to every
argument in the book, it would have been very useful to
start with a chapter explicating it alone.
This book reads like a prolegomenon to a subfield

that does not exist quite yet. The book’s central virtues
are in showing that there are real puzzles that emerge once
we reorient our perspective away from states and toward

cities and in demonstrating that thinking through those
puzzles is not a straightforward task and will require
argumentative and methodological creativity. There is an
enormous amount of work to be done. Cities and
Immigration does an admirable job of getting the ball
rolling.

From Oligarchy to Republicanism: The Great Task of
Reconstruction. By Forrest A. Nabors. Columbia: University of
Missouri Press, 2017. 420p. $45.00 cloth.
doi:10.1017/S1537592719004080

— David A. Bateman, Cornell University
dab465@cornell.edu

Forrest A. Nabors’s From Oligarchy to Republicanism
provides an interesting and engaging perspective on how
Republican politicians framed the meaning of the Amer-
ican Civil War. It makes a compelling case that scholars of
American political development should pay more atten-
tion to the oligarchical character of the antebellum South.

Nabors advances two core claims: first, that Repub-
licans saw the cause of the conflict as the rise of
a Southern oligarchy, and second, that their interpreta-
tion was essentially correct. Republicans’ purpose, he
argues, should accordingly not be reduced to a moral
crusade against slavery, nor to restricting the conquered
territories to white men, nor even to the claim that “free
labor” was economically superior. These themes, more
common in the literature, are instead treated as tangential
or properly subsumed under what Nabors argues was
Republicans’ paramount concern: the preservation of
a republican regime against the revolutionary efforts of
an enslaving oligarchy. “The rise of the oligarchy in the
South,” he writes, is “the independent variable that is
underrated or missed by many studies of the period” (p.
17), and the joining of two antithetical political regimes—
rather than economic systems—was the real cause of the
house divided (pp. 104, 150).

The introduction outlines the argument, as well as the
Aristotelian regime categories used by Nabors and, to
a lesser extent, by Republicans in crafting their respective
cases. Chapter 1 documents the core themes of the
Republican interpretation: the Southern states had become
oligarchical, and so the task of reconstruction would be not
just abolition but also regime change. Chapter 2 details
how Republicans understood the relationship between
oligarchy and slavery and the mechanisms by which the
latter inevitably produced the former. Chapter 3
presents the provocative case that Southern oligarchy
was a recent development, and chapters 4 and 5 narrate
Republicans’ account of its emergence and of the
organization of their party in response. Chapter 6
presents evidence about patterns of education, political
institutions, and inequality to substantiate the claim that
the South was oligarchical, and chapter 7 provides an
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interpretation of the antiblack violence of the Recon-
struction era and of postwar efforts to reinterpret the
conflict.

From Oligarchy to Republicanism is a valuable exercise in
historical excavation. Nabors recovers and effectively
synthesizes a complex interpretation of the sectional
conflict out of a wide diversity of congressional speeches.
His relentless emphasis on the political character of the
argument, rather than its moral, economic, or at times
frankly racist character, is especially valuable, as is his
encouragement to more closely examine changes in the
antebellum Southern regimes.

The book’s defense of this interpretation as an historical
matter—in particular, his insistence that the Southern
oligarchy was a revolutionary departure from the founders’
republicanism—is considerably less persuasive. Although
Nabors’s reliance on Republican speeches is an appropriate
methodological choice for reconstructing their argument,
readers are left with no sense of Republicans as practical
politicians engaged in a work of artful propaganda. The
Aristotelian regime categories are useful for understanding
how Republicans interpreted and framed the conflict;
Nabors at times draws on these to generate interesting
hypotheses worthy of closer empirical examination, such as
the claim that the intrinsic logic of oligarchy required the
slaveholding class to attempt to control national politics
(chap. 4). More generally, however, the effort to shoehorn
nineteenth-century political institutions and controversies
into the categories of antiquity results in confusion, with
assertions about the intrinsic logic of different regimes
standing in place of persuasive evidence (pp. 26, 105,
295).

Nabors does not shy away from provocative claims.
Some are tangential, such as his description of the early
Ku Klux Klan, whose aim apparently “did not seem to
have been to murder and terrorize the emancipated, but to
control and rule them along with everyone else” and whose
members, we are supposed to believe, were shocked to find
terrorizing acts going on (pp. 308–10); his claim that
prevailing Civil War scholarship is rooted in Marxist
frameworks, which he grossly mischaracterizes as treating
all forms of wealth as equivalent and thus as blind to the
material conditions differentiating a “rich Northern in-
dustrialist and a rich Southern planter” (p. 28); or his non
sequitur swipe at certain academic opponents of the Iraq
War (p. 305).

Other provocations are at the core of the text’s
argument, most centrally Nabors’s endorsement of Re-
publican claims that the founders were “abolitionists” (pp.
95, 113) and that the constitutional order they established
was intrinsically opposed to slavery. Why electorally
oriented politicians might opt against censuring the
founders or the Constitution—as William Lloyd Garrison
had done, to no little controversy—should be obvious.
Why we should accept their rhetoric as historical fact is

not. Indeed, it is difficult to escape the conclusion that one
reason Republicans emphasized oligarchy was precisely to
avoid criticizing the founders. If the evil were slavery, then
it was there at the founding. If the evil could be redefined
as a later political tendency (pp. 22–23, 102), then the
founders were off the hook. Damn Calhoun, redeem
Jefferson.
As a political tactic, this had its advantages, making the

founders available for Republicans’ own uses and giving
a racist white public a reason to care: it was now their own
liberties, after all, that were supposedly under threat.
Republican speeches repeatedly claim such an equivalence
between the enslavement of African Americans and, for
example, the reduced political standing of non-slave-
owning whites caused by the malapportionment of South-
ern legislatures (pp. 59, see also pp. xvii, 6, 29, 41, 42, 44,
47, 52, 82, 181, 269). Both, we are told, were “robbed. . .
of their birthright, their liberty” (p. 29). Such a chain of
equivalency, however false, was no doubt politically
sagacious in building an antislavery base among the white
public.
But as a historical or moral account, it is obviously

unsatisfying. Nabors leaves us with no doubt that
Republicans, as well as many of the founders, recognized
slavery as an evil in its own right, and he convincingly
demonstrates that many of them recognized political
oligarchy as endogenous to slavery. Writing about the
1850s, Nabors argues that those who “understood that
[oligarchy] was the political effect of domestic slavery,
could not easily compromise on slavery policy” (p. 76).
But he also shows that the founders had recognized this
connection just as clearly. Still, they had bargained and
prevaricated quite extensively on slavery.
Many Southern founders do indeed seem to have

regretted slavery, although generally not enough to divest
from it. The Constitution—despite its fugitive slave
clause, its three-fifths clause, its takings clause, its pro-
hibition on limiting the slave trade for a generation, and its
encouragement of bisectional coalitions that would ensure
the continued accommodation of slaveholders’ interests—
was not an exclusively proslavery document, even if the
main resource given antislavery was what was left out of
the text.
But an even-handed defense of the Republicans’

argument would have to engage much more deliber-
ately with the relevant historical literatures. It would
have to grapple with the reality that many of the
supposedly republican regimes of the founding era,
including the national one, maintained both slavery
and racist distinctions against free persons of color,
elaborating new ones from the very beginning of the
regime. Here is one example: although Nabors claims
that during debates over the Naturalization Act of 1795
“nobody expressed a need to preserve ‘whiteness’ as
some sort of national goal” (p. 314), he neglects to note
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that the 1790 Act had already established whiteness as
a necessary qualification.
Because of oligarchy’s endogeneity to slavery and

slavery’s intrinsic evil, it was not enough as a political
matter to cast the founders as having harbored misgivings
but nonetheless preserving slavery for future generations.
They instead had to be recast as “slaveholding abolitionist
fathers” (pp. 95, 166). This task required Republicans to
engage in inevitable contortions of logic and falsifications
of fact. Wanting to claim the founders for their own, they
had to insist that they had done that which they did not
do. It is a testament to Nabors’s careful and extensive
recovery of their argument that the inherent impossibility
of their efforts emerges so clearly.

Earned Citizenship. By Michael J. Sullivan. New York: Oxford

University Press, 2019. 296p. $49.95 cloth.

Fully Human: Personhood, Citizenship, and Rights. By
Lindsey N. Kingston. New York: Oxford University Press, 2019. 312p.

$65.00 cloth.
doi:10.1017/S1537592719004468

— Ana Tanasoca, Macquarie University
ana.tanasoca@mq.edu.au

Earned Citizenship and Fully Human both examine the
value of citizenship and advocate new ways of conceiving
and distributing state membership and its rights. In a time
when liberal democracy is constantly challenged by right-
wing nationalism and post-truth politics with dire con-
sequences for both citizens’ and migrants’ rights, these are
timely, politically relevant discussions. Whereas Sullivan’s
book is mostly focused on what states can expect from
their citizens and from those wishing to join their
community, Kingston’s book is more concerned with
what individuals should expect from states. Although
different in their styles, both books can broadly be read
as theoretical contributions to citizenship and immigration
studies.
Michael J. Sullivan’s book Earned Citizenship “draws

heavily from U.S. historical experience” (p. 206) to
advance an interesting argument about immigration policy
with regard to unauthorized migrants. Normative analysis
is interspersed with legal, policy, and historical discussions
that dominate some chapters more than others.
The “central concern” of the book is that unauthorized

immigrants should be able to “earn citizenship” in exchange
for their contributions to the country and its citizens. States
have a right to control their borders and exclude those who
trespass, but unauthorized migrants should be allowed to
make amends with the state they have wrongly entered.
States, Sullivan argues, should be able to condition regula-
rization and citizenship on three types of contributions in
particular: military service, teaching, and parenting. Un-
authorized immigrants serving in the army should have

priority over others and be naturalized automatically because
their service constitutes a “priceless” contribution (p. 54).

The book is interesting primarily as a discussion of the
relationship between military service and citizenship. But
normative political theorists may be unpersuaded. Sulli-
van’s treatment of soldiers as “caregivers” has a vaguely
Orwellian ring—all the more so when other, more genuine
caregivers like healthcare workers go unmentioned.
Sullivan calibrates the value of a profession’s contribution
to the community in terms of the risk of losing one’s life.
But military death rates are actually lower than for the
same age group in the civilian population and only
marginally higher than for airplane pilots (https://foreign-
policy.com/2012/07/24/what-is-life-in-the-military-actually-
like/). Sullivan talks of “defending one’s country.” Yet
many wars, especially those fought abroad, are not clearly
in self-defense. Neither are they clearly just wars. Support-
ing justice and just institutions may also be a hallmark of
exemplary citizenship. If so, those fighting in unjust wars
may have a weaker, not stronger, claim to citizenship than
other migrants.

Furthermore, when Sullivan discusses how unautho-
rized immigrants serving in the military would have
a moral claim to citizenship, there is slippage between
two different logics: reparation for past wrongdoing
(“restitution”) and “reward” for meritorious service (e.g.,
pp. 7, 33). Sullivan writes that unauthorized migrants
should be “rewarded” for their military service with
citizenship (p. 85), but if military service is reparation
for past immigration offenses, does the state have any
further obligation to grant citizenship as an additional
reward to the unauthorized immigrant? For Sullivan the
same thing (military service) used to make amends for
illegal entry also creates a moral claim to citizenship, but
this moral math is questionable, especially when those
joining the military are compensated for their activity with
a competitive salary, health care, tax breaks, educational
allowances, and other benefits that may not be available to
the rest of the citizens and migrants. One good deed may
cancel the bad one. But does the state really still owe
something more to the migrant in virtue of the same good
deed?

Sullivan argues that military service is eminently
a citizen’s duty and a form of exemplary citizenship (a
“paradigmatic example of the civic membership as reci-
procity ideal,” p. 32). If serving in the army is something
citizens do, all those serving in the army should be (or
become) citizens. But many states, including the United
States, have voluntary armies. If military service is not
eminently a citizen’s duty anymore (as it more clearly was
in the older republican tradition), then why should
immigrants who serve in the army have a stronger claim
to citizenship than other migrants who do not?

If states have a right to control their borders and the
allocation of legal residence and citizenship, then logically
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