What Lincoln might have done after the war — that is the big unknown question
of history, Had he lived, would the Reconstruction have been different? How
would he have treated the South? How would he have ensured that black
Americans had rights, even as he brought the South back inta the Union?
Everybody wonders — if Lincoln hadn't been killed, would things be different?
Dying just as the war was about to be won, not having to deal with
Reconstruction and all the messy problems of peace probably kept Lincoln's
reputation intact. Some say the country would have been better off with him
dealing with Reconstruction than with Andrew Johnson. It would have been
better to have Lincoln with that great sense of empathy towards the South,
and the determination to protect the rights of black Americans. If we had had a
better Reconstruction era, and if what followed it had been less deadly, maybe
the whole country would be better off today.

Adapted from Daris Kearns Goodwin, author of Team of Rivals: The Political
Genius of Abraham Lincoln, in a televised interview, 2006

| EXTRACT 2

The civil rights fegislation after the Civil War defined the fundamental rights of
citizens as rights belonging to all US citizens, recognized by the Constitution
and laws of the United States. Aithough the states were still expected to
continue in their traditional function of securing civil rights, their authority
was to be shared with Congress and the federal courts. Because federal

Jaw was supreme, Congress and the federal courts could overrule all state

authority over personal rights. The civil tights amendments and the laws of
Reconstruction represented a constitutional revolution and a new American
federalism centered on national authority and national institutions. But in the
1870s the Supreme Court rejected the revolutionary constitutionalism of the
congressional Republicans. The Court read into the Thirteenth and Fourteenth
Amendments the theory of states’ rights promoted by conservative

Democrats.

Adapted from ‘To Begin the Nation Anew: Congress, Citizenship and Civil Rights
after the Civil War’ by Robert J. Kaczorowski in American Historical Review [Oxford
University Press, 1987)

The Democratic Redeemers defined themselves, in large part, by what they
were not. Unlike the Republicans, the Redeemers were not interested in a
biracial coalition. The Democrats would not seriously consider black needs,
would not invert the racial hierarchy by allowing blacks to hold offices for
which whites longed. Unlike the Republicans, too, the Redeemers would
not use the state government as an active agent of change. Democrats
scoffed not only at Republican support for railroads and other business,
but also at Republican initiatives in schools, orphanages, prisons, and
asylums, Democrats assured landowning farmers that the party would roll
back taxes, The Democrats saw themselves as the propenents of common
sense, honesty and caution where the Republicans offered foolishness,
corruption and impetuosity. The Democrats explained away their own
violence and fraud, both of which soon dwarfed Reconstruction, as fighting

fire with fire.

Adapted from The Promise of the New South: Life After Reconstruction
by Edward L. Ayers (Oxford University Press, 1992)
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