leveraging the diversity of citizen types into functional
divisions of labor- and democracy-protective coalitions.
For example, Cheng argues that a division of labor between
principled pragmatists, who seek compromise out of a desire
to interact fairly with their fellow citizens, and principled
purists, who stick tenaciously to their principles, can gen-
erate trust among members of the political class and prevent
the growth of enmity. Likewise, Cheng argues that addres-
sing the social domination problem requires peeling off soft
complicit and unwitting oppressors from “unholy alliances”
with more committed and self-conscious oppressors. This
approach cracks open democratic citizenship as a universal
egalitarian status, recognizes functional and political diver-
sity within it, and leverages that diversity to address actual
political problems.

Institutions have a rather odd role and place in this
book. Chapter 2 concludes that an institutional approach
is not going to be sufficient to manage difference and
disagreement, though the reasons why are left unclear.
Despite this conclusion, chapter 9—which is perhaps the
most interesting one in the book—is concerned precisely
with institutional tools for executing Cheng’s key goals,
many of which seem promising. One might have expected
chapter 9’s discussion to be broken up and distributed
across the relevant chapters or else extended to give the
relevant institutional alternatives more thorough consid-
eration. Institutions seem like a natural way to channel and
build trust, as chapter 9 demonstrates, so it is curious that
they do not occupy a more central place in the text. Their
relegation to a single chapter may reflect the liminal status
of institutions in much political theory today, as more
theorists come to recognize their importance while still
struggling to integrate them into the subdiscipline’s estab-
lished approaches.

Institutions notwithstanding, Cheng’s book provides a
valuable and politically sophisticated contribution to dem-
ocratic theory on how to manage difference and disagree-
ment. His role-based approach presents an extremely
promising path that remains underused in democratic
theory. Hanging Together illustrates the great dividends
that this approach can yield in addressing some of democ-
racy’s most dire challenges.

A Nation So Conceived: Abraham Lincoln and the
Paradox of Democratic Sovereignty. By Michael P. Zuckert.
Lawrence: University of Kansas Press, 2023. 397p. $34.95 cloth.
doi:10.1017/51537592723001573

— Steven Johnston, University of Utah
steven.johnston@utah.edu

Michael Zuckert has written an impressive book on
Lincoln and what he calls “the paradox of democratic
sovereignty.” Twenty years in the making, it is an exhaus-
tive look at a “question that haunted Lincoln through the
entire course of his political career” (p. 1). It is Zuckert’s
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contention that Lincoln’s political thought was “directed
to [this] one abiding question” (p. 1). What does Zuckert
mean by this claim? Any nation dedicated to the propo-
sition that all men are created equal—in other words, that
it is constituted by democratic sovereignty—is inherently
vulnerable to self-destruction given the self-empowerment
such sovereignty entails. Thus, the problem of perpetua-
tion is a recurrent one, and it preoccupied Lincoln from
the very beginning of his public life. It also informed his
actions as a statesman, bringing his thought and deeds
together into a coherent whole.

Given the problem of perpetuation, Lincoln’s 1838
Young Men’s Lyceum Address looms particularly large in
Zuckert’s account of Lincoln. It was Lincoln’s first attempt
to deal with the paradox (here in the form of mob law).
More importantly, however, Lincoln effectively lays the
theoretical groundwork for his own political career in this
speech. Given Donald Trump’s relentless assaults on
American democratic norms and institutions both in
and out of office, the Lyceum Address has received a great
deal of attention of late. In it Lincoln identified what he
believed to be a persistent threat to the American polity:
the rise of a man of ambition who would not be content to
maintain the political gifts bequeathed by the founding
generation but would seek to tear them down instead,
thereby making his mark in history. Unfortunately, as
Zuckert notes, the Lyceum Address did not offer a solution
adequate to the threat it identified.

Not long afterward, however, Lincoln modified his
thinking about the post-founding world and claimed there
was another option, a third way to move forward. Spurn-
ing both mere maintenance of the founding legacy and the
(noncreative) destruction of it, the man of great political
ambition would look to extend what the founders had
achieved in new directions. Zuckert places Lincoln in this
camp: “the family of the lion, or the tribe of the eagle”
(p. 14).

Lincoln himself, then, enacted the paradox of demo-
cratic sovereignty on Zuckert’s account, especially once he
became president, insofar as he posed a threat to the very
regime he was duty-bound to save—in his case from
secession, which was also a manifestation of democratic
sovereignty. This slavery-induced crisis raised the thorny
question of what a constitutional democracy can do to
defend itself and remain a democracy worth defending.
This is familiar territory for Lincoln scholars, and Zuckert
is determined to defend Lincoln against any accusation of
tyranny.

Accordingly, Zuckert analyzes two Civil War episodes
that put Lincoln to the test: his suspension of the writ of
habeas corpus and his issuing the Emancipation Procla-
mation. Regarding the former, “Lincoln claimed the
power to suspend was his—period” (p. 283). It was not
shared; nor did he need (or seek) ratification or subsequent
authorization. Against the claim that he usurped a
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congressional prerogative when he suspended the writ not
just in the Northeast and mid-Atlantic regions but also
nationally, Zuckert notes that the wording of the suspen-
sion, though it is located in Article I, does not specifically
cite the agent taking responsibility for it. Given the
emergency circumstances (“cases of Rebellion or
Invasion”), it is the president who is best positioned to
exercise this tremendous power, especially because Con-
gress might not be in session when the need arises. What is
more, Zuckert links this power with the president’s role as
commander-in-chief who, with agents on the ground, is
uniquely qualified to gauge when public safety may require
the suspension.

These considerations ultimately lead Zuckert to a
remarkable conclusion: “Congress does not possess the
power to suspend habeas corpus,” though it can hold the
president responsible for doing so (pp. 287-88). Given
this reading, one might ask Zuckert why the framers did
not insert the power to suspend in Article II. What is more,
although noting that “864 people were imprisoned and
held without trial in the first nine months of the war,” a
number that “greatly increased” after February 1862, we
learn nothing of the fate of these arguably political pris-
oners (p. 279).

Lincoln’s most famous political prisoner was former
Ohio congressman Clement Vallandigham, who was tried,
convicted, and nearly sentenced to death by a military
tribunal (a kangaroo court) for opposing the war and the
draft. Lincoln was not just locking up alleged subversives
but was also silencing political opponents. Following a
national outery, Lincoln removed Vallandigham from
prison and sent him into exile in the South, where he
most certainly did not want to go. Lincoln treated Val-
landigham as a mere object, something he could use for
political purposes. Zuckert does not mention Vallandig-
ham nor the 38 Native Americans Lincoln executed in
Minnesota in 1862 after the Dakota Sioux violently
resisted America’s westward imperial expansion. It was
the largest mass execution in American history and fol-
lowed trials that routinely lasted no more than five minutes
at which the non-English speaking defendants had no legal
representation. That the 38 were hanged together indi-
cated the racial character of the execution. In front of a
crowd of some 4,000 spectators, the bodies were left
hanging for a half-hour. Lincoln did commute the sen-
tences of more than 260 Dakota Sioux, but he needed to
kill some of them to ensure that Minnesota would meet its
troop obligations for the war. Zuckert does not mention
the Dakota Sioux either.

Regarding Emancipation, Zuckert explores familiar
territory. Lincoln’s emancipation order was not the first
during the Civil War. In August 1861, General John
Fremont declared martial law in Missouri and freed
rebel-owned slaves. Lincoln overturned Fremont’s deci-
sion, fearing that he might lose several border states to the
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Confederacy. By the time Lincoln issued his emancipation
order, circumstances had changed. Rooted in the doctrine
of military necessity, Lincoln could justify the confiscation
of what the South considered its property. The results of
Lincoln’s daring move were noticeable: 130,000 Blacks
enlisted by the spring of 1864 and 200,000 by Lee’s
surrender. As Zuckert notes, “The needed resource [was]
Black troops” (p. 296). It was also important to deny the
Confederacy its slave population, a critical war resource.
These necessities allowed Lincoln (in his words) “to [lay] a
strong hand on the colored element” (p. 299). Once again,
Lincoln reduced people to things, a resource to be used to
prosecute a war. Lincoln turned to Blacks, whose coloni-
zation he sought, as a resource because the North could
not win what amounted to a white war it once thought
would be a quick easy victory because of its superior
manpower and resources (p. 227).

Zuckert’s conclusion that “the charge that Lincoln
acted tyrannically appears quite overwrought” is at the
very least contestable. Even if one shares Zuckert’s cele-
bration of Lincoln’s third way at Gettysburg, which would
allow him to exceed the greatness of the founders thanks to
his “new birth of freedom,” it is difficult to share Zuckert’s
sanguine disposition about (at least some of) its costs.
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Edward Said and his work have been both present and
absent in North Atlantic political theory. Present, as
Jeanne Morefield argues in her thoughtful study, Unset-
tling the World, in the sense that he could be cited here and
there; yet absent, insofar as he could be cited but never
fully engaged. Nor have the plethora of his insights
relevant to political theory directly been engaged or mined,
even if some of the more iconoclastic scholars in the field
consistently taught his work. As this reviewer knows
firsthand, Timothy W. Luke at Virginia Tech regularly
taught Orientalism (1978) in his graduate seminars, and so
did Raymond Duvall at the University of Minnesota. Still,
not a peep of the actual substance of Said’s work could be
heard in mainstream political theory, and even less so in
political science. For decades, an ineludible figure often
credited with inaugurating a whole field—postcolonial
studies—the trajectory of which often gave him pause,
Said was equally known as a courageous defender of
Palestine and a vehement critic of imperialism and of what
today is characterized as Islamophobia, in addition to
being a world-class literary scholar and critic.

Even so, or perhaps because of it, one of the premier and
most influential cultural and literary thinkers of the late
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