
 

ABSTRACT 

 

LAWS, WILLIAM CHRISTOPHER. “‘The Millennium of Their Glory’: Public Memory and 

War Monuments in North Carolina, 1865-1929.” (Under the direction of Dr. Craig Thompson 

Friend).  

 

 “The Millennium of Their Glory” investigates how North Carolinians cultivated 

memories of the Civil War in order to promote specific public interpretations and ideals. 

Between 1865 and 1929, state governments, politicians, memorial associations, fraternal 

organizations, and individual community members created public memories and found purpose 

for them. This study  considers memory-making as a process, rather than a product, and explores 

the emerging culture war fought over North Carolina’s Civil War memory, which saw wartime 

anti-Confederate sentiments and vernacular memories obliterated in favor of a consensus, White 

reconciliation official memory.  

 In addition to a thorough examination of Confederate monumentalism during this era, 

“The Millennium of Their Glory,” analyzes North Carolina’s history with non-Confederate Civil 

War commemoration and memory-making. Union monuments placed in the state exemplified a 

meshing of Confederate and American values into a new White American identity. This process 

took place completely within the framework of the Lost Cause— a seamless blend of Lost Cause 

and Cause Victorious doctrines, which shaped the war memory in ways that minimized the 

causes of the war and eliminated Black Americans’ contributions, voices, and memories. At the 

turn of the twentieth century, North Carolina Confederate memorialists even managed to 

assimilate new American heroes, like Worth Bagley, who died for the Stars and Stripes thirty 

years after the fall of the Stars and Bars, into Confederate lore. In this respect, southerners were 

not simply defending and protecting old Confederate ideals, but were actively asserting new 



 

expectations into American culture, giving birth to new forms of White nationalism that the 

North endorsed and shared. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 

On June 2, 1913, the University of North Carolina dedicated a monument to the students 

and faculty who, nearly fifty years earlier, had abandoned their studies to fight for the 

Confederate army during the Civil War. As part of the university’s commencement exercises, 

aged veterans who had once been students received the diplomas they would have earned had 

they remained at the university. After they received the token diplomas, Julian Carr, arguably 

North Carolina’s most renowned Confederate veteran although more so because of his wealth 

than his valor and military actions, took the podium to address the crowd. Although Carr’s 

speech is more infamously known today for his anecdote about “horse-whipping a negro wench,” 

it is another line that grabs the attention of the historian of memory: 

All time will be the millennium of their glory . . . they fought, not for conquest, 

not for coercion, but from a high and holy sense of duty. They were like the 

Knights of the Holy Grail, they served for the reward of serving, they suffered for 

the reward of suffering, they endured for the reward of enduring, they fought for 

the reward of duty done. They served, they suffered, they endured, they fought, 

for their childhood homes, their firesides, the honor of their ancestors, their loved 

ones, their own native land.1 

 

On the surface, the quote is a warm and inspiring (and overly dramatic) tribute to men 

who interrupted their lives, dreams, and aspirations to answer the Confederacy’s call. However, 

when examined within proper context, Carr’s quote becomes problematic, based on an 

alternative or false history manufactured by White elites—most southern but not exclusively—

over the previous half century to develop a consensus memory grounded in White supremacy. 

 
1 “Unveiling of Confederate Monument at University, June 2, 1913,” Folder 26: Addresses, 

1912-1914, Julian Shakespeare Carr Papers, Southern Historical Collection, University of North 

Carolina, Chapel Hill.  
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In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, communities across the American 

South and North imbued Civil War monuments with layers of civic discourse. They took fairly 

innocuous stone memorials, often with little to no inscriptions, and infused them with “Lost 

Cause” and “Cause Victorious” rhetoric of White supremacy, transforming them into Jim Crow 

monuments. “‘The Millennium of Their Glory’: Public Memory and War Monuments in North 

Carolina, 1865-1929” investigates Civil War commemoration in North Carolina to uncover the 

public history and civic lessons framed by the memorial mania that overtook the United States 

during the early Jim Crow era. Confederate monuments, Union and Reconciliation monuments, 

and monuments to the Spanish-American War are considered to explore how politics and 

discourse between communities, memorial associations, and government leaders influenced the 

state’s public sphere. 

“The Millennium of Their Glory” demonstrates how North Carolinians crafted and 

developed memories of the Civil War in order to promote specific public interpretations and 

civic ideals. The study explores how, between 1865 and 1929, state governments, politicians, 

memorial associations, fraternal organizations, and individual community members created 

public memories and found purpose for them. The state had a very complicated political history 

during the war, which led to a divided population afterward, unsure of what the conflict had 

meant or how they should commemorate it. Confederate memorialists eventually won the 

emerging culture war that followed, evidenced not only through the massive number of 

Confederate monuments, but through non-Confederate commemoration as well. Analyzing 

North Carolina’s commemorative history reveals that during this period, both northern and 

southern Whites cultivated a memory of the Civil War through their commemorative activities 
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that privileged the Confederate version of the war, burying the reasons the conflict started in the 

first place, specifically and deliberately obliterating Black Americans’ presence. 

 Examining North Carolina’s war commemoration reveals a calculated process of White 

supremacist memory-making that both northern and southern Whites were complicit in. 

Confederate memorialists managed to absorb non-Confederate imagery into their Lost Cause. 

After the Spanish-American War, new heroes like Raleigh’s Worth Bagley, the first southerner 

to die for the American flag since the Mexican- American War, were repurposed to defend 

Confederate ideals. North Carolina’s Union commemoration also went on to serve the Lost 

Cause, as the narrative created through these commemorative activities could have just as easily 

been found at Confederate monument dedication ceremonies — one that erased Black presence 

and contributions entirely.   

 Black North Carolinians also found value and purpose in commemorating their 

emancipation during this period, not only to carve out space in the public commemorative 

landscape, but to develop political alliances and demonstrate their worthiness as citizens. While 

they were forced to constrain their commemorative activities within the cultural restrictions of 

the politics of respectability, Black North Carolinian leaders skillfully navigated those limits to 

achieve practical goals that helped their local communities. 

 The evidence shows that by eradicating dissenting vernacular anti-Confederate memories 

in the decades after the war, North Carolina’s Civil War memory became a seamless blend of the 

Lost Cause and Cause Victorious myths. 

During the mid-twentieth century, philosopher Maurice Halbwachs wrote extensively 

about collective memory, arguing that all memory is associated with how a social group 

constructs its identity. “Groups invariably fashion their own image of the past, a sort of 
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genealogy of identity.” Individuals’ memories are influenced by that genealogy, modifying how 

they remember an event or an era in order to make their personal memories align with the larger 

communal memory. For that reason, historian Pierre Nora also differentiated between memory 

and history, concluding that memory is created by societies to reinforce beliefs about themselves 

and their futures, including only facts that support or fit desired narratives. Consecrating sites of 

memory became central to identity formation, and humans have turned to sites of memory—les 

lieux de mémoire—when connection to the past does not naturally occur in everyday life. Sites of 

memory, particularly monuments, give people tangible reminders of the past that they can attach 

to a physical space, keeping alive “traditional” communal values which they wish to retain in the 

present and preserve for the future.2 

 Memory is intensely political, according to communications scholars Craig Dickinson, 

Carol Blair, and Brian Ott. They argued that “groups tell their pasts to themselves and others as 

ways of understanding, valorizing, justifying, excusing, or subverting conditions or beliefs about 

their current moment.” Consequently, people reconcile fears about change in the present with the 

stability of the past. Through remembering aspects of the past that are congruent with their world 

view—and forgetting those that are not—a group crafts a common identity to unify the 

community and offer to individuals “a symbolic connection . . . and a sense of belonging to it.”3 

 In 1866, Edward A. Pollard, who spent the Civil War years as a newspaper editor in 

Richmond, Virginia, authored The Lost Cause: A New Southern History of the War of the 

 
2 For more information about collective identities and memory, see W. Fitzhugh 

Brundage, Where These Memories Grow: History, Memory, and Southern Identity (Chapel Hill: 

University of North Carolina Press, 2000), 2-4; Pierre Nora, “Between Memory and History: Les 

Lieux de Mémoire,” Representations 26 (Spring 1989): 8-9.  
3 Greg Dickinson, Carole Blair, and Brian L. Ott, eds., Places of Public Memory: The Rhetoric of 

Museums and Memorials (Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press, 2010), 6-7.  
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Confederates. Pollard understood the usefulness in crafting memory for communal, even 

regional, identity formations. His narrative, the first to use the term “lost cause” to describe the 

Confederacy’s justification for secession, attempted to establish a southern memory of the war. 

Alleging that northerners had already misconstrued the South’s war aims, he linked the 

Confederacy’s ideals to those of the United States’ founding fathers, and wrote grand stories of 

Confederate heroes defeated not by the hands of a superior opponent but through an exhaustion 

of manpower and resources. Pollard’s words justified the Confederacy’s cause for secession and 

war by declaring it an honorable cause to defend southern states’ sovereignty. 4 

 By shaping the narrative of the Civil War into the South’s honorable defense against 

northern aggression, Pollard minimized slavery’s role as a cause for the conflict. Furthermore, he 

attempted to strike fear into the heart of his southern readers by describing the Union as despots 

who would never be willing to reconcile with conquered Confederate citizens, prophesizing that, 

during Reconstruction, northerners would instead “look to the dragoon with his sword, the 

marshal with his process of confiscation, and the negro thrust into a false position as the 

pacificators of the country and the appropriate sentinels of the South.” He urged southerners to 

turn to a “war of ideas” against the North to maintain White supremacy in the South and prevent 

Black southerners from achieving civil rights.5 

 Over a decade later in 1877, as Reconstruction waned, William Archibald Dunning 

described the era in political and economic terms. He argued that Reconstruction had negatively 

affected the South, mainly because it “forced” racial equality upon the southern states. Spewing 

distaste for carpetbaggers, scalawags, and free peoples for what he perceived as a trampling upon 

 
4 Edward A. Pollard, The Lost Cause: A New Southern History of the War of the Confederates, 

(New York: E. B. Treat and Co., 1866), iii, 742-43. 
5 Pollard, The Lost Cause, 746-50. 
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White southerners’ rights, Dunning believed that Republicans’ desire to empower Black 

Americans was a political strategy to disfranchise the White South and ensure Republican 

political dominance both in the South and nationally. Ultimately, however, Dunning’s point was 

that Federal intervention had become unnecessary and hostile. For example, in a discussion 

about the “Black Codes” passed by “redeemed” southern state legislatures to limit the freedoms 

of Black southerners, Dunning argued that such legislation “could not be alleged as evidences of 

a tendency to restore slavery or introduce peonage, since the offensive acts had in many of the 

states been repealed by the legislatures themselves, and in all had been duly superseded by the 

civil rights act.” Any claims made by Unionists or free people exaggerated claims to the contrary 

in an attempt to increase class tensions in the South and maintain Republican rule.6 

 Pollard’s and Dunning’s accounts of the Civil War and Reconstruction became historical 

fact and the prevailing narrative among southern audiences eager for vindication.  Ironically, the 

losers of the war ended up creating the narrative about the realities of the Civil War that would 

be taught to succeeding generations. The ideas in these two works heavily buttressed White 

supremacy and the expected subservience of Black Americans something behind which White 

Democrats, both Northern and Southern, united. Dunning’s work, in particular, inspired 

generations of scholars who wrote about Reconstruction, celebrating southern Whites’ efforts to 

resist “negro misrule.”7 

 Black scholars, led by W. E. B. DuBois, challenged the Dunning interpretation. In his 

1935 Black Reconstruction, DuBois argued that scholars like Pollard and Dunning marginalized 

 
6 William Archibald Dunning, Reconstruction, Political and Economic, 1865-1877 (Whitefish, 

MT: Kessinger Publishing, 2010), 110. 
7 John David Smith, The Dunning School: Historians, Race, and the Meaning of Reconstruction, 

(Lexington: University Press of Kentucky, 2013), 1-4.  
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slavery’s role in the Civil War and Reconstruction. He concluded that by manipulating the 

narrative of the war and its turbulent peace, White historians created an account that was much 

more palatable to White audiences because it dismissed Black Americans altogether. In what he 

termed, “a false but pleasurable sense of accomplishment,” DuBois claimed that Dunning 

historians produced an American history where “in the end nobody seems to have done wrong 

and everybody was right,” including the notion that slavery had been “thrust upon” the South and 

White southerners could not be held accountable for it in the end. Perhaps more significantly, 

DuBois helped frame a Black memory of the Civil War in which Black Americans played active 

roles in their emancipation. DuBois called Black southerners’ contributions, “the Great Strike,” 

of course, referring to Black laborers leaving plantations en masse to join the Federal war effort, 

transferring their “labor from the Confederate planter to the Northern invader.”8 

 Unsurprisingly, DuBois’s analysis on the shortcomings of Reconstruction scholarship 

was not well-received by White academics. Furthermore, World War II and its aftermath brought 

a consensus approach to history in which historians hyper-focused on an American-centric and 

celebrated view of the past in order to defend Western culture and ideals from fascism and then 

communism. The Dunning school’s problematic interpretation on the Civil War and 

Reconstruction eras would not be challenged for another generation.9 

 In the midst of the Cold War, new social movements, opposition to the Vietnam War and 

overall popular distrust of the government meant that the American-centric consensus histories 

eroded and crumbled. New Left historians adopted a more progressive approach to history; a 

 
8 W. E. B. DuBois, Black Reconstruction: An Essay Toward a History of the Part Which Black 

Folk Played in the Attempt to Reconstruct Democracy in America, 1860-1880, ed. Henry Louis 

Gates Jr. (New York: Oxford University Press, 2007), 86-109, 618. 
9 Peter Novick, That Noble Dream: The “Objectivity Question” and the American Historical 

Profession (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 282-83, 290, 313, 325-26.  
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relativist approach that questioned how objective historians could really be. Such an approach 

undermined the Dunning school’s scholarship as memory creation, rather than history. Scholars 

like David Lowenthal argued that the past is important to the common person because of their 

mistaken perception that the past is relevant, static, fixed and unchanging. People’s obsession 

with the past stems from nostalgia, a longing for “the good ole’ days.” Lowenthal said that 

nostalgia “is blamed for alienating people from the present,” and during good times, fascination 

of the past grows from the mundanity of the present. During hard or scary times, nostalgia is a 

crutch that people use and cling to in order to reconcile or reclaim their identities. For many 

people, the past they perceive is a firm foundation that they can build their present and future 

on.10 

 Such a framework explains why the Dunning interpretation remained for so long in the 

public sphere. Dunning’s “history” is an example of what Michel-Rolph Trouillot described as 

“constructivist” history, which uses “historical narratives [to bypass] the issue of truth...[it’s] 

narratives are necessarily emplotted in a way that life is not.” There is inherent bias in all 

primary sources that historians use, because those sources were created by human beings with 

different viewpoints, subjectivities and agendas. Therefore, history is dynamic, unstable and 

ever-changing in how it is interpreted by different generations. But more importantly, “history” 

is more of a product of the present that it was created in and for. For generations, Dunning’s 

interpretation provided conservative Whites anxious over the changing political and social a 

 
10 David Lowenthal, The Past is a Foreign Country (New York: Cambridge University Press, 

1985), 13-14.  
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memory with some semblance of permanence—a memory that placed Whiteness on top of 

society.11  

 In the twenty-first century, much has been written about Confederate monumentalism and 

the Lost Cause of the Confederacy, but these are only part of the story of American 

memorialization between the 1860s and the 1920s. Pollard’s and Dunning’s scholarship 

informed memory making in the Jim Crow South, and that memory manifested as monuments 

across the American landscape.   

One of the first scholars to analyze Confederate monumentalism and investigate its 

impact on the southern cultural landscape was John Winberry who, in 1983, concluded that 

southerners erected monuments in very public spaces like courthouses to represent the South’s 

“Redemption” as White Democrats reclaimed power. He identified four different types of 

Confederate monuments based on design: the Confederate soldier standing somberly at parade 

rest; the soldier, battle-ready and standing atop of a column often with a bugle or flag in hand; 

the traditional obelisk that accounted for half of the monuments placed in death spaces; and 

monuments that took the form of plaques, memorial arches, fountains, and other types of 

architecture. He concluded that, because the vast majority of Confederate monuments arose 

between 1900 and 1919, decades after the final guns fell silent, “these monuments were built not 

for those who died in the war but for the many who had served in the Confederate armies and 

returned home.” In other words, they were lieux des Confederate mémoire, inspired by the 

 
11 Michel-Rolph Trouillot, Silencing the Past: Power and the Production of History (Boston: 

Beacon Press, 1995), 5-6.  
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revival of the Lost Cause narrative in the early 1900s as Democrats pushed back against a 

“Fusion party” formed by White and Black Populists and Republicans. 12 

Winberry hesitated to pass judgement on the symbolic meanings of Confederate 

monuments, perhaps a symptom of New Right conservatism that dominated 1980s politics. He 

concluded that the monuments were symbols, leaving it to the reader to decide if they 

represented the past and its memory, commented on the present, or anticipated future events. 

“Monuments and symbols can be complicated and sometimes indecipherable.” Winberry 

concluded, however, that Confederate monuments had made the South unique.13  

 Five years after Winberry’s groundbreaking study, Gaines M. Foster examined 

Confederate mythology, taking aim at the idea of southern unity that supposedly existed during 

the Civil War and analyzing how the myth influenced future interpretations of war. Foster 

claimed that Confederate veteran groups situated members to maintain some sense of honor after 

their defeat. White southerners uncomfortable with the changes wrought by Federal victory 

found solace in creating a collective memory that “developed out of and in turn shaped 

individuals ’memory of the war, but it was primarily a public memory, a component of the 

region’s cultural system, supported by the various organizations and rituals of the Lost Cause.” 

While these memories became important to southerners, Foster added that “white southerners, 

despite their alleged heedless romanticism and obsession love of the past, were far too realistic to 

let bitter memories get in the way of rebuilding their society. Although they continued to 

champion states ’rights and white supremacy. . . . Southerners realized that they had to accept a 

new order without slavery and had to work with the Union.” Former Confederates may not have 

 
12 John J.  Winberry, “‘Lest We Forget’: The Confederate Monument and the Southern 

Townscape,” Southeastern Geographer 55, no. 1 (2015): 26. 
13 Winberry, “Lest We Forget,” 29. 
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liked the new reality, but they accepted it, even though they felt like their decisions to secede and 

fight had been justified. 14 

 Foster concluded that the Lost Cause narrative evolved by the early twentieth century 

into a more forward-looking memory than one that looked backward. He wrote that the Spanish-

American War restored southern respectability in the American consciousness, as old sectional 

differences ceased to matter and the country appeared united against a common foe. By the 

1910s, half a century after the Civil War, Confederate veterans passed on the mantle of 

Confederate memory to their children, although their sons seemed less interested in continuing 

the Confederate traditions. The Lost Cause had served its purpose in restoring the old honor and 

social systems and was no longer needed in Southern society.15  

 Additionally, Foster explored early Confederate commemoration across the South and 

decided that the reason that southern communities did not build monuments until much later was 

that they did not have the economic means to do so. “The Millennium of Their Glory” builds on 

this scholarship and presents a new possibility: those communities did not need to erect 

monuments because their Confederate memories were not in crisis. Through quantitative 

analysis, the evidence shows a measurable relationship between North Carolina’s degree of 

Confederate popular support, shifting community demographics and how fast they built their 

Confederate monuments. Whites in most North Carolina communities publicly declared their 

intentions to build monuments and launched fundraisers fairly soon after the war. Therefore, the 

speed at which those efforts culminated in a completed monument was dependent on how 

strongly their community supported the Confederate cause during the war, and how quickly their 

 
14 Gaines M. Foster, Ghosts of the Confederacy: Defeat, the Lost Cause, and the Emergence of 

the New South, 1865-1913 (New York: Oxford University Press, 2014), 2-3. 
15 Foster, Ghosts of the Confederacy, 4. 
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community’s demographics changed. Plainly stated, Confederate monuments were built faster in 

communities that had a divided memory over the Civil War, and had a Black population that 

grew at a faster rate than the White population, both circumstances threatening the Confederate 

nationalist memory that White conservative elites so desperately wanted to protect.  

 In 1997, historian Reid Mitchell similarly found that, for Confederate veterans, the Lost 

Cause was “the defining Southern memory . . . a myth of Confederate unity and nobility of 

purpose that transcended the reality of their experience,” but he was less convinced than Foster 

that future generations had lost interest in its perpetuation. “Confederate sympathizers gained 

victory through promoting the ideals of the antebellum South, establishing a sense of unity 

among whites to maintain the same white supremacist social order that existed before the Civil 

War.”16 

 Although White supremacy was a key component of the Lost Cause narrative, the 

connections that Confederate historians and apologists made between their movement and the 

American Revolution also became crucial to Lost Cause memory. Anne Sarah Rubin analyzed 

these connections in her 2000 article, “Seventy-Six and Sixty-One: Confederates Remember the 

American Revolution,” arguing that the independence movement of 1776 inspired the southern 

independence movement of 1861. She concluded that Confederates were aware of the influence 

that symbolism and iconography held for people, and in order to justify secession as a cause for 

men to rally behind and die for, they had to invent a grand narrative of the American past. In 

fact, the delegation from Georgia to the Confederate Congress proposed that the new 

confederation of southern states be named “The Republic of Washington,” a clear reference to 

 
16 Reid Mitchell, Civil War Soldiers (New York: Penguin Books, 1997), 179. 
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and reverence for the ideals of the American Revolution. The believed themselves to be patriots 

in the same spirit of ‘76.17 

 According to Rubin, the American Revolution gave the Confederates a “ready-made myth 

of national origin, rejecting the recent American history of sectionalism and instead seizing on 

the American Revolution as the defining moment of their past.” Like the Lost Cause, however, 

by the 1860s, a Revolutionary memory was collective, public, and created. Hardly any 

southerners or Americans had living memories of Washington and the struggle against the 

British. Still, Americans, primarily White Americans, had constructed the foundational myth of 

national memory from the Revolution, and Confederates appealed to that iconography to provide 

“a conceptual framework on which to base their claims for national legitimacy.” Instead of 

creating their own unique revolutionary memory for 1861, Confederates claimed that the nation 

they were building was “the perfection of [the Founding Fathers’] vision.”18  

 Connecting Confederate secession to the ideals of the American Revolution proved 

crucial because it legitimized the fledgling Confederate nation and allowed the Confederate 

framers to hide the true cause of the war from their national narrative. Framing their cause as 

political freedom from a tyrannical central power was “more honorable and less divisive” than 

fighting to protect the landed and enslaved wealth of the political elite, an overwhelming 

minority of southern society. Confederates believed that by enlisting the values upon which the 

United States had been founded, they would gain more sympathy from unionists in both the 

North and South.19 

 
17 Anne Sarah Rubin, “Seventy-Six and Sixty-One: Confederates Remember the American 

Revolution,” in Brundage, ed., Where These Memories Grow, 85. 
18 Rubin, “Seventy-Six and Sixty-One,” 85-86. 
19 Rubin, “Seventy-Six and Sixty-One,” 87. 
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 In 1993, architectural historian Catherine Bishir took up Winberry’s ideas about 

Confederate monumentalism as manifestation of Democrat backlash against Fusion politics and 

Black American political power, positing that after the White supremacy campaign of 1898, 

North Carolina elites pushed a narrative that would substantiate their vision for a New South. 

Through Greco-Roman, Renaissance, and Colonial American architectural designs, White 

Carolinians glorified their heroes, shaping public memory to perpetuate their power. Their 

architecture, including the monuments that they erected, symbolized the “virtues of stability, 

harmony and patriotism” that Democrats wished to establish in North Carolina. After 1900, 

Democrats reestablished their hegemonic power and “transformed principal civic spaces into 

visual illustrations of their saga.” The monuments they built—permanent, unyielding, and 

unchanging—transformed public spaces into reflections of their vision for the future: White 

supremacy and Democratic rule.20 

Historian David Blight found that Confederates were not alone in creating narrative 

versions of Civil War memory. An Emancipation version, largely embraced by northerners, 

centered upon the South’s commitment to slavery, the northern crusade to end the institution, and 

Black American memories of their multifaceted contributions to the war effort. Many other 

Americans found little use in blame, pushing forward a reconciliationist version that began with 

mourning and dealing with the horrors experienced by both sides during the war, situating Union 

and Confederate veterans to find common ground through shared experiences and, ultimately, 

national unity through their own Whiteness. Finally, a White supremacist version arose 

simultaneous and in reaction to the reconciliationist version. Many Confederate veterans lived 

 
20 Catherine Bishir, “Landmarks of Power: Building a Southern Past in Raleigh and Wilmington, 

North Carolina, 1885-1915,” in Brundage, ed., Where These Memories Grow, 141-49. 
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with the weight of defeat and “faced an enormous physical and spiritual challenge of renewal.” 

Consequently, they carried, and passed down to their progeny, a heritage of hate and resentment, 

blaming northerners and Black Americans for their humiliation. According to Blight, by the turn 

of the twentieth century, they “delivered the country a segregated memory of its Civil War on 

Southern terms.”21 

In in her 2010 book, Memorial Mania, historian Erika Doss dove into the monument 

explosion at the turn of the twentieth century, as well as people’s obsession with remembering 

the past through monuments and memorials. Doss claimed that memorials serve as a material 

embodiment and repository of a society’s memories, and “today’s ‘obsession with memory’ and 

memorials is grounded in a vastly expanded US demographic and in heightened expectations of 

rights and representation among the nation’s increasingly diverse publics.” Simply stated, as 

more groups gain a voice and influence in public spheres, they want their stories commemorated 

in public spaces. Doss added that “after the divisiveness of the Civil War, countless American 

cities and towns vied for statues (and other symbolic markers) that helped reimagine . . . the 

‘affective bonds of nationalism.’ Statues not only embellished the postbellum public landscape 

but encouraged passionate and consensual understandings of nationhood.”22 

The monument mania of the late nineteenth-century South, although symbolizing men’s 

soldiering, was women’s work. In 2003, historian Karen Cox examined the role the United 

Daughters of the Confederacy (UDC) played in preserving Confederate culture, arguing that 

“UDC members had much invested in preserving the social structures and culture of the Old 

 
21 David W. Blight, Race and Reunion: The Civil War in American Memory (Cambridge, MA: 

Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2002), 4.  
22 Erika Doss, Memorial Mania: Public Feeling in America (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago 

Press, 2010), 19-20. 
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South. Clearly, they shared the privileges that accompanied membership in their race and class.” 

She claimed that Confederate memorialization was not only expressing grief for the fallen during 

the war, but “were a ritual gathering of the entire white community—men, women, and 

children—to honor the nation that never was.” Activities sponsored by the UDC celebrated 

Confederate ideals in an effort to vindicate their Confederate ancestors, framing their memory as 

an honorable struggle in defense of their homes and rights.23 

In 2011, historian Caroline Janney built upon Cox’s research by studying the predecessor 

of UDC chapters: the local Ladies’ Memorial Associations (LMAs) of the South. Because the 

Federal government refused to expend resources on burying Confederate dead, Ladies’ Memorial 

Associations formed at the conclusion of the Civil War, tasking themselves with repatriating the 

remains of fallen Confederate soldiers. Through cemeteries and monument-building, the LMAs 

manipulated the memories of war. By performing their gender-role duties as protectors of the 

home and the community, women took political action in defense of Confederate ideals in ways 

that men could not. Janney contended that “LMAs actively rejected northern attempts to remake 

southern identity, even as they fashioned a material for remembering the past. White women’s 

postwar memorialization efforts were therefore an extension of their deep devotion to the 

Confederate nation and of the time-tested vehicles of benevolent societies, memorial associations 

and partisan campaigns.”24 

 
23 Karen Cox, Dixie’s Daughters: The United Daughters of the Confederacy and the 

Preservation of Confederate Culture (Gainesville: University Press of Florida, 2003),1-3 38, 60. 
24 Caroline Janney, Burying the Dead but Not the Past: Ladies’ Memorial Associations and the 

Lost Cause (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2012), 3, 6, 39-40; Tom Vincent, 

‘“Evidence of Woman’s Loyalty, Perseverance, and Fidelity’: Confederate Soldiers’ Monuments 

in North Carolina, 1865-1914,” North Carolina Historical Review 83 (January 2006): 63. 
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The aforementioned scholarship makes connections between White supremacy and 

monuments, but focuses more on how those symbols changed the physical landscape, while 

largely ignoring the rhetorical landscape. Monuments erected in public and civic spaces during 

the early Jim Crow era physically represent memory that Confederate monument-builders 

created while masking the racial hatred that accompanied that memory. And that narrative 

remains extant today. Blight’s, Cox’s, and Janney’s studies were the inspiration to further 

investigate and explain why stone monuments, which purportedly honor men who lost their lives 

in service to their states, memorializing them through seemingly benign and honorable 

inscriptions, are problematic. That is clearly revealed by examining the rhetorical landscape. 

 “The Millennium of Their Glory” analyzes monument dedication rhetoric, a key 

component of memory-making as a process, rather than a product. Unlike the permanent stone 

fixtures (the product), the words delivered at dedication exercises made an immediate impact in 

establishing the monument-builder’s intended White supremacist memory, and then disappeared 

from the public view (the process). The intense hatred projected through dedication oratory was 

pivotal in developing the foundational memory to reassert White supremacy in southern 

communities. After serving its purpose impacting the present, that rhetoric faded away, leaving 

behind only the innocuous and seemingly benign inscriptions, from which later generations of 

Lost Cause subscribers pointed to as evidence that the builders were concerned only with 

honoring their dead and not preserving a racial hierarchy. 

 Cox’s assertion that the UDC and Confederate monumentalism preserved what she 

termed, “Confederate culture,” is too simplistic, however. For scholars like Cox and Janney, 

Confederate culture was about vindication—justifying why the South seceded and defending the 

Lost Cause. But they wrote about Confederate culture like it was something distinctly outside of 
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American culture. Examining North Carolina’s war commemoration shows not only a desire to 

defend the Lost Cause, but to develop a White consensus by eradicating dissenting vernacular 

memories of the Civil War and Reconstruction eras. It was not enough for monument builders to 

defend the Lost Cause—they needed their detractors to accept the myth as well. In her book, 

Remembering the Civil War, Janney wrote that “reconciliationist sentiments had its limits,” 

meaning northerners would not condone southern memories of the war that undermined the 

Union cause. However, the evidence in North Carolina shows otherwise. There are six examples 

at Union monument dedication ceremonies in North Carolina when northerners demonstrated an 

acceptance of the Lost Cause as a legitimate memory of the Civil War, instead of pushing back 

against it.25  

 “The Millennium of Their Glory” argues that White southerners were not simply 

protecting old ideals, but were actively asserting new expectations into American culture, giving 

birth to new forms of White nationalism that the North endorsed and shared. Southerners were 

not framing themselves as counter-culture Americans but as rank and file, loyal and patriotic, 

wanting to ensure that White supremacy reigned in the United States as it would have in their 

Confederacy. In this sense, the Civil War did not end in 1865—it was only “halftime,” and the 

culture war continued for another century.26 

 Although much has been written on Confederate commemoration in the last four decades, 

comparatively less scholarship exists on Union Civil War commemoration. Art historian Kirk 

Savage, who has written extensively about Civil War monuments, argued that public monuments 

 
25 Caroline E. Janney, Remembering the Civil War: Reunion and The Limits of Reconciliation 

(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2016), 193-94.  
26 The “halftime” reference is borrowed from Tony Horwitz, Confederates in the Attic: 

Dispatches from the Unfinished Civil War (New York: Pantheon Books, 1998), 22-23. 
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“were meant to yield resolution and consensus, not prolong conflict.” In order to achieve a sense 

of closure and agreement about the past, designers intended the monuments to shape memory 

into a grand story of “heroic accomplishments, not a series of messy disputes with unresolved 

outcomes.” Monuments arose to visually change public memory in a way that would remain 

literally set and stone, permanent and unchanging. 27 

Savage points out that Black Americans did not have any memorials or monuments to 

their contributions to the Civil War. “Although they proposed monuments to black soldiers from 

time to time, blacks simply did not have the cultural privilege to seek this form of legitimacy, 

and whites did not care to give it to them. The standing soldier of Anglo-Saxon feature that 

appeared on local monuments throughout the North and South did not represent the black soldier 

and was not meant to.” Civil War commemoration became an exercise in “cultural suppression” 

of Black Americans, under the veil of restored relations between the North and the South. The 

monuments were important, then, because they “impose a permanent memory on the very 

landscape within which we order our lives. Inasmuch as the monuments make credible particular 

collectives, they must erase others; or more precisely, they erase the very possibility of rival 

collectivities.”28 

Savage’s scholarship reveals how a public historiography, engraved in stone across the 

United States, erased Black Americans and empowered White supremacy. He argued that 

monuments also allowed people to express their anxieties about historical memory, anchoring 

their “collective remembering, a process highly dispersed, ever changing, and ultimately 

intangible, in condensed, fixed and tangible sites.” As Savage concluded, “the increasing 

 
27 Kirk Savage, Standing Soldiers, Kneeling Slaves: Race, War, and Monument in Nineteenth-

Century America (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2007), 4. 
28 Savage, Standing Soldiers, Kneeling Slaves, 136, 143. 
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tendency in the nineteenth century to construct memory in physical monuments—to inscribe it 

on the landscape itself—seems symptomatic of an increasing anxiety about memory left to its 

own unseen devices.29 

By anchoring memory, physical monuments legitimized communities’ shared memories. 

In South and North, small towns and the national capital, Civil War memorials manifested shared 

memories “in a literal sense in the figure of the common soldier, who is always erect and 

unwounded—an image of bodily continuity that seeks to displace or overcome the memory of 

bodies violated and destroyed, even though such violence to the body is the defining premise to 

warfare.” In turn, monuments romanticized public memories of the war. Stone monuments 

depicting the unharmed soldier with no mention of slavery created a clean version of the war that 

late nineteenth-century and even twentieth century White southerners and northerners equally 

accepted. 30 

One of the problems of Union monumentalism was that people were left unsure of what 

the North’s victory over the South had meant. Historian John Neff considered the “Cause 

Victorious” as a set of “Northern myths . . . to explain what the victory ultimately meant for the 

nation,” arguing that the myth of a northern victory resulting in American unity began as early as 

1865 and painted a picture of a “nation whole and uncontested.” Unlike the Lost Cause, which 

wished to “reassert a world that could not be remade,” Cause Victorious became the foundation 

for American nationalism and imperialism, a national unifying myth conceived in “death and 

nationalism,” but one that “demanded the incorporation of even former enemies within the 

 
29 Kirk Savage, “The Politics of Memory: Black Emancipation and the Civil War Monuments,” 

in Commemorations: The Politics of National Identity, ed. John R. Gillis (Princeton, NJ: 

Princeton University Press, 1994), 130. 
30 Savage, “The Politics of Memory,” 131. 
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definition of fellow citizens.” It provided emotional leverage to southerners which they used to 

reassert Confederate nationalism into the White American identity.31   

“The Millennium of Their Glory” builds on Neff’s conclusions but pushes back against 

the idea that a separate Confederate nationalism differed from American nationalism. Analyzing 

Union monuments and dedications on North Carolina soil demonstrates how those two concepts, 

if not one in the same, were at least cut from the cloth. As a survey of the landscape on which 

North Carolinians would construct their memorial culture, the first chapter examines their lived 

experiences as well as the political and cultural tensions during the Civil War, establishing a 

foundation from which to comparatively understand North Carolina’s commemorative culture 

that developed in the decades that followed. 

The second chapter, “Worthy of the Chisel or the Brush? Early North Carolina Civil War 

Commemoration, 1865-1898,” investigates different forms of commemoration in the three 

decades immediately following the Civil War. North Carolinians employed their respective 

commemorative exercises to heal. Elite Whites used Confederate commemoration to develop a 

consensus memory, coalescing around Confederate nationalism and White supremacy. Such a 

narrative is easily proved false after closely examining North Carolina’s wartime experiences 

and political relationship with the Confederate government. Popular support for the Confederacy 

was clearly divided in North Carolina during the war, and those sentiments continued after the 

war’s conclusion. Black North Carolinians also found value in commemorating the Civil War, 

using their Emancipation Day celebrations to not only celebrate their freedom from slavery, but 

to reconcile and foster political alliances with poor Whites and Republicans. 

 
31 John R. Neff, Honoring the Civil War Dead: Commemoration and the Problem of 

Reconciliation (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2005), 8-13, 205, 214. 
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 Additionally, this chapter examines disagreements between Whites over how to 

appropriately commemorate the Civil War, the merits of monument building, the urgency with 

which communities erected Confederate monuments, as well as the fundraising challenges that 

memorial groups experienced. All of these aspects of commemorative discourse are illustrated in 

a case-study analysis of the State Confederate Monument on the North Carolina Capitol Square, 

erected in 1895. This was not simply a monument to the Confederacy or White supremacy, but a 

White reconciliation monument, as the legislator who proposed additional funds for the project 

was a White, Republican, northern-born, Union Civil War veteran. 

In the third chapter, “Worth Bagley: Southern Savior, Masculine Messiah, Confederate 

Christ,” examines public memory as a process rather than a product. The son of a Confederate 

soldier and the grandson of a former North Carolina governor, Bagley died at the Battle of 

Cardenas on May 11th, 1898, the first American killed during the Spanish-American War. The 

25-year-old Ensign received a hero’s funeral attended by thousands with rituals usually reserved 

for brigadier generals. Expressions of grief, condolences, and patriotic sentiments rained down 

upon Raleigh. Bagley’s memory, crafted by North Carolina Democrats during their quest to 

reclaim the mantle of power from the Fusionists, became the common language behind which 

northerners and southerners united. By analyzing speeches, sermons, letters and newspaper 

editorials, this chapter argues that Bagley’s blood metaphorically washed away the southern sin 

of secession in the eyes of both northerners and southerners, transforming Bagley into a symbol 

of American manliness and patriotism.  Southern political elites and newspaper men crafted an 

official reconciliationist memory that appropriated Bagley’s body, funeral, memory, and statue to 

counterpose the vernacular memories of the Civil War. Bagley became a symbol accepted by 

both elite northerners and southerners. 
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Chapter 4, “‘Lest We Forget . . .’: Post-1898 Civil War Commemoration in North 

Carolina,” investigates commemorative exercises after the pivotal election of 1898. Situated in 

the aftermath of the radicalized violence at Wilmington and Black North Carolinians’ subsequent 

political disfranchisement, this chapter examines the rhetoric of Confederate monument 

dedication ceremonies in North Carolina. The state’s political elite sought to further minimize 

the role that slavery played in the Civil War and eradicate dissenting vernacular memories of the 

Civil War and reconciliation by providing an alternative history. Because of the incredibly large 

number of Confederate memorials throughout the state, specific attention is given to ceremonies 

in which government officials and legislators gave addresses, arguing that the White supremacist 

rhetoric used in the speeches represented policy endorsement of a racial hierarchy by the state. 

This chapter permits the reader to see beyond the visual, seemingly benign, images of soldiers 

who gave their lives in service and obedience to their state, and recognize that the hateful and 

exclusionary dedication ceremony rhetoric transformed sites of memory into sites of White 

supremacy. The words used by powerful and influential White men gave Black Carolinians 

reason to believe that local government and the state were, in fact, their enemy. This chapter also 

includes a case study on the Worth Bagley monument which demonstrates how elite 

conservative Whites assimilated Worth Bagley’s memory into the Confederate iconography. 

Additionally, the case study investigates monument-making again as a process rather than a 

product, and uses quantitative analysis to show that the Bagley monument was not very popular 

with the common folk. 

The final chapter, “For the (White) Union!(?) Union and Reconciliation Monuments in 

North Carolina, 1894-1923,” aims to fill a hole in the historiography by examining Union 

monuments erected in a former Confederate state. Kirk Savage critiqued how northern 
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monumentalism omitted Black memories from the narrative. Yet, his studies on Union 

memorialization do not investigate Union monuments in the South. There are seven dedicated to 

Union soldiers in national cemeteries in New Bern and Salisbury, sponsored by state 

governments of Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Rhode 

Island. All Union monuments in North Carolina are White reconciliation monuments. Instead of 

using the clearest measurable outcome of the Civil War—Emancipation—as the foundation for 

their collective memory of the war, Union memorialists instead based their memory on the 

dubious idea of a reunited country. Union memorialists had every opportunity to refute the Lost 

Cause in these exercises, but instead kept their rhetoric all within the framework of the Lost 

Cause narrative of the Civil War, eliminating Black Americans from the narrative. Often times, 

the speeches delivered at Union commemorative exercises in North Carolina were 

interchangeable with rhetoric delivered at Confederate monument dedications. 

 Union monuments placed in North Carolina at the turn of the twentieth century further 

evidenced the meshing of Confederate and American values into a White Americanist culture. 

They became part of the reconciliationist movement as northern actors not only subscribed to 

Confederate values but incorporated them into their national myths. This chapter also employs a 

case study on the Bennett Memorial (also known as the Unity monument) in Durham, examining 

how southerners commemorated the Union at the physical site of the largest Confederate 

surrender. Clearly, even though the South lost the war on the battlefield, they won the war over 

the memory afterwards.   

Essentially, “The Millennium of Their Glory” shows that all North Carolina Civil War 

commemoration are reconciliation exercises. Although all North Carolinians were not united in 

their memories about the Civil War and Reconstruction eras, elite Whites sought to develop a 
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White consensus memory by eradicating dissenting vernacular memories of the conflict. The 

result was not a separate Confederate identity but Confederate ideals being completely ingrained 

and woven into White American culture.
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CHAPTER 1 

 

The Wartime Background to  

North Carolina’s Commemorative Culture 

 

 

 Understanding North Carolina’s commemorative culture after the Civil War requires an 

understanding of the political tensions and convulsions that led to its secession from the United 

States, and their impact on the state’s population. Although there were enthused secessionists 

and determined unionists in the state, collectively, North Carolina was a reluctant member of the 

Confederacy, never fully committed to secession and war but thrust into both. As a result, after 

the war, commemorative culture emerged slowly in North Carolina in predictable ways. 

After routing the Confederates at the Battle of Bentonville on March 21, 1865, Union 

forces under General William T. Sherman’s command moved relatively unopposed into North 

Carolina’s capitol and occupied the city. North Carolina Governor Zebulon Vance prepared a 

letter to the conquering general, asking him to protect the state’s “charitable institutions,” hoping 

North Carolina would be spared the same destruction as her southern neighbors. Sherman had 

carved out a swath of scorched earth in his famous March to the Sea, obliterating parts of 

Georgia and South Carolina, and North Carolinians feared the worst.32   

 After occupying the city, a Federal officer approached Raleigh Mayor William Harrison 

and demanded that the Confederate dead buried in a lot adjacent to Pettigrew Hospital be 

disinterred to make room Union burials. The officer informed Harrison that if he failed to 

remove the Confederate dead, Union soldiers would disinter the bodies themselves and cast the 

rotting corpses into the street. The officer’s threat motivated “every loyal citizen” to action, 

 
32 Zebulon B. Vance to General William T. Sherman, April 11, 1865, Cornelia Phillips Spencer 

Papers, Southern Historical Collection, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill. 
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transporting the Confederate dead to a new cemetery, Oakwood, built on land donated by Henry 

Mordecai, one of Raleigh’s wealthiest citizens.33  

The event gave birth to the Raleigh Ladies’ Memorial Association (LMA). Florence Hill 

Jones, President of the Raleigh Ladies Memorial Association, who wrote about the reinterment 

of the Confederate dead in 1893, used the word “loyal” to describe the volunteers who helped on 

that day in 1865. “Loyal,” however, is problematic when considering the political and social 

climate of North Carolina during the Civil War years. Of course, Jones referred to those who 

supported the Confederacy as “loyal,” but other North Carolinians’ loyalty remained with the 

Federal Union. All North Carolinians were loyal. The issue was to whom they were loyal. 

The state had a very nuanced relationship with the Confederacy, and its people had 

varying wartime experiences and differing ideas about what the war had meant after it was over.  

Between 1865 and 1898, North Carolinians debated how to appropriately deal with 

unprecedented trauma and grief, fighting over what the narrative of the war and Reconstruction 

should be. The historical evidence reveals that North Carolina was not united around the 

Confederate cause, neither during the war nor in its memories after it. Furthermore, early 

Confederate commemoration evolved from funerary expressions of grief into social gatherings, 

and at the turn of the twentieth century, became examples of political expression.  

For the next thirty years, North Carolinians used Civil War commemoration in different 

ways to achieve a common goal: reconciliation. Struggling to develop a collective identity after 

the war, North Carolina’s White elite utilized Confederate commemoration by constructing an 

 
33 Florence Hill Jones, “History of the Ladies’ Memorial Association, and Confederate Cemetery 

written by Mrs. Garland Jones, President of the Ladies’ Memorial Association 1893,” in History 

of the Wake County Ladies Memorial Association: Confederate Memorials in Capitol Square, 

Memorial Pavilion, The House of Memory, and the Confederate Cemetery, ed. Charlotte Bryan 

Grimes Williams (Raleigh, NC: n.p., 1938), 7-9.  
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alternative history that erased dissenting anti-Confederate memories, essentially fostering unity 

through White supremacy. Their commemorative efforts forced Black North Carolinians to 

formulate a collective identity out of the ashes of the Confederacy, using Civil War 

commemoration to celebrate their freedom, elevate their race, and develop political alliances 

with poor Whites. 

  

Despite What the Lost Cause Said, North Carolina Was Not a Confederate Monolith 

 As the Republican Party grew in national prominence before the election of 1860, 

coupled with the Democratic Party’s schism over slavery’s expansion into new territories, 

Abraham Lincoln’s ascent into the executive mansion became a realistic possibility. Because he 

was vehemently anti-slavery, Lincoln’s election terrified southern politicians who feared that his 

administration would abolish slavery, which was central to the southern economy. Even before 

the election, South Carolina governor William Gist wrote to his counterparts in other southern 

states, attempting to rally the governors of the South into forming a “cotton Confederacy.”34 

 North Carolina’s governor, John Willis Ellis, supported states’ rights but was unmoved 

by Gist’s calls and hesitated to immediately call for North Carolina’s secession from the 

cherished Union and into the arms of a “cotton Confederacy.” Ellis adopted a “wait and see” 

approach regarding secession, knowing that the people of the state would not be united in 

response to a Republican’s election to the presidency. A common feeling amongst North 

Carolinians was that a newly-elected President Lincoln would prove to be powerless and unable 

to enact any radical legislation to affect slavery’s status. The Republicans were still the minority 

 
34 William H. Gist to John Willis Ellis, October 5, 1860, Box 1, Folder 9, John Willis Ellis 
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party in the US Senate in 1860 and held a plurality, but not a majority, in the House of 

Representatives. So, the likelihood of the Republicans having enough votes to abolish slavery in 

the South was slim. An action as drastic as withdrawing from the United States would be 

inappropriate and likely met with a show of force from the Federal government.35 

 Widely-held sentiment in North Carolina was that secession would certainly lead to not 

only civil war but have a disastrous effect on the southern economy. Editor of the Raleigh 

Standard newspaper, William Woods Holden, a self-described Constitutional Unionist, argued 

that if North Carolina were to secede and civil war came, “Negro property will cease to be 

valuable, because the products of slave labor, and of all other labor, will be in a great degree cut 

off from the markets of the world. The negroes will know, too, that the war is raged on their 

account. . . . The end will be—Abolition!” Therefore, he argued, in order to protect slavery, 

southerners should not seek to dissolve the Union and risk a war that they would certainly lose.36 

 Still, a faction of North Carolinians believed that the time had arrived for North Carolina 

to join the southern Confederacy. North Carolina secessionists argued that their constitutional 

rights were at stake and that there was no longer a chance of maintaining a “nominal Union” 

with the threat of the Republican platform. The divide between North Carolina’s unionists and 

secessionists became so heated that North Carolinians feared violence was inevitable. Concerned 

citizens from Fayetteville bypassed the state government and wrote to President James 

Buchanan’s Secretary of War, John B. Floyd, asking for the Federal government to send a 

garrison of troops to defend the United States’ arsenal there. A garrison of troops soon showed 

up in Fayetteville, much to the dismay of Governor Ellis who was understandably concerned 
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over Federal troops being sent to his state without his consent or request. Floyd extended an 

apology to Ellis, explaining to the governor that the deployment was “intended, alone, to give a 

sense of security to the people who applied for the guard” and acknowledging that the concerned 

citizens of Fayetteville should have made their complaint to Ellis himself. Such an episode 

reveals the anxieties of the common people with the uncertainty of the days ahead.37 

 Clearly, North Carolinians divided over the secession issue. When South Carolina broke 

away from the United States on December 20, 1860, North Carolinians intensely debated their 

future allegiance. Unionists argued that North Carolina shared very few interests with cotton 

states like South Carolina, Alabama, and Mississippi. They argued that the new “cotton 

Confederacy” would fail. Unionists even accused South Carolinians of enjoying Lincoln’s 

election “with as much joy as Massachusetts, because [South Carolina] thought that election 

furnished her with the long-sought pretext of destroying the Union,” citing South Carolina’s 

checkered history concerning nullification and threats to secede.38 

 In February 1861, the state held an election to determine whether or not North Carolina 

should hold a secession convention. The result was a razor-thin margin, as North Carolina’s 

voting population rejected the proposed convention by a mere 105 votes: 46,614 to 46,509. 

Although the total number of votes cast, 93,123, represented only about 9 percent of the state’s 

total free population, the vote revealed a clear divide within the body politic. Simply stated, there 

was significant opposition to North Carolina joining the Confederacy.39  
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 Importantly, some of the voters who cast ballots in favor of holding a convention did not 

necessarily want to see North Carolina secede, among them a leading unionist William Holden, 

who cast his ballot hoping to see North Carolina statesmen convene to debate the issue and “take 

steps to prevent secession and save the union.” Other unionists viewed the convention in a 

similar light and acted accordingly, suggesting that even a higher (albeit unquantifiable) 

percentage of the body politic opposed North Carolina’s secession.40 

 The “Convention” and “No Convention” factions were very sectionalized. Eastern 

counties with economies based in industries supported by enslaved labor leaned toward 

secession. They were the wealthiest counties in the state, with the largest agricultural operations. 

Voters in the mountains, where most counties had enslaved populations around 5 percent or less 

of their total populations, voted against a convention. Most interesting, perhaps, was the 

Piedmont region where 64 percent of voters cast ballots against the convention, wishing to avoid 

conversations about North Carolina breaking away from the United States (See Table 1.1). The 

Mountain and Piedmont counties most opposed to a secession convention were the state’s poorer 

counties, with little use for slavery as a labor force. In other words, the body politic voted their 

economic interests. North Carolinians knew exactly what the Confederacy represented: a 

rebellion to protect the interests of the South’s wealthiest population, whose economic success 

depended on keeping slavery legal.41 
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 The debate over secession did not die with the convention’s defeat at the polls. By March 

1, 1861, Mississippi, Florida, Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana, and Texas had joined South 

Carolina in their cotton Confederacy. Nevertheless, the unionists held firm, arguing that “the 

heart of the man is not right who can’t see more peace than war in the message,” as an Orange 

County resident stated, referring to President Abraham Lincoln’s first inaugural address. Despite 

calls from South Carolinians and other southerners to join the Confederacy to support the other 

slave states, Governor Ellis remained firm in his “wait and see” policy.42 

 After the events of April 1861, “wait and see” no longer remained a viable option and 

North Carolina had to pick a side. When South Carolina had seceded on December 20, 1860, 

United States Army Major Robert Anderson and eighty-five Federal troops were stationed at 

Fort Moultrie in Charleston Harbor. On December 26, Anderson repositioned his forces inside of 

Fort Sumter to better protect themselves in case of attack from South Carolina’s Confederate 

forces. Such action angered South Carolinian politicians who viewed Fort Sumter as South 

Carolina property, rather than belonging to the Federal government’. Cut off from the rest of the 

United States deep inside unfriendly territory, Major Anderson contacted his superiors in 

Washington, informing them that his Federal troops were low on supplies. Confederate General 

P. G. T. Beauregard called upon Anderson to surrender the fort to Confederate forces. Anderson 

refused. Beauregard subsequently ordered the Confederate artillery to bombard the fort 
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beginning at 4:30 am on April 12. The bombardment lasted for thirty-four hours, after which 

Anderson surrendered to Beauregard.43 

 President Lincoln had been hesitant to assert Federal authority and respond to Anderson’s 

call for help, worried that doing so might provoke more southern states to join the Confederacy. 

After the bombardment, Lincoln instructed the war department to raise an army to put down the 

rebellion in South Carolina. On April 15th, North Carolina Governor Ellis received a telegram 

from Simon Cameron, Lincoln’s Secretary of War: “Call made on you by tonight’s mail for two 

(2) regiments of Military for immediate Service.”44 In response, Ellis replied: 

Your dispatch is received, and if genuine, which its extraordinary character leads 

me to doubt, I have to say in reply, that I regard the levy of troops made by the 

Administration a usurpation of power. I can be no party to this wicked violation 

of the laws of the country, and to this war upon the liberties of a free people. You 

can get no troops from North Carolina.45 

 

Ellis had long supported states’ rights, but Lincoln’s call for troops pushed Ellis to remove North 

Carolina from the United States. Ellis immediately called up the 30th North Carolina militia to 

take Forts Caswell and Johnston and hold them “in the name of North Carolina.”46 

 Dissenting unionist voices were silenced as the fever pitch of war captured the state. 

Newspapers like Holden’s Standard, the Greensboro Patriot, the Raleigh Register, and the 

Hillsborough Recorder, who had all vehemently argued against breaking up the union, declared 

revolution, charging their readers to “resist every attempt of the tyrant Lincoln to subdue the 
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South,” and to “let the war be vigorously prosecuted.” Pro-union letters to the editor that had 

become the centerpiece of these newspapers for months disappeared from their pages.47 

 The North Carolina General Assembly called North Carolina’s voters back to the polls in 

May 1861, this time to select delegates for the upcoming secession convention. Although there 

was still a significant number of unionists in the state, most were “resigned to defeat,” resulting 

in low voter turnout for this election. Simply stated, North Carolina’s departure from the Union 

had become inevitable. Reports of mob violence and voter intimidation filled the North Carolina 

press, and the State Convention passed a resolution in May 1861 (as part of the secession 

ordinance) redefining loyalty in North Carolina. Remaining loyal to the Federal union would be 

considered treason, punishable by death.48  

 Despite strong anti-unionist sentiments amongst politicians and the press, several unionist 

delegates were elected and sent to the State Convention, but they proved powerless to halt North 

Carolina’s march to the Confederacy. They attempted to stall the state’s secession, demanding 

that the convention give North Carolina the opportunity to ratify the Confederate constitution, 

but the overwhelming secessionist majority rejected their demand.49 

 North Carolina officially seceded from the United States on May 20, 1861, a date 

purposefully chosen for its historical significance. On the same date eighty-six years earlier, a 

group of citizens from Mecklenburg County had signed the “Mecklenburg Resolves,” declaring 
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themselves politically free and independent from Great Britain’s rule. The delegates at the 

secession convention wanted to send the message to the people that they were acting in the same 

spirit as the Founding Fathers of 1776. 

 North Carolina’s membership in the Confederacy, however, did not change the minds of 

unionists in the state. The Piedmont region, in particular, remained hotly contested and civil war. 

Fewer than one out of every five eligible men from the Piedmont volunteered for Confederate 

military service, revealing an overall lack of enthusiasm for the Confederate cause. The majority 

of volunteers came from the class of poor white free wage laborers who found a salary of $11 a 

month a viable economic opportunity, if they could stay alive to collect it.50  

 To address the shortage of manpower, the Confederate Congress passed a conscription 

act requiring “all white men, residents of the Confederate States, between the ages of 18 and 35 

years, [be] placed in the military service.” Yet, the conscription act treated White elites and rank-

and-file Whites very differently. The wealthy could hire substitutes to fulfill their conscription 

duties, and the law exempted White men who owned more than twenty enslaved persons. Less 

wealthy Whites did not enjoy such privilege, further exacerbating existing tensions over 

secession and the Confederacy.51  

 Such anti-democratic practices pushed William Holden, Constitutional Unionist-turned-

Secessionist, to publicly question the legality of the conscription act. Many historians have 

labeled Holden a political opportunist whose loyalties shifted with the changes of wartime winds. 

 
50 Brown, “North Carolinian Ambivalence,” 13-17. 
51 “Chap. XXXI—An Act to Further Provide for the Public Defence,” in James M. Matthews, 

ed., The Statutes at Large of the Confederate States of America Commencing with the First 

Session of the First Congress: 1862 (Richmond: R. M. Smith, 1862), 29-32; Paul Escott, Many 

Excellent People: Power and Privilege in North Carolina, 1850-1900 (Chapel Hill: University of 

North Carolina Press, 1985), 91-113. 



   

36 

He had tried to return to the Democrats’ good graces by signing the secession ordinance, but they 

still hated him for abandoning the party to side with the unionists in 1860. Denied a leadership 

role in the new Confederate government, Holden rallied political malcontents together to form a 

new political party, knowing that, in defeat, North Carolinians would blame the war and 

resulting economic calamity on the party currently in power. Holden’s new creation, the 

Conservative Party, coalesced with prominent politicians who felt scorned because they had not 

been granted appointments in Richmond, as well as those upset over losing key coastal regions 

of the state to Union forces in early 1862. Holden used his Standard newspaper to play the 

Conservative attack dog against the Confederate party, arguing that Confederates “mismanaged 

public affairs,” and advanced “their own interests . . . to gratify their hatred toward the late 

Union men.” Holden implored readers not to trust the Confederates, as they were clearly 

privileging the planter class over common White men, invoking the famous phrase “the rich 

man’s war and a poor man’s fight.” Holden argued that only the state governments had the right 

to draft citizens into military service. Confederate conscription was the same sort of overreach 

that the Confederates claimed to fight against, and consequently North Carolinians’ individual 

liberties had been trampled.52 

 As historian William Powell argued, the secession convention had created “an unnatural 

bonding of opposing points of view” and “outside events had forced the majority, opposed to 

secession, into a coalition with the minority secessionists.” Union victories on the battlefield and 

the planter elite’s privileged treatment by the Confederate government gave North Carolinians a 

better idea of what they had signed up for, and the state essentially divided into two factions: the 
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Confederate faction which aimed for peace and southern independence through victory, and the 

Conservative faction, which wanted peace through negotiation with the Union with the ultimate 

goal of restoring the Union while preserving slavery.53 

 Across the North and South, “peace movements” organized hoping to bring a quick end 

to the war and reconcile the states. However, North Carolina’s peace movement was the largest, 

led by Holden. Clearly a significant number of North Carolinians were dissatisfied with the 

Confederate government, evidenced by the large numbers of deserters from the Piedmont and 

Western counties, and the election of 1862 saw a number of “peace men” elected to the General 

Assembly. Additionally, Conservative Zebulon Vance, won the governorship, serving out the 

rest of John Ellis’s term. Ellis had died in July 1861, shortly after secession and the beginning of 

the war. 

 Initially, Holden and Vance were a political team.  Holden utilized his position as editor 

of the Standard to support the young, inexperienced governor. The collaboration was short-lived 

and the resulting schism split the Conservative party. Vance resented that he was often seen as 

Holden’s puppet, and when Holden pressed for negotiations with Lincoln to develop a peace-

without-victory solution to the war, Vance broke from the party boss, arguing that “the South’s 

only hope lay in continuing to resist the invader and attaining independence,” rejecting the idea 

of ending the war without winning southern independence.54 

 North Carolina’s Peace Movement may not have succeeded in restoring the state to the 

United States, but it went a long way toward emboldening disillusioned North Carolinians to 

resist conscription or abandon their Confederate service, as well as fracturing the Confederate 
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nationalism necessary to wage war. During the height of the Peace campaign between 1862 and 

1864, desertions and anti-Confederate sentiments stirred up so much trouble that Governor 

Vance had to call for Confederate troops to help suppress dissent and enforce the conscription 

acts. But anti-Confederate sentiment was not passive. The secretive Heroes of America (also 

known as the “Red Strings”) formed to take seceded states back into the United States. The 

Heroes of America boasted a membership of ten thousand North Carolinians alone, and they 

actively resisted Confederate rule, sometimes resorting to violence to disrupt Confederate 

operations.55 

 Holden’s Peace Movement resulted in over one hundred demonstrations protesting the 

war and advocating for North Carolina’s readmission into the Union under antebellum 

conditions, essentially hitting the reset button and protecting slavery’s legality. Of course, the 

Peace Movement was not universally popular. On September 9, 1863, soldiers from a Georgia 

brigade camped in Raleigh went to Holden’s home to confront him about his movement, which 

they said undermined the Confederate cause. Holden was not there so the Confederate soldiers 

ransacked the Standard’s office. Those Georgia men were not the only Confederate soldiers 

interested in lashing out at Holden, as an Alabama regiment also passed through Raleigh hoping 

to intimidate him. Holden’s faction used these attacks as opportunities to demonstrate disdain for 

the Confederacy, striking back against the Confederates by ransacking the office of the State 

Journal, Raleigh’s pro-Confederate paper and vocal critic of the Peace Movement. Mob violence 

turned Governor Vance completely against the Peace Movement, believing that “such action 

could only lead to anarchy or despotism.” He respected Holden’s individual rights of free speech, 
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but he hoped that the violence against Holden’s newspaper office would at least make the 

newspaper editor reconsider his views.56 

 In the fall elections of 1863, after the Confederacy’s failed invasion at Gettysburg, North 

Carolinians elected representatives to send to the Confederate Congress in Richmond. Five of 

them were “peace men” who favored ending war without southern independence but with 

slavery intact. With half of North Carolina’s delegation in the Confederate legislature comprised 

of men who would dissolve the Confederacy to end the war, the fault lines in North Carolinians’ 

commitment to the Confederate government were exposed.57 

 Confederate President Jefferson Davis rejected any negotiations with the Union that did 

not end with southern independence. Holden believed, then, that the only way to achieve peace 

with the Union that would keep slavery intact was to bypass the Confederate government, hold a 

convention of the southern states, and circumvent Richmond’s authority. Of course, the proposal 

infuriated Davis who asked the Confederate Congress for executive authority to suspend writs of 

habeas corpus in order to prosecute those undermining the Confederate cause. The new 

executive powers curbed the movement. Holden stopped printing the Standard altogether, saying 

“I felt that if I could not continue to print as a free man I would not print at all, and I could not 

bear the idea of lowering or changing my tone.” 58 

 Holden decided to challenge Vance in his reelection campaign in 1864, promising to do 

“everything in his power” to achieve “an honorable peace.” However, Holden would not have 

the same success that the Peace party enjoyed in 1863. Vance believed that discontented North 

Carolinians were not necessarily Unionists, and framed his campaign around the idea of peace 
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and reforming the Confederate corruption which had upset them. Vance’s team ran a grueling 

campaign, speaking with voters six days a week for two months straight, promising to address 

their grievances and relieve their suffering. Holden, in contrast, ran an incompetent campaign, 

unsuccessfully diverting his attentions to convince the General Assembly to call a convention to 

negotiate with Lincoln. Vance took the election in a landslide victory, winning all of the state 

except for three counties. After his defeat, Holden expressed dismay that so many of his 

Conservative allies had crossed over to the “destructive” [Confederate] cause, but said that he 

remained committed to making sure the war was prosecuted for the state’s “self-defence” and 

that the South should not fight for “conquest,” but “terminate the struggle by negotiations.”59  

 Historians Horace Raper and William Powell agree that the one-sided outcome of the 

1864 gubernatorial election reflected Vance’s aggressive campaign coupled with Holden’s 

unpopularity amongst voters. But Vance winning 80 percent of the vote does not equate with 

support for the Confederacy or southern independence. Holden had a long history in North 

Carolina politics, and he was personally loathed by pre-war Democrats. It is very possible that 

another less-polarizing peace candidate would have achieved better results against Vance. 

 The Peace Movement in North Carolina did not end with Holden’s defeat. Peace men in 

both houses of the General Assembly proposed resolutions aimed at reconciliation with the 

United States government, but those resolutions failed after heated discussions, albeit by the 
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slimmest of margins.  By 1864, the Confederate’s ability to win the war had all but dissipated, 

and the Union had no real reason to negotiate a peace with the Confederacy.60  

 The narrative of a united Confederate North Carolina that became so prevalent in 

Confederate memorial exercises in the postbellum state, therefore, was a myth. Although the 

fever pitch of war in April 1861 changed many politicians’ minds over North Carolina’s proper 

course, discontent over the Confederacy manifested as volunteer rates languished at the war’s 

beginning, evidenced by forced conscription and high rates of desertion, as well as the presence 

of an anti-Confederate organization whose ranks equaled approximately 15 percent of the voting 

population. Half of the state’s representatives elected to the Confederate Congress during the war 

favored dissolving the Confederacy and returning North Carolina to the Union. A united 

Confederate North Carolina would not have had so many examples of disillusion and resistance. 

 Most importantly, the contested politics and experiences of wartime resulted in contested 

vernacular memories of the era. The challenge for Confederate memorialists after the war would 

be to create a narrative of North Carolina’s participation in the war that eradicated the dissenting 

anti-Confederate experiences. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

Worthy of the Chisel or the Brush? 

Early North Carolina Civil War Commemoration, 1865-1898 

 

 

 

The end of the Civil War in April 1865 forced Americans to grieve and deal with loss of 

life at an unprecedented level. Their first immediate task was to recover the bodies of loved ones 

who had been killed in combat on battlefields or died of sickness far from their homes. For many 

Americans in North and South, loved ones’ remains rested in hastily dug graves in fields 

hundreds of miles away. For the families of the Union dead, reclaiming loved ones was 

somewhat less troublesome because the Federal government provided funding and assistance. 

However, the Federal government did not assist former Confederates, leaving southern 

communities to fend for themselves. In response, Ladies Memorial Associations (LMA) formed 

across the South to repatriate the remains of southern soldiers.61 

 Historian Caroline Janney wrote that through their work in reburying the Confederate 

dead as well as erecting the first monuments to the fallen Confederate soldier, southern women 

played a significant role in “crafting the traditions that honored the Confederate cause and 

keeping alive a sense of white southern solidarity.” More importantly, Janney argued that elite 

southern White women manipulated the memories of the war through their activities by 

performing their gender-role duties as protectors of the home and community. Former 

Confederate women took political action in defense of Confederate ideals in ways that men could 

not. According to Janney, Ladies Memorial Associations “actively rejected northern attempts to 
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remake southern identity,” through their cemetery work and monument building. Because the 

activities of women-run benevolent societies were viewed as apolitical, members of LMAs did 

not risk of being deemed traitors by the Federal government in supporting Confederate ideals, 

memory and culture. Yet, at the same time, they actively and rather successfully resisted 

northern attempts to redefine southern culture and Federal reconstruction efforts.62 

 Women took the lead in memorializing the dead, creating unique community identities 

across the South, all bound together through an increasingly mythical Lost Cause narrative which 

framed the Confederates as heroic martyrs. It was a narrative that White North Carolinians could 

unite behind, regardless of their wartime political views. Michael Kammen wrote that a 

community reconstructs its past to create traditions that develop a sense of identity, establish a 

consensus amongst community members, and alleviate insecurities about the present world. 

North Carolina communities had been deeply divided and traumatized by the Civil War, and led 

by their most prominent White women, they looked for ways to reconcile that grief. Memorial 

Day celebrations became early manifestations of this process, demonstrating what historian Alan 

Megill called the product of a desire for reconciliation amid anxiety over their collective 

identity.63  

 In 1864, most North Carolina communities began holding annual Confederate Memorial 

Day celebrations, designated on May 10 in memoriam of General Thomas “Stonewall” Jackson’s 
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death on that date in 1863. In 1881, the General Assembly etched May 10 into law as the official 

state Memorial Day.64  

 During the 1860s, Memorial Day celebrations were muted, simple ceremonies during 

which women laid flowers on the graves of fallen Confederate soldiers. Mourners across the 

South were very aware that the eyes of the nation were upon them, and they restrained the ways 

that they commemorated the dead and their cause. For example, General Philip Sheridan, 

commander of Federal forces in New Orleans, specifically forbade “erection of monuments in 

memory or in honor of any man who fell while fighting the battles of the late Confederacy.” A 

similar order by the commandant in charge of Memphis banned “processions, speeches, or public 

demonstration of any kind in honor of the Confederate dead.” Federal authorities warned that 

citizens should keep their Memorial Day activities limited to “simple acts of mourning for their 

dearest relatives.”65 

 North Carolinians were not subjected to the same codified restrictions. The man in charge 

of the 2nd Military District (comprised of both Carolinas), Major General Daniel E. Sickles, had 

held pro-southern views before the Civil War. Sickles fully believed that southerners had been 

within their constitutional rights to secede from the Union. Simply stated, the general was not a 

Lincoln Republican, and after his initial appointment as commandant of the Carolinas, Sickles 

delivered a speech in Charleston directing Black Americans to seek honest employment and 
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avoid anyone who might want to create racial tension. It is fair to say that Sickles was not very 

concerned about Confederate commemoration, as long as Carolinians obeyed his military 

authority.66 

 While Sickles’s policies may not have been as stringent as other military commanders in 

the South, North Carolinians were still prohibited from overt public displays honoring the 

Confederacy. In 1867, the Ladies of New Bern planned to hold an official procession from the 

center of town to the cemetery to lay the cornerstone for their planned Confederate burial vault. 

Federal authorities informed the organizers that their planned procession would not be allowed 

but permitted the ladies to hold their cornerstone dedication in the cemetery as planned. With this 

action, the Federals established a precedent about where Confederate commemoration would be 

tolerated—within private spaces, including cemeteries. As long as Confederate mourners made 

“no attempts at public display,” they faced no interference from Federal authorities. Therefore, 

communities organized “unofficial processions” where citizens all made their way from their 

homes to the cemetery around the same time.67 

 The overall tone of these early Memorial Day exercises was funerary in nature, as 

ceremonies of performative grief. Unlike future Confederate commemoration, most southern 

communities acknowledged that they had been soundly defeated and recognized that formal 

processions with pomp and circumstance would be highly inappropriate. They were there to 

mourn their dead family and friends, but not necessarily the dead Confederacy itself. Such 

sentiments arose during the Raleigh Memorial Day ceremony in the newly-built Oakwood 

Cemetery, which housed the city’s Confederate dead. Lawyer Seaton Gales was the orator of the 
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day, giving his perspective on Confederate commemoration to the crowd in attendance, saying, 

“We may not build for them [referring to the Confederate dead] lofty monuments or marble or of 

bronze—for we are poor. . . . we may not celebrate their prowess with pomp, with procession 

and with pageantry—for we are vanquished.” The purpose that day was to remember the lives 

lost during the Civil War and to acknowledge the impact the war had on their community.68 

 In much of the same way that there was disagreement between North Carolinians over the 

state’s secession from the Union, there was discord among neighbors over the meaning of 

Memorial Day exercises. Perhaps the most heated exchange over Memorial Day occurred in 

Raleigh in May 1869. Eight years earlier, Wake County’s loyalty had been deeply divided over 

secession, with 53 percent of the voters calling for a secession convention. That divide remained 

evident in 1869 as Raleighites expressed reservations about demonstrating loyalty to the Union 

when they had lost so many to defending the Confederacy.69 

 Josiah Turner, Jr., editor of the Raleigh Sentinel and a former Confederate congressman, 

took exception to what he perceived as Raleigh citizens showing more respect to fallen Union 

soldiers on Decoration Day than they had for fallen Confederates on Memorial Day a few weeks 

prior. He argued that the State Capitol closed on Decoration Day but not Memorial Day, and that 

more Raleigh merchants closed their shops in honor of the Union dead than the Confederates. 

Furthermore, Turner expressed disgust with women who decorated the graves of Union soldiers 

as repayment for the kindness shown by United States soldiers who laid flowers in the 

Confederate cemetery. He declared it inappropriate for the Union soldiers to honor their former 

foes and embarrassing that “Confederate widow and orphans” decorated the graves of the men 
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who killed their husbands and fathers. “Let the carpetbaggers wait, it is too soon to expect it.” 

For Turner, Memorial and Decoration Day activities were far more symbolic than just laying 

flowers: they spoke to  North Carolinians abandoning their Confederate ideals.70 

 The Raleigh Standard, now owned by former Union General Milton Smith Littlefield and 

edited by Horace L. Pike (also a Union soldier), responded to Turner’s take, crediting Raleigh’s 

women for “their kindness in giving flowers to be used in decorating the graves of the Union 

dead,” especially when they were not asked or expected to do so. Littlefield said that it was 

unfortunate for the Sentinel to “rebuke those who have thus shown respect for the dead,” adding 

that the “dead should not be the subject of political rancor.” For Pike and the women he praised, 

Memorial and Decoration Days offered opportunities for reconciliation and to let go of their past 

bitter feelings.71  

 Still, even though early Confederate Memorial Day celebrations had funerary tones, local 

gatherings of mourning quickly began to incorporate martial demonstrations of southern 

manhood and the Lost Cause. At his speech at the 1867 Raleigh Memorial Day celebration, 

Seaton Gales pivoted from acknowledging Confederate’ defeat to reminding the crowd that 

memory of the bravery, sacrifice, and suffering of the Confederate soldier should be passed 

down to future generations. Two years later, the Raleigh celebration at Oakwood Cemetery 

featured an oration by former Confederate Major William McKendree Robbins, who had served 

under General James “Pete” Longstreet at Gettysburg in 1864. In his speech, Robbins hallowed 

the “high courage,” “knightly courtesy,” and the “sublime patience” that “shed fresh lustre on the 
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Anglo-American name,” adding that the Confederate soldier had carved themselves honor in the 

American history books and won the respect of their enemies.72 

 The 1870 Memorial Day celebration in Wilmington featured a procession unlike what 

had previously been seen in the state. High-ranking Confederate Generals led the parade to the 

cemetery, followed by cadets from the newly established Cape Fear Academy, in full military 

uniform. Following the cadets were the women of the Wilmington Memorial Association, 

followed in turn by lower-ranking Confederate officers and soldiers. Three of Wilmington’s fire 

companies also filed in line, completing the display of martial strength and manliness.73  

 General Raleigh E. Colston delivered the main oratory, and specifically took aim at 

arguments that countered the Lost Cause narrative. He believed that the Confederate dead would 

have a hard time resting peacefully in their eternal slumber if they knew that their actions during 

the war had been “misjudged or condemned.” Colston warned the crowd that future generations 

of White southerners would be taught that “their fathers were oligarchs, aristocrats, slave-drivers, 

rebels, traitors, who, to perpetuate the monstrous sin of human slavery, tried to throttle out the 

life of the nation, and to rend asunder the government founded by Washington.” Furthermore, he 

attacked northerners for what he perceived as a narrow view of success in labeling the southern 

cause as a failure, adding “still less can they comprehend the love, veneration and enthusiasm 

that we still continue to feel for our own unsuccessful leaders.” In Colston’s mind, the 

righteousness of their cause, unsuccessful or not, needed to be passed down to future 

generations, regardless of the fact that they had lost the war.74 
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 Similar sentiments continued throughout the 1870s with more martial processions and 

Lost Cause speeches, designed to not only remember the fallen, but to perpetuate the Lost Cause 

to a new generation of “Confederates,” creating living monuments to their ancestors’ 

Confederacy. A. M. Waddell, who would decades later become one of North Carolina’s most 

controversial historical figures, spoke at the Wilmington celebration in 1873, declaring that the 

“history of conquered peoples is full of warning,” and that if North Carolinians did not remain 

steadfastly loyal towards Confederate ideals of “moral heroism and self-respect,” their political 

welfare was in jeopardy. Waddell instructed the audience to “teach your sons to be learned here, 

in love and not in hate” in order to protect their “native land.” Such sentiments elevated the 

memory of the Confederate dead into monuments to manhood that young men should emulate.75  

  

Discord Over Building Confederate Monuments 

 During the immediate postbellum years, Memorial Day celebrations served as the main 

vector for creating Confederate memory and perpetuating Lost Cause doctrine. Among the 

common sentiments often expressed during these events was a desire to erect monuments in 

memory of the Confederate soldier, with monument supporters arguing that Confederates were, 

in fact, “American” soldiers, and like the monument-building taking place on the Gettysburg 

battlefield in the immediate aftermath of the Civil War, it was certainly appropriate to erect 

monuments for American soldiers of the South. In this rationale, Confederates “illustrated all the 

bravery and courage of the American people, and who have each one of them as they fell at the 

muzzle of the hostile gun, proudly proved the endurance of American principles.”76 
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 But North Carolina developed a terrible reputation for commemorating past heroes, a 

troubling theme that often appeared in Memorial Day ceremonies and other Confederate 

gatherings. For example, at the 1875 Wilmington Memorial Day celebration, the orator of the 

day asked why North Carolinians lacked so much “State pride” concerning its participation in the 

Confederacy, remarking that North Carolinians had allowed “strangers” to take their “inheritance 

of power and glory,” preying upon the fears espoused by White conservatives about northerners 

writing southern histories.77 

 Confederate monument supporters argued that they could rectify the state’s neglect 

toward its own history by building monuments. For monument builders, North Carolinians had 

“borne sons as distinguished in statesmanship, oratory, legal learning, military and naval 

achievement as any State can claim,” but risked such heroes fading into oblivion. Bronze and 

marble monuments offered a logical foundation upon which to build a state collective memory.78  

 In the midst of postbellum economic woes, however, spending funds on monuments was 

a tough sell to rank-and-file North Carolinians. Very similar to the division surrounding the 

secession debate in 1860-61, the monument debate was very sectionalized, with the majority of 

support coming from the eastern portion of the state and opposition from the Piedmont and the 

Mountains. A perfect example of this debate is found in an exchange between the Wilmington 

Dispatch and the Charlotte Democrat in July 1866. The Dispatch printed a suggestion from one 

the city’s “most benevolent and patriotic citizens” to form a committee to build a monument in 

memoriam of the “gallant spirits of this city, who fell during the late revolution.” In reply, the 

Charlotte Democrat asked its readers if the community would be better served “relieving the 
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distress of the widows and other destitute persons around us, and educating the orphan children” 

of the fallen Confederates. Both sentiments reflected desires to honor the Confederate dead. The 

disagreement was over specifically how to do that. Monument builders wanted permanent stone 

and bronze structures as physical manifestations of their grief and desire to perpetuate 

Confederate ideals across time and space, while monument detractors preferred investing in the 

material needs and education of the White population, turning the fallen Confederates’ children 

into living monuments to the Lost Cause ideals for which they had fought and died.79  

 The back-and-forth debate over proposed monument building during the first years after 

the war was not limited to Confederate monuments. As early as 1866, North Carolinians began a 

long campaign to reconstitute southern manliness. As historian Craig Thompson Friend 

explained, thousands of White men joined the southern cause between 1861 and 1865 because 

the Confederate framers conflated the “military success of the Confederacy to the virility of 

southern manhood, glorifying duty, bravery, patriotism, martial honor, and the defense of white 

women and children.” When the Union obliterated the Confederate army, Confederate men had 

been emasculated by their failure to establish an independent nation. With control of the state in 

the hands of their enemies, Confederate Carolinians buttressed masculinity through the Lost 

Cause myth because Federal authorities limited former Confederates commemorative culture, 

specifically the erection of public monuments.80  

 In the process of reestablishing southern manhood, Confederate North Carolinians 

connected their failed revolution to the American Founding Fathers. It made sense as it gave 
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them a  foundation from which to build a claim of a national legitimacy. According to historian 

Anne Rubin, the Confederates believed their cause had been the “perfection” of the Founding 

Father’s original revolution. Connecting the failed Confederacy to 1776 empowered Lost Cause 

mythologizers to frame Confederates as “honorable,” highlighting not only southern masculinity 

but a renewed sense of loyalty to the United States. In other words, defeated secessionists 

appropriated the unionist sentiments they had once rejected to reclaim their place in the Union. 

Not surprisingly, forbidden from commemorating their Confederate ancestors, over the late 

1860s, Carolinians elected to commemorate their Revolutionary ancestors, putting forward 

proposals for monuments to Revolutionary heroes such as Cornelius Harnett, Richard Caswell, 

W. Lee Davidson and Nathanael Greene, and to great moments in North Carolina history like the 

Mecklenburg Resolves, and the Battles of Alamance, Moore’s Creek Bridge, and Guilford Court 

House. While Carolinians proposed these monuments in the late 1860s, they were not realized 

for several decades.81  

 For many Carolinians, these were monumental wastes of money. The Charlotte 

Democrat in particular was extremely critical, even targeting monuments that celebrated North 

Carolina’s role in creating the Union. Responding to a speech by Zebulon Vance in 1889 when 

the then-US Senator took aim at the state’s lack of monuments, the newspaper said, “Senator 

Vance is one of the biggest possessions North Carolina has, yet we would rather see bread for the 

living than stones for the dead. We would rather see a gristmill started for 1861 than a quarry 

opened for 1781; A marble monument is a smooth affair, but it is rough on living veterans who 

are suffering.” The Charlotte Observer took issue with the proposed Mecklenburg Resolves 
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monument in 1891, arguing that a better way to honor the contributions of their ancestors was 

investing money into improving the state’s common schools system. “The best monuments to 

erect to the distinguished dead in North Carolina is to teach the people to love and venerate the 

deeds of the dead. That is to teach them to read, first better public schools, then better papers, 

and so on.” As debate raged over the use of public money, raising monuments to the Confederate 

dead and the money to fund them fell to private citizens, Ladies’ Memorial Associations, and 

Veterans’ Groups.82 

 

Fundraising Challenges 

 Much has been written about the United Daughters of the Confederacy (UDC) and their 

monumental efforts at the turn of the twentieth century. Historian Fitzhugh Brundage wrote that 

“organized white women exerted influence through their impressive fund-raising capacities,” 

raising “prodigious sums of money.” Historian Karen Cox argued that fundraising failures were 

“not an option” for UDC women who depended on monuments to tell the South’s patriotic story 

and defend the Lost Cause narrative.83 

 When historians discuss women’s roles in Confederate commemoration, it is often in the 

context of the turn-of-the-century Jim Crow South, when the Confederate monument explosion 

took place and raising funds for Confederate monuments became relatively easy. During the 

immediate postbellum era, the Ladies’ Memorial Associations were the principal monument 
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organizers and fundraisers. As historian Caroline Janney discussed in her groundbreaking study, 

women could serve as agents of the Confederacy without transgressing prescribed gender roles. 

Given southerners’ economic struggles in the 1860s and 1870s, however, the LMAs did not 

enjoy the same fundraising triumphs that their successors achieved in the twentieth century. 

According to historian Gaines Foster, “a lack of money or loss of interest kept some groups from 

erecting monuments during the first two decades after the war.” The women worked at less 

expensive measures: grave decorating, aiding families with finding and interring their dead, and 

preserving cemeteries.84 

 North Carolina proves Foster’s words to be an understatement. There was clearly a lack 

of popular support from the rank-and-file Carolinians before the turn of the twentieth century, 

evidenced by the time that elapsed between a monument’s proposal and its completion 

Historians like Foster rightfully attributed such challenges to the overall poor economic 

conditions in the South after the Civil War, but perhaps there were other factors to consider: 

contested memory and shifting demographics.  

 When promoting the Memorial Day exercises in 1870, the Wilmington Daily Journal 

remarked that they had hoped to dedicate the anticipated monument (which they had proposed 

four years earlier) during this event, but sufficient funds had not been raised. Memorial groups 

appealed to citizens to contribute small amounts, expressing that no contribution was too small. 

In Wilmington, antipathy had proven disastrous to the monument effort. The newspaper blamed 

for the failure not with the women fundraisers “but solely through a want of interest in the 

community,” calling out Wilmingtonians who should have donated more. A year later, the 
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president of the Wilmington Ladies’ Memorial Association, Julia E. Oakley, reported that 

fundraising efforts had not much improved, sharing in her annual report that only “two-thirds” of 

the necessary money had been secured to erect the monument as originally designed. Having 

aspired to an extremely ornate and elaborate monument, the LMA had to scale back their 

ambitions.85  

 It would be another full year before the women unveiled their monument at Memorial 

Day exercises, and yet, it was an incomplete monument that they presented to the crowd, with 

the inscription and commemorative plaque unfinished. The monument also had not been 

completely funded. The LMA was in debt for $1,200 worth, purposefully so because they 

believed that “persons would give more cheerfully and liberally knowing that the work was 

completed and no further call would be made.”86   

Their tactic situated the women to put more social pressure on the public, particularly 

their wealthy friends, to pay off the monument and save the community and their cause from 

embarrassment. But it was unsuccessful. In Oakley’s annual address, presented about a month 

after the monument dedication, she resigned in frustration over the fundraising difficulty. She 

lamented the “paucity” of their finances, crediting her peers for sustaining her “amid the 

embarrassments and difficulties” during her tenure in office, saying that they had done their best 

with the resources at their disposal. Despite the physical presence of a monument, Oakley 
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viewed the effort as unsuccessful considering that the LMA still owed an enormous sum of 

money. That money was not raised for another two years.87 

 The 1872 Wilmington LMA was not alone in the sense that they struggled to raise the 

necessary funds.  A similar case happened with the New Bern LMA in 1885. They originally 

proposed a monument in 1866, planning to situate it atop the Confederate Vault in the Cedar 

Grove Cemetery. After constructing the vault, however, the New Bern LMA had exhausted their 

resources and could not carry out their plans for the monument. To try to raise funds, the women 

strategically placed “mite boxes” at cemetery entrances on Memorial Day, hoping to solicit 

donations from Confederate mourners.88 

 At their July meeting in 1884, eighteen years after the first calls to raise funds, LMA 

officers put together a press release noting that they only needed $450 to complete the 

Confederate monument. They called upon Craven County’s citizens to make “any contribution, 

however small.” Nine months later, the deficit remained at about a hundred dollars, prompting 

the local Daily Journal to brow-beat its readers into donating to the monument fund, calling on 

both the “Blue and the Gray alike” to donate and publishing a list of each day’s contributors.89 

 The monument arrived on April 22, 1885 in preparation for a May 11 dedication. For the 

next eight days, the Daily Journal continued to publish daily lists of contributors, not only to 

honor those who had donated but to shame prominent citizens who had not yet donated. The 
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editors sent a gentle warning to New Bern’s well-to-do, citing the soldiers who had died for the 

Lost Cause as reason enough for every citizen to donate, and urging citizens to contribute before 

they were called upon. Not even politicians were spared the public pressure, as the Daily Journal 

specifically asked its readers, “How much will the ward candidates [in the upcoming elections] 

give for the Confederate statue?” The public shaming campaign worked. The women accrued the 

necessary funds, and donors had “determined that when the beautiful piece of marble first kisses 

the sun that it shall be absolutely free.” The LMA was spared the embarrassment of not being 

able to pay for their Confederate monument.90  

 Although not unique in the difficulties faced in erecting their proposed monuments, the 

Wilmington LMA experienced something that the New Bern LMA did not: a fairly quick process 

between their first public announcement of intent to raise funds in February 1866 and erection of 

the monument in May 1872. As the New Bern project demonstrated,  monuments publicly 

proposed as fundraising projects in North Carolina took on average 215.38 months or 17.94 

years to be erected and/or dedicated (see Table 2.1). In fact, out of the twenty-nine serious 

Confederate monument proposals between 1866 and 1898, only twelve came to fruition before 

the turn of the century. This held true for monuments to the American Revolution as well, with 

only two of the seven completed by 1898. The remaining nineteen Confederate monuments and 

five Revolution monuments physically appeared during a period of “memorial mania” 

throughout the United States, when conservative Whites engaged in developing a new White 

Americanist identity.91  
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In North Carolina, the rise of White Americanist identity-building was a reaction to the 

turbulent 1890s. White supremacist Democrats had dominated state politics since the 1870 

election that ousted the Republicans from the General Assembly. In the 1890s, Republicans and 

Populists fused together to challenge that dominance. Historian Adam Domby argued that North 

Carolina Fusionists not only threatened White supremacy in the political arena but the Lost 

Cause and Confederate memory that buttressed that supremacy. He found that “some Fusionists 

reportedly called Confederates ‘traitors’ who should have been disfranchised,” and that Populism 

in general “rebelled against oligarchy and privilege” and was “hostile to the Lost Cause 

tradition.”92 

 Before the resurgence of White supremacy and its accompanying monument mania in the 

late 1890s, however, the relatively small number of monuments suggest that Foster’s assertions 

about economic and emotional depressions may be accurate. Still, attributing the lack of interest 

to economic troubles is too simplistic. Over the last forty years, Foster and other historians have 

studied Confederate monuments and commemoration in great detail, gleaning their conclusions 

largely from the White upper-echelon of southern society, the administrative papers and personal 

correspondence of memorial associations and veterans groups informing their studies in 

particular. Newspapers have also been extremely helpful as monuments and their dedications 

were big stories. Like the papers of memorial and veteran associations, newspaper accounts 

usually derived from the perspective of political and social elites. The perspectives of more 

common southerners have been fairly ignored, except for their attendance at Confederate 

 

installation date for each monument is not known; Erika Doss, Memorial Mania: Public Feeling 

in America (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2010), 215-20, 278-79, 344. 
92 Adam H. Domby, The False Cause: Fraud, Fabrication, and White Supremacy in Confederate 

Memory (Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press, 2020), 28. 



   

59 

commemorative events. Simply stated, determining how everyday North Carolinians felt about 

Confederate monuments has been difficult. However, by getting creative with the types of 

primary sources historians use, we as a field can start answering similar questions using relevant 

quantitative data. Unlike meeting minutes and personal correspondence, quantitive data does not 

necessarily favor elite perspectives.  

For example, census data reveals that between 1866 and 1898, Whites proposed 

Confederate monuments in counties where there were higher rates of Black demographic growth 

than White demographic growth, or if the rates were not dramatically different, at least 40 

percent of the county’s total population identified as Black (see Table 2.2). Relatedly, a positive 

correlation arose between the length of time between proposal and completion of a monument 

and how a county’s body politic voted toward secession in 1861 (see Table 2.3). In other words, 

communities that had a White population divided on the issue of secession built their 

Confederate monuments faster than Whites in counties that overwhelming elected to secede or 

remain loyal to the Union. Confederate monument supporters in contested communities must 

have worked harder to preserve their Confederate heritage and the Lost Cause, while 

communities whose White populations had shown more unity in supporting the Confederacy did 

not feel as threatened. For example, Beaufort County Whites proposed their Confederate 

monument in April 1886. It took them twenty-five months, a comparatively short period, to 

complete their monument. When Beaufort voters cast their ballots on secession in February 

1861, 52.5 percent of those votes sided with the Union, meaning their community was clearly 

divided over secession. Factor in that Beaufort’s Colored population made up almost half the 

total population outpaced the White growth rate by 5 percent, statistically speaking it is clear that 

Confederate memories of the conflict were threatened. Without creating a physical representation 
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of Confederate memory in a public space, the continued shifting demographics would eventually 

displace Confederate memory, and the speed at which Beaufort County’s elites erected their 

monument reflects that idea.  

 As is the case with any set of data, there are some anomalies that warrant further 

investigation. Two examples that immediately draw attention are the Lenoir and Wayne County 

monuments. Both of these monuments were funded and erected in an extremely short amount of 

time (ten months for Lenoir’s monument, nine for Wayne’s) despite clear pro-Confederate 

sentiment amongst the voting population on the secession vote in 1861. 

 The Lenoir monument was originally proposed in May of 1881 when the Kinston Journal 

announced plans by county commissioners to utilize the labor of six convicts for “town 

improvements.” In addition to street repairs, commissioners planned to have the convicts reinter 

the Confederate dead into the town cemetery and erect a monument. The newspaper announced a 

monument fund and intended to print the names of monument subscribers. However, after ten 

months, no one had donated to the fund, and rather unceremoniously, the commissioners 

purchased and placed the monument in the cemetery with no fanfare or even a public 

announcement. It was a simple monument, little more than a grave marker and costing only 

$200, a paltry sum that should have been easily raised compared to other monuments of the day. 

The unilateral actions by the commissioners explain the extremely short turn-around between the 

monument’s proposal and erection, marking one of the first instances of Confederate monuments 

fully-funded with public money.93 
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 In Wayne County, Thomas S. Kenan, a very prominent figure in the state Democratic 

party gave a speech at the reunion of the NC 27th Regiment in 1882, in which he called for a 

public Confederate monument to be built at the county courthouse. Instead, at its next meeting, 

the Goldsboro Rifles, a local veteran’s association resolved to install a Confederate monument in 

Willowdale Cemetery and started a fundraising campaign. The men of the Goldsboro Rifles 

partnered with the local LMA in their fundraising efforts. As Caroline Janney demonstrated, men 

often assisted the LMAs, but in this instance, the men of the Goldsboro Rifles took the lead on 

the project, which was out of the ordinary.94  

 In addition to common fundraising tactics like holding concerts, fairs, and bake-sales, and 

soliciting donations from private citizens, the Goldsboro Rifles petitioned the General Assembly 

for additional funding. The legislature granted their request in S.B. 735/H.B. 992 which 

authorized “the Board of Directors of the Penitentiary to furnish stone work,” essentially 

providing all of the necessary stone for the monument through incarcerated labor which quarried 

the necessary material. Considering that nearly two-thirds of inmates at the state penitentiary 

were Black, there is a strong possibility that a significant portion of the monument was built by 

forced Black labor. With the largest expense provided by the state, as well as contributions from 

wealthy northern businessmen hoping to develop economic opportunities in the South (who 

contributed over one-third of the overall cost) and public funding from the Goldsboro Board of 
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Alderman, the men had a relatively easy time procuring the remaining funds through more 

traditional avenues.95 

 The Wayne monument built by the Goldsboro Rifles was also unique in the sense that its 

dedication ceremony broke with traditional Confederate commemorative norms. In most of the 

monument dedication ceremonies, the Ladies Memorial Association members took the lead in 

the ceremonial processions, following masters of ceremonies and important dignitaries in 

attendance. Such was not the case here, as the women were relegated towards the end of the line. 

The Goldsboro Rifles, a military-oriented organization, made certain that the monument 

dedication was a martial exercise, distinguishing it clearly from women’s domesticity.96   

 

Jefferson Davis’s Body as a Monument 

 The father of the Confederacy’s death in 1889 rekindled the Confederate spirit in North 

Carolina. The Wilmington LMA met immediately to discuss how to appropriately mourn and 

commemorate the death of the only Confederate president. They resolved to honor the man who 

was their personification of “pure life and lofty manhood . . . firm, unyielding, incorruptible,” 

and vowed to “teach our children to emulate his virtues.” The association proposed that the 

Confederate monument in the city’s cemetery be covered with a black mourning cloth and that a 
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bronze medallion honoring Davis be added to the monument. The Wilmington Star started a 

subscription fund for the medallion, but the funds never materialized and the medallion was 

never added to the monument. Furthermore, the Ladies proposed a “large and handsome” public 

monument built for Davis on Market Street, which also never happened.97 

 Immediately after his death, Jefferson Davis had been buried in New Orleans, but his 

wife expressed concern over rising sea levels and worried that his tomb would eventually be 

engulfed in water and lost. There was much speculation on where his body would be reinterred. 

The decision fell to his widow, Varina Davis, who ultimately selected Hollywood Cemetery in 

Richmond, Virginia as her husband’s final resting place, noting that Richmond had been where 

her husband’s most important work had taken place, the “valorous resistance which he initiated 

and directed with tireless vigilance as Chief Magistrate that there he received generous and 

unwavering support in the hardest hour of our unfortunate country’s defeat.”98 

 In late May 1893, Jefferson Davis’s body was exhumed from his New Orleans tomb and 

loaded onto a funeral train car draped completely in black cloth. Each state that the funeral train 

passed through (Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina, and 

Virginia) provided its own honor guard, consisting of governors, active-duty soldiers, and 

Confederate veterans. All along the train’s route, southerners gathered by the tracks to celebrate 

Davis as his remains passed them by. When the train arrived in Charlotte in the early morning of  

May 30, the city greeted it with a “presidential salute” from the Hornets Nest and Queen City 

rifles. People crowded the car that housed Davis’s remains, hoping to push forward and claim 
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one of the flowers that adorned the coffin as a souvenir. In fact, some of the honor guards openly 

distributed some of the older flowers to the crowd.99 

 The train arrived in Raleigh around 1 pm, greeted by a military guard composed of men 

from companies from Raleigh, Fayetteville, Henderson, and Durham. Davis’s handlers took his 

coffin off the train and loaded it onto a funeral carriage driven by six black horses with the 

deceased’s body servant, a Black man named James Jones, at the reins. Thomas S. Kenan 

organized the procession, which included Confederate veterans at the lead, followed by state and 

local government officials. Behind them were common school and university students. Bringing 

up the rear of the procession were the Ladies Memorial Associations in attendance. The 

procession marched to the Capitol Grounds where an estimated ten thousand people gathered to 

witness the spectacle. After a prayer, Davis’s pallbearers carried the body into the capitol rotunda 

where his body lie in state for the next two hours.100 

 Thousands poured into the Capitol to see the dead president of a dead nation. In this 

moment, Davis’s body, lying atop an ornate catafalque, became a monument to the Confederacy. 

Confederate mourners used Davis’s body as a tangible reminder of a past to which they no 

longer had connection, a physical representation of their Lost Cause ideology. The Confederacy 

had been defeated for nearly three decades, and thousands of North Carolinians took the 

opportunity to be in the same room with a Confederate hero.101    

Black Commemoration in North Carolina 
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 While North Carolina’s White population quarreled over the merits of erecting 

monuments to the Confederacy and its cause, Black North Carolinians also commemorated the 

Civil War. Black southerners needed to employ the power of history in order to dispel notions of 

“black inferiority,” saying that if their collective memory was hidden from main historical 

narratives, they “would remain relegated to the margins of American life.” Despite a need and 

desire to preserve their memories in permanent and public forms, Black southerners did not have 

the same financial means as their White neighbors to erect monuments in public spaces. 

Nevertheless, they found ways to display their collective memories and ideas in public spaces.102 

 Southern Blacks did not need stone monuments to preserve and celebrate their collective 

heritage, turning instead to public observances such as Juneteenth and Fourth of July parades and 

celebrations that acknowledged Black American contributions to the nation’s history. Southern 

Blacks observed somber occasions like Memorial Day, when they mourned the lives lost during 

the fight for their freedom. Emancipation Day, on the other hand, was the largest celebration of 

Black freedom and took on a more festive nature. Emancipation Day celebrated Lincoln’s 1863 

Emancipation Proclamation, reclaiming the day from memories of an annual southern White 

tradition of holding slave auctions on January 1. It also reminded participants that the quest for 

equality was incomplete. They recognized Ratification Day on March 30 to celebrate the 

Fifteenth Amendment. Such celebrations were to eliminate slavery’s legacy and highlight Black 

Americans’ struggles for equality. None of these celebrations needed the funding required to 

build massive stone monuments, and they did not demand the population to be literate to spread 

their history through the community. Brundage has argued that Black commemorative 

celebrations “had a unique capacity to involve the breadth of the black community, from the 
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college-trained professor to the illiterate day-laborer, from the battle-scarred veteran to the 

impressionable schoolchild. Blacks understood that by entering public spaces and performing 

communal pageants, they were incorporating black history into the region’s civic culture, thereby 

ending their historical exclusion.”103 

 Black southerners often held commemorative exercises in prominent public spaces that 

had been “off-limits” or seen as particularly “hallowed” for whites. The most notable example of 

the testing of racialized spaces was the annual celebration of the fall of Richmond, the 

Confederate capital, during the Civil War. Richmond’s Black citizens, militia men, and Union 

veterans paraded through parts of the city most connected to Confederate heritage, forming a 

visible reminder for southern Whites of the Confederacy’s defeat. Use of civic space in this 

manner imbued special meaning to their commemorative practices in a way that could hardly go 

unnoticed by their White neighbors. Black southerners used public events to counter White 

narratives of superiority and presented their community with a useable history.104 

 Historian David Blight argued that during the thirty years after the Civil War, there were 

different “strains” of Black memory about the conflict: their history under the “burden” of 

slavery as a “lost epoch”; a memory of the Civil War that was celebratory and “constructional” 

in nature; and a patriotic Black memory born out of necessity because of Whites’ obsession with 

“the race problem,” designed to keep the emancipationist version of the war at the forefront of 

the nation’s war memory. Historian Caroline Janney argued that these Emancipation Day 

celebrations across the South were “almost exclusively African American affairs meant to foster 
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unity among freedpeople and their children.” According to Janney, Black Civil War 

commemoration throughout the United States highlighted the “revolutionary nature of 

emancipation.” North Carolina’s Emancipation Days (Raleigh’s celebration, in particular) were 

geared toward developing more of a reconciliationist memory, framing “white-black relations 

stretching from slavery to the present that might bind the races together in a common 

memory.”105 

 The Civil War had ended slavery in the United States, but it did not result in political and 

civil equality for Black citizens. Black North Carolinians enjoyed unprecedented political power 

during the Reconstruction period through membership in the Republican Party, but that proved to 

be short-lived, as Conservatives (who later called themselves Democrats) had reasserted their 

control of the state by 1870. Therefore, Black North Carolinians had to constrain their 

commemorative celebrations within White ideals of “respectability.” 

 Much like Confederate monument dedication ceremonies across the South, Emancipation 

Day celebrations all followed a uniform program of events  “intended to be disciplined rehearsals 

of appropriate behavior.” Typically, Black citizens celebrated the occasion by forming a parade 

and marching to a public space. Then, “cherished texts” related to emancipation and American 

freedom were read aloud, followed by patriotic music. The exercises concluded with a main 

orator (sometimes multiple) delivering addresses that illuminated Black progress since the Civil 
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War and arguing that Black people had an important role to play in the United States’ destiny. 

Black speakers could not easily discuss emancipation without addressing painful memories of 

slavery. They did not dwell upon specific brutal images of the Black southern past, but instead 

transformed “the slave experience to the level of an abstraction,” somewhat lessening the sting of 

the past and reinventing it as a “transcendent” experience with hope for a better future. Unlike 

White Confederate commemorative events, they did not invent an alternate history that 

minimized slavery’s role in the conflict.106  

 Simply stated, Emancipation Day celebrations centered more on the future than the past. 

Unlike Confederate commemoration, which harkened backward to an imagined past to imagine 

an idyllic future, Black commemorative events looked forward to overcome their past and the 

challenges of the present. North Carolina Emancipation Day planning committees presented an 

annual set of resolutions to the crowd. Black community leaders used the resolutions to express 

gratitude for their freedom and their loyalty to the United States government. But, because the 

celebrations took place in public space, presumably within earshot of White neighbors, Black 

leaders took advantage of the public platform and addressed their challenges as well. They called 

for basic rights like equal suffrage, equal protection, and access to educational and vocational 

trainings. For example, at the Raleigh celebration in 1872, Raleigh’s Black leaders addressed the 

recent violence against Alamance and Caswell’s Black and White republican citizens: “we 

earnestly hope the day of murder and outrage for opinion’s sake is at an end; and that peace and 

tranquility will return to our land, when the highest object of all parties and classes will be the 

welfare, prosperity and happiness of the entire people.” Furthermore, they also publicly pushed 

for White support for a new civil rights bill for all citizens. In 1885, Raleigh’s Emancipation Day 
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committee used their platform to condemn the lynchings of Charles Smith and Henry Davis in 

Clayton, and called on Governor Thomas Jarvis, who was in attendance, to seek justice.107 

 Black community leaders believed that the best avenue for securing equal political and 

civil rights rested in dispelling negative racial stereotypes and respecting the politics of 

respectability. This also meant that Black North Carolinians, according to Fitz Brundage, “had to 

be careful when asserting claims to status lest they provoke White retribution.” An excellent 

example of this political tightrope was the date most widely selected for the Emancipation Day 

celebration: January 1. Although most Black North Carolinians recognized January 1, the 

anniversary of the Emancipation Proclamation, as the date of their freedom, that was not 

universally acknowledged. In the 1890s, during the high point of Black political power through 

the Fusion movement, some Black communities like those in Henderson, Oxford, and Lasker, 

opted to celebrate Emancipation Day on April 9, the anniversary of General Lee’s Appomattox 

surrender when Federal victory meant that Emancipation was supposedly secured throughout the 

former Confederacy.108  

 White backlash against Black appropriation of Lee’s surrender was swift, with letters to 

the editor flooding White newspapers complaining about the celebrations. In a letter to Josephus 

Daniels of the News and Observer, a White man from Henderson declared that Black freedom 

celebrations on the anniversary of the state’s “supreme humiliation” could only be interpreted as 

an attack on southern Whites. “To rejoice on the 9th of April, while the true heart of the State is 
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in sack-cloth and ashes, is a rude and wonton insult.” He followed that if Black North 

Carolinians continued to celebrate April 9 as Emancipation Day, “he is no true North Carolinian: 

but an alien . . . and as an alien let him be treated.” One could historically argue that the 

Confederate defeat and surrender was more meaningful to Black freedom than the Emancipation 

Proclamation. However, in addition to reclaiming a very painful day of the calendar year, 

celebrating Emancipation Day on January 1 was simply less inflammatory to White North 

Carolinians.109  

 Because of the sentiments of White Carolinians like this letter writer, Black community 

leaders often opted to make reconciliation between the races a prominent theme. Contrary to 

Caroline Janney’s argument that Emancipation Days were almost exclusively Black enterprises, 

the largest celebrations in the state took place in Raleigh and featured prominent White 

participants. Although Raleigh’s planning committees were exclusively Black, White politicians 

became featured participants in Emancipation Day celebrations almost every year between 1867 

and 1898.110  

 Accommodation and inclusion were within the framework of one of the most influential 

Black intellectuals of the late nineteenth century, Booker T. Washington. He believed that the 

best political strategy to advance the Black race was through industrial education and uneven 

friendships with powerful Whites, in hopes that they would allocate resources to benefit Black 

communities. However, the term, “accommodationist,” is not something that Washington and his 

disciples would have recognized during the nineteenth century, instead preferring the term, 

“constructionalist.” Instead of agitating against Whites for political equality, Blacks constructed 
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positive relationships with White elites, securing extra allocations of resources while carving out 

space for themselves through communal achievements through education and industriousness. 

By focusing on reconciliation in their commemorative exercises, North Carolina’s Black and 

White communities could, as Janney described, traverse “the transition from slavery to freedom, 

assuring advancement for all.”111 

 In fact, Booker T. Washington supported Whites in their efforts to erect Confederate 

monuments, believing that White people should be able to honor their heroes. He personally 

contributed to at least three Confederate causes. He gave $25 towards a monument in memory of 

Confederate General John B. Jordan, who Washington thought was a “brave and unselfish man 

who was not only interested in his own people” but the fate of Black southerners as well. 

Washington hoped other southern Whites would “emulate his example.” Washington 

anonymously donated $100 towards a Confederate veterans’ home in Mountain Creek, Alabama, 

and also helped with fundraising efforts to build the Opelika Confederate monument. When 

asked to lend his services to the Opelika monument, Washington wrote that he was grateful for 

former Confederates’ support of the Tuskegee Institute, and that “any monument that will keep 

the fine character of such heroes before the public will prove helpful to both races in the 

South.”112 
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 In contributing to Confederate causes, essentially memorializing and supporting men who 

had fought to keep him enslaved, Washington deployed a political strategy disguised as apolitical 

friendship, designed to show White southerners that their Black neighbors were not a threat to 

their hegemony, and to model to fellow Black southerners the constructionalist approach to race 

relations. Ultimately, Washington believed that such strategic maneuvers would culminate into 

more available resources for Black communities that they could use to elevate their 

socioeconomic status.  

 Black North Carolinians employed constructionalist strategies in their Emancipation Day 

observances for decades, even before Washington brought the strategy to national prominence. 

In addition to wanting to show White neighbors that they had mastered the politics of 

respectability, Black North Carolinians wanted Emancipation viewed as the final culmination of 

the Founding Fathers’ vision.  

 At the 1870 Emancipation Day celebration, orators James W. Hood (the prominent Black 

religious and political leader) and Governor William Holden each argued that the Emancipation 

Proclamation and Civil War had set both Black and White men free. Bishop Hood, who had 

arrived in North Carolina during 1863 to serve freedpeoples, praised Holden’s efforts to protect 

Black Carolinians from the Ku Klux Klan. “I have been told that our excellent and worthy friend, 

Governor Holden, has been an abolitionist all his life . . . and I will say truthfully now, he was as 

much as a slave as you were, and so was every other man in the South. . . . It was Lincoln’s 

proclamation that released them from bondage that gave the blessings of liberty to the white 

people as well as the colored people of America.” Governor Holden concurred, saying, “You all 

witnessed that great struggle between the powers of slavery and anti slavery, as the result of 

which every body in the country is now free. It has been well observed that not only were the 
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colored people emancipated, but the white people of these Southern States, the mass of whom 

were poor, are free also; for the effects of slavery on them were nearly as depressing and 

injurious as on the slaves themselves.”113    

 Labeling Holden an abolitionist was certainly an exaggeration, an error for which Hood 

may be excused. He had not come to North Carolina until after Holden’s public disputes with the 

secessionists. Still, the message at the ceremony went beyond celebrating freedom. The rhetoric 

espoused here was a constructionalist effort to foster community between Blacks and non-

slaveowning Whites, who had more in common with each other than they had with the elite 

Whites. 

 Another example of constructionalist rhetoric employed at an Emancipation Day 

celebration was John S. Leary’s speech at the Fayetteville observance in 1880. Leary, a mixed-

race politician from Fayetteville, claimed that “our forefathers had stood shoulder to shoulder 

with their white fellow-citizens in the Revolutionary War, sealing their devotion to the cause as 

they thought, of liberty and independence, with their blood.” Using the common language of the 

revolution, Leary argued that the revolution remained incomplete between 1776 and 1863. 

“Although it may have been the land of the brave, [it] was not, to us, the land of the free.” 

Fighting for one’s freedom was a memory that both North Carolina Blacks and Whites could 

reconcile around.114 

 In keeping with the patriotic themes in their Emancipation celebrations, Black North 

Carolinians articulated not only their fitness for the benefits for citizenship but their willingness 

to contribute to the nation’s growth. For example, Shaw University professor Edward A. Johnson 
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spoke in 1891 about Black Americans’ willingness to fight and die for the stars and stripes. In 

the midst of national conversations about a Black exodus from the South and potential relocation 

overseas, Johnson argued that since the beginning of the United States, Black men had fought for 

American liberty. Black Americans had always “faithfully” defended the country with over fifty 

thousand serving in the Revolutionary War. Furthermore, in appealing to White North 

Carolinians’ obsession with being “first” in American causes, he noted that the first casualty of 

the revolution was a Black man in Boston: Crispus Attucks. Johnson’s rhetorical aim was to 

construct a common heritage with White North Carolinians through liberty and service to the 

nation.115 

 Emancipation Day celebrations in North Carolina became big ordeals over the three 

decades following the Civil War. By the turn of the twentieth century, however, they declined in 

number and popularity. David Blight attributed the decline to the rise of Jim Crow. In North 

Carolina, January 1899 marked that sharp commemorative decline, only weeks after a racial 

massacre in Wilmington and an election that ended the unprecedented Black-White Fusion 

movement. The Daily Free Press of Kinston commented that “the colored people had a rather 

slim celebration of the emancipation proclamation Monday evening. . . they thought they had not 

much to celebrate for—as the last election was carried so overwhelmingly white.”116  

 

The Monument to the Confederate Dead at the State Capitol 

 North Carolina’s first state-sponsored monument was to the Confederate Dead at the 

State Capitol.  The project originated in May 1870. Raleigh LMA president, Mrs. T. H. Shelby, 
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set her sights high and wrote a letter to former Confederate Daniel H. Hill, Sr., asking him to 

donate five dollars towards her “holy work” of “having some fitting Memorial erected at the 

Capitol, to commemorate the valor, prowess, and sacrifices of those who yielded their lives in 

obedience to her laws in the late, unhappy struggle.” She called upon the former general to solicit 

his friends to support the movement, expressing how she believed that funds could “be easily 

raised by each family by sacrificing some little luxury upon this our common altar.” Hill and 

most others showed little interest in erecting Shelby’s monument, however, so  the proposal to 

build a state Confederate monument remained a pipe dream for nearly two decades.117   

 Monument supporters rekindled the proposal in 1887. For months, North Carolina 

newspaper editors had expressed disdain over northerners erecting elaborate, ornate, and very 

expensive monuments to Union generals. In a speech to a group of Maryland veterans, Daniel 

Hill called for the erection of more Confederate monuments, citing monuments in honor of 

Union generals George McClellan, Ulysses Grant, George Meade, and Winfield Hancock. Hill 

mocked the monuments, sarcastically claiming that those Union generals had proven themselves 

to be “great warriors for crushing with their massive columns the thin lines of ragged rebels.” 

Confederate generals had been superior commanders during the war and deserved monumental 

recognition. Soon thereafter, the editor of the Washington Gazette reminded the public that there 

was sixty dollars in a bank account dedicated towards a state Confederate monument, and that 

White Carolinians could not “afford to longer neglect this act of love and patriotism.” The 

Wilmington Star reiterated calls to build a monument at the State Capitol, publishing a letter 
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from an unnamed wealthy businessman with his own proposal for a state Confederate 

monument. 118 

 The “generous gentleman” offered to give $1,000 towards the state Confederate 

monument if placed in Raleigh, but he upped the offer to $2,500 if placed in Durham. The 

benefactor was upset over “millions of money that [had] been paid out to the victims, all of 

which goes to the Northern States, and the costly mausoleums and monuments that are being 

erected all over the North to her fallen heroes, and yet the bravest of the brave, the dead from 

North Carolina, have no stone to mark their last resting place.” He proposed that the monument 

be placed in the middle of a newly constructed, public “Confederate Square.”119   

 A Confederate Square in Durham was a real possibility because placing a proposed 

monument on the Capitol Square in Raleigh was problematic. Some North Carolinians felt that 

the square was not large enough to host a suitable monument to rival those in the North. They 

proposed that a larger and more elaborate monument should be erected in Oakwood Cemetery 

and that it should cost no less than $10,000. For the New Bern Journal and the Wilmington 

Messenger, both conservative newspapers, it was only appropriate that “a State that led all others 

in the number of troops and losses in battle should not be satisfied with less than a $50,000 

monument.” Supportive Raleigh citizens suggested that Capitol Square was not prominent or 

visible enough. They wanted the Confederate memorial placed in more heavily-trafficked areas 

like a public park, along Hillsborough or Fayetteville Streets, New Bern Avenue, or even 
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adjacent to the new railroad station, making the Confederate monument the first thing that 

visitors saw.120 

 Across the state, local LMAs formed exploratory committees to determine the feasibility 

of erecting a state monument in Raleigh. The most significant challenge was how to organize a 

state-wide fundraising effort. The North Carolina Monumental Association slowly took shape 

between 1889 and 1891, formally organized on June 30, 1892, in a meeting held in the 

courtroom of the North Carolina Supreme Court, led by Octavius Coke, sitting Secretary of 

State. This is extremely significant because it is an instance of one of the state’s highest-ranking 

elected officials running a meeting to build a monument to a now-defunct rebel government, and 

doing so within the walls of the state’s seat of justice. Such action effectively placed the state’s 

sanction on the project.121  

 The association elected Nancy Haywood Branch Jones, daughter of Confederate General 

Lawrence O’Bryan Branch, as president; Maggie Cowper, secretary; and Donald W. Bain, who 

had held several positions within the state’s treasury department since the Civil War, as the 

association’s treasurer. When Bain died five months later, Samuel McDowell Tate replaced him 

as both treasurer of the North Carolina Monumental Association and of the State of North 

Carolina. Like Octavius Coke’s initial involvement, Tate’s participation seemed to print an 

official imprimatur on the monument project. In order to make their fundraising effort inclusive 

of all sections of the state, the association decided that there would be ninety-six vice presidents, 
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one representing each of the state’s counties. Each county was to form their own monument 

committee responsible for developing a local fundraising strategy, and their leader would report 

to the North Carolina Monumental Association.122 

 The composition of the North Carolina Monumental Association reveals how the 

organization was not just led by prominent women but also by powerful men, including two 

secretaries of executive state departments. Connections to the state government became crucial 

to securing public funds to erect the state Confederate monument. 

 Men became prominent in the effort to erect a state monument. During a meeting on 

December 8, 1892, the association appointed Thomas Badger, Armistead Jones. and B. F. Park, 

all prominent businessmen, former Confederates, and Democrats, to represent the North Carolina 

Monumental Association in petitioning the General Assembly for funding. The association 

charged Fred A. Olds, a newspaper man and a leading North Carolina historian, with soliciting 

monument designs. The gendered roles are consistent with historian Paula Baker’s ideas of 

separate political spheres. Simply stated, women directly approaching the legislature for money 

would not have been appropriate, so they had men act in their stead. In this regard, bringing 

prominent men into the monument building process by having them petition for public funds 

illustrated elite White men and women navigating politics through their established traditional 
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gender roles, exposing the transformation of monument building from a social activity into a 

political one.123 

 When the General Assembly reconvened in the spring of 1893, Badger, Jones, and Park 

succeeded in having a bill introduced that would allocate $10,000 in public funds to the state 

Confederate monument. H.R. 473/S.R. 338 rekindled old debates over the merits of monument 

building. Calls to build the monument were much louder than they had ever been, but many of 

the same arguments against monument building still resonated. For example, five ex-Confederate 

soldiers from Chatham decried the appropriation, calling it an “outrage.” They argued that the 

“Confederate soldier needs no monument at this time. . . . it would be much better to spend that 

money caring for the wounded and aged and educating their orphans.” Furthermore, they 

questioned why the state would honor “the abortive attempt to carry out the Democratic party’s 

scheme of dismembering the Union,” noting that no celebratory monuments were erected by the 

state after the American Revolution. They saw the proposed monument as glorifying secession, 

damaging the reputation of the Democratic Party and nothing more.124   

 Most Democrats saw the monument as an opportunity to stamp their cause onto the North 

Carolina landscape. The legislature of 1892 was still majority conservative Democrat, and many 

people expected the appropriation to pass. When the House convened to approve the final 

reading of the bill on February 23, 1893, the women of the North Carolina Monumental 

Association filled the gallery above the chamber floor, symbolically asserting their authority as 
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the moral leaders of the community by ensuring that the men did what they were supposed to do. 

The debate opened and the first six politicians who spoke on the bill expressed support for the 

bill by espousing romanticized eulogies and recognizing the presence of the women in the 

gallery. The seventh speaker, Edward F. Lovill of Watauga County, was less enthusiastic, 

suggesting an amendment that  the proposed appropriation be reduced from $10,000 to $5,000. 

He reasoned that the state’s money would be better spent caring for the living, referring to 

another bill calling for funds for a proposed Confederate Soldiers’ home and expressing hopes 

that his intentions would not be misunderstood, as he was a Confederate soldier who had been 

wounded for the cause. T. J. Watkins of Anson County then stood up and declared that Lovill’s 

amendment should be struck down and a new one allocating $15,000 should be proposed. 

Embarrassed, Lovill withdrew his proposed amendment and apologetically expressed that he was 

simply concerned over the number of appropriations being made by the legislature.125 

 After several other members of the House spoke in favor of the appropriation, William 

Reynolds Allen of Wayne County addressed the chamber, condemning the House for how they 

had treated Lovill, arguing that “any member of the House should be allowed to examine this bill 

without being branded as a demagogue.” Allen expressed his feelings that the monument should 

be built through “free will offering” and not taxpayer money. In response to the concerns about 

the legislature being too loose with the state’s finances, J. A. Long of Alamance County and 

chair of the finance committee related how he did not believe that the appropriation would 

negatively impact the state budget. Lovill then again spoke, sharing a personal anecdote about 

witnessing dying soldiers on the battlefield murmuring last words that requested their loved ones 
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be cared for after their deaths, indicating that he wanted to spend those funds helping 

Confederate veterans, widows, and orphans.126 

 John Lillington of Yadkin County addressed the House, clearly annoyed with Lovill and 

others who supported cutting the appropriation. Mockingly referring to Lovill’s service in the 

Confederate army, Lillington declared that he “had not been old enough to face 400 cannons, but 

he was brave enough to come right up and vote for this bill,” and that if they did not have the 

courage to appropriate $10,000, then they should not give anything at all. Angrily, Lovill called 

for a vote on the amendment, resulting in a 54-42 defeat. Before the bill was sent to the Senate 

for vote, another amendment reducing the funding to $8,000 was proposed and again defeated, 

this time by a 40-35 vote.127 

 Although the bill itself passed the House with a 93-4 vote, debates over amendments 

exposed a bitter divide on how appropriate it was to spend taxpayer money on a Confederate 

monument. A similar scene unfolded the next week in the Senate where the LMAs made their 

presence felt, undoubtedly concerned over the fireworks of the previous debate and the fact that 

their proposed funding had nearly been cut in half. While discussing the bill, several speakers 

endorsed the $10,000. However, when Senator G. F. Parrott addressed the chamber, he upset 

many by proposing an amendment to cut the appropriation to $5,000. One of the women in the 

gallery hissed, prompting the rest of the rest to join in jeering at the senator very loudly. The 

disruption drew the ire of several senators on the floor, believing that the women had 

overstepped their boundaries and maliciously transgressed into the political realm.  Twenty 

senators voted to cut the appropriation, many doing so to chastise the women for their 
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transgression, but the amendment was defeated by a 23-20 vote, much closer than expected. 

After tensions subsided, the Senate unanimously approved the $10,000 for the Confederate 

monument and directed it be placed on the Capitol Square.128 

 With a major portion of the funding for the monument in hand, the North Carolina 

Monumental Association fixed its attention on raising more money and settling on a design. On 

October 26, 1893, the the association met at the State Library to discuss different design ideas as 

well the best location for the monument. Armistead Jones, husband of the association’s 

president, presided and called upon a special committee (consisting of only men) appointed to 

research suitable locations for the monument. The committee recommended placing the 

monument at the South entrance to the Capitol Square, prompting a spirited debate among the 

male members in attendance over whether or not the capitol was the most visible place for the 

monument. The accounts of the meeting do not specify who dissented, but those in attendance 

expressed concerns that ranged from the legality of placing a state monument on the city of 

Raleigh’s property, to a tall monument looking out of place, and that the close proximity to the 

capitol building itself made the monument vulnerable if the building ever caught fire again as it 

had in 1831. President Jones indicated that the overwhelming majority of the association’s vice-

presidents representing the state’s counties had written to her requesting that the monument be 

placed on the capitol grounds. The women then formed an all-female design committee to select 

the monument’s form. On the motion of Secretary of the Treasury Tate, three men were added to 

the committee, tasked with meeting architects who provided them with three design ideas which 

included an obelisk, a memorial arch, and a combination of both.129 
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 Common sentiments were that a memorial arch was the most appropriate design to fit the 

limited space of Capitol Square. However, at a November 2 meeting, the design committee chose 

to erect a mighty obelisk, rising over seventy-five feet in the air, decorated with three ornate 

statues and two bronze seals: the seal of the Confederacy and the seal of the State of North 

Carolina. The women made it clear that they wanted their symbol of the defunct Confederate 

government to overshadow everything in the square, including the State of North Carolina’s 

legitimate seat of power.130  

 Movements to erect monuments the decades following the war experienced significant 

fundraising struggles and North Carolina’s Confederate monument was no exception. The 

Monumental Association used tactics to raise money similar to those of other memorial 

organizations, like open-air concerts, baseball games, and fairs. The association’s vice-presidents 

organized county-level fundraising drives, soliciting donations from the wealthiest citizens and 

going door to door asking for donations. The association took advantage of a unique opportunity 

afforded by Jefferson Davis’s funeral train in May 1893, printing North Carolina Monumental 

Association membership certificates that patrons could purchase by contributing to the 

monument fund. Affixed to the certificates were pieces of the black ribbon from the shroud on 

Jefferson Davis’s coffin, so by making a donation to the monument fund, people could receive a 

Confederate relic in return.131 

 

November 29, 1893. The papers of the North Carolina Monumental Association have not yet 

come to light, but many newspapers provided detailed accounts of their meetings. This is most 

likely because several prominent newspaper men like Samuel A. Ashe, then-editor of the News 

and Observer, were active members in the association. 
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 In spite of the state-wide fundraising efforts, the association saw little results. 

Nevertheless, the association remained determined to build their monument and laid the 

cornerstone on Memorial Day in 1894. The highlight of the ceremony was placing a box 

containing Confederate North Carolina relics and souvenirs, including: 

- Roster of NC Troops in the war, published in four volumes by the State 

- Sketches of Gen’s Branch, Gordon, Hill, Rammer, Grimes, McRae, Pender 

- Address by Gen. Scales on the Battle of Fredericksburg 

- Address by Col. Waddell on The Confederate Soldier, delivered in New York. 

- Address by Senator Vance, before the Andrew Post, Boston, on the Social Condition of the 

South during the war 

- Account of the Charge at Gettysburg, by S. A. Ashe 

- Copy of the Fayetteville Observer published in 1862 

- Confederate Testament, Hymn Book, Arithmetic 

- Confederate bills, State bills, a Colonial bill 

- The Centennial volume of Raleigh 

- Map of Wake County 

- A North Carolina Almanac for 1894 

- Copy of Wilmington Star & Raleigh Papers 

- Manuscript copy of Farewell Order of Gen R E Lee 

- A small box containing a lock of Gen. Lee’s hair with his autograph card, a strand of hair 

plucked from Gen. Lee’s horse, Traveller 

- The bullet that killed the horse that Gen. Johnston Pettigrew when he was captured before 

Richmond fell 

- Piece of an apple tree from Appomattox 

- Button of a coat of a cadet of the Hillsboro Academy killed near the end of the was near 

Goldsboro 

- A button cut from the dress coat of Gen Lee 

- An autograph letter from Gen Beauregard 

- A Confederate Song Book 

- A flower from the bier of four Confederate soldiers buried by Rev. M. A. Curtis and Miss 

Cameron 

- Last letter written by Lt Thomas Cowan, commanding Co. B, 3rd NC Troops, written on the 

day he was mortally wounded in the battle of Sharpsburg 

- North Carolina Almanac during the war 

- Sketch of Gov. Jonathan Worth, Treasurer of the State during the war 

- Confederate money 

- Confederate flags, of each of the three designs adopted by the Confederate States government 

and a battle flag, made by the ladies of the Monumental Association 
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- Picture of the monument when finished 

- Copy of the invitation to attend the laying of the cornerstone 

- Souvenir picture and handbook of Lee’s monument unveiled at Richmond 1890 

- Pay roll of certain regiments 

- A bible found at Appomattox about the time the last gun was fired 

 

 

Interpreting the contents of the box, as well as the overall design of the monument, reveals how 

the association was more interested in building a monument that glorified the Lost Cause of the 

defunct Confederacy, and not the fallen North Carolina soldier, erasing their individual 

sacrifices. In fact, out of all the items placed in the cornerstone box, only four of them 

acknowledged the experiences and struggles of common soldiers. The remaining contents 

glorified Confederate and White supremacist power structures.132 

 The North Carolina Monumental Association had grand designs for the state’s 

Confederate monument, but fundraising stagnated. Newspapers called on “patriotic” North 

Carolinians to donate and even went so far as to call on communities to make donations as part 

of their Thanksgiving and Christmas celebrations. In the mid-1890s, of course, many White 

Carolinians were disgruntled with state government and the Fusion politics that they viewed as a 

threat to their way of life, and their minimal contributions evidenced their apathy. The elite 

attributed this to a lack of pride in their history and an overall indifference to perpetuating Lost 

Cause doctrine. Simply stated, that the North Carolina Monumental Association could not fund a 

monument that cost “about one cent per capita of the white population” reveals either gross 

incompetence on behalf of the association, divided vernacular memories about the Civil War, a 

lack of interest in monuments, or a combination of thereof. By the time the calendar turned to 
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1895, the association had secured only $15,000 for the monument, two-thirds of that coming 

from the General Assembly’s appropriation two years earlier.133 

 The North Carolina Monumental Association considered altering plans for the 

monument. The problem was that the bronze statuary and seals had already been ordered on 

credit and been delivered in February 1895, so the design was set in stone, at least 

metaphorically. The remaining options for the association were to either erect their monument 

shackled with debt or to solicit more funds from the General Assembly. Friends of the monument 

argued that the patriotic thing to do would be a legislative appropriation to complete the 

monument. Monument detractors found the idea obscene, arguing that the state’s limited 

resources should not be wasted on stone, and “if the association is not able to complete the 

monument it should not have begun it.” Furthermore, some argued that erecting Confederate 

monuments  exacerbated sectional tensions, believing that the “sooner the rancors and hates of 

that unhappy struggle are forgotten by North and South, the better it will be for the whole 

country.”134 

 Initially, the North Carolina Monumental Association requested an additional $10,000 as 

a loan to be repaid back to the state. The women of the monumental association along with 

female students from Peace Institute and St. Mary’s School filled the gallery of the Senate 

chamber on February 24, 1895, to observe the debate over their loan request. Senator James M. 

Moody, a Republican Fusionist from of Haywood County, sponsored the bill and spoke first in 
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support. He argued that the direct tax fund from which the bill would draw the funding was filled 

with money paid by former Confederates, many of whom fell during the war.  And ultimately, 

the association was asking for a loan, and the senator concluded that there was no reason to deny 

them the funds. Senator John F. Westmoreland of Davidson County, a member of the Populist 

party, lead the opposition. Westmoreland, a former Confederate non-commissioned officer, 

disagreed with Moody’s assertion that the direct tax fund belonged to former Confederates, 

expressing his desire that the fund be applied to the educational system. Ultimately, the bill 

failed by a very wide margin, 23 to 8, with several senators abstaining.135 

 The next week, Senator Hiram L. Grant, a Republican and a veteran of the Union army 

during the Civil War, sponsored a new bill to appropriate another $10,000 to the monumental 

association, not as a loan but as a gift. In support of the monument, Grant spoke with pride of his 

service in the Union army, but he praised North Carolina’s Confederate soldiers, noting that the 

Confederates had fought with a patriotism equal to that felt by him and his Union comrades. 

Grant believed that the state government owed it to the fallen Confederates to show gratitude for 

the soldiers’ sacrifices in North Carolina’s name. Senator Moody, the previous bill’s sponsor, 

stood up and congratulated the Senate for its change of heart towards the appropriation. Some 

senators explained their reasoning for previous opposition, admitting that backlash from the 

press had altered their views on the subject. Yet, not all of the senators had shifted their 

positions, prompting a three-hour debate on the pressing need to invest in education versus the 

merits of monument building. Senator W. S. Farthing of Watauga, who opposed the monument, 

asked his colleagues “if education did not make better patriots.” “Not always,” replied Senator 

William C. Dowd of Mecklenburg, adding that “the neglect which has been shown the patriots of 
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North Carolina is enough to dampen the patriotism of the rising generation.” The senate voted 19 

to 14 in support of the bill’s second reading, scheduling the final reading and vote for the next 

day after objection from the monument’s opponents.136  

 The third reading in the Senate proved to be a sensational and drama-filled display. The 

session opened with a stirring speech from Theophilus White, who represented the 1st NC 

District comprised of the northeastern coastal counties. White had served in the Confederate 

army, and after he finished delivering his speech he walked over to Hiram Grant and shook his 

hand. He told Grant that he was happy that “the time had come when former foeman could shake 

hands as brothers in a re-united country.” This public performance was a calculated gesture 

targeting the idea that erecting Confederate monuments would exacerbate sectional tensions. To 

the contrary, for the friends of the monument in the Senate, the Confederate monument offered a 

symbol of White reconciliation.137   

 Although the reconciliatory gesture between former foes garnered applause and tears 

from the audience, the real drama of the day occurred when it was time to vote. When the roll 

call began, two senators were absent from the chamber for unknown reasons. The tally was 21 to 

20 against the bill when Senator William P. Mercer of Edgecombe burst into the chamber and 

cast his vote in favor of the bill, bringing the tally to a tie, to be broken by the Lieutenant 

Governor. However, as the Lieutenant Governor prepared to cast his deciding vote, Senator Elias 

Hurley of Montgomery County inexplicably announced that he wanted to change his vote from 

“nay” to “aye,” effectively passing the measure.138 
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 Following the bill’s narrow escape from the Senate, the measure arrived in the House for 

approval. Before debates began on March 5th, the Speaker of the House, Zeb V. Walser of 

Davidson, read a letter from the Marion Roberts Post of the Grand Army of the Republic in 

Asheville, asking the House to pass the bill so the state’s Confederate monument could be 

finished. After endorsement from former foes, which further supported the idea that monument 

supporters wanted to frame a state Confederate monument as a tool for White reconciliation, the 

House debated the bill.139 

 However, the House was already under intense scrutiny. Conservatives were outraged by 

Fusionists’ efforts to undermine Confederate culture, charging that Fusionists had removed 

disabled Confederate veterans from their positions as Keepers of the Capitol, tried to cut 

Confederate pensions, removed the state flag from the capitol grounds, appointed a Black 

legislator to the House finance committee, and most egregiously, adjourned the House in honor 

of Black statesman, abolitionist, and civil rights activist Frederick Douglass after his death in 

February 1895. According to some friends of the monument, the House could rectify these 

“mistakes” by passing the appropriation bill and giving the North Carolina Monumental 

Association the necessary funds to finish their work.140 

 The House’s vote on the bill was nearly as divided as it was in the Senate but without the 

drama. After the closer than expected passage in the Senate, the leaders of the monument 

association privately met with prominent Fusionist representatives to ensure that the bill had 
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enough support. The bill passed its final reading 54 to 43, granting the North Carolina 

Monumental Association the necessary funds to complete the monument.141    

 Historian Adam Domby wrote that “votes on Confederate monuments were a lose-lose 

proposition for many Fusionists,” and that some Fusionists supported funding Confederate 

monuments in order to appease White voters, effectively inoculating “themselves against 

accusations of betraying their race or of supporting ‘negro domination.’” Every Democrat in the 

General Assembly supported financing the monument but only 35 percent of Republicans and 

slightly fewer Populists supported it. Without the point ever being raised, the debates over 

monument funding had been about race. Black Americans’ role in the Fusionist movement was a 

point of contention for Democrats who would capitalize on race-based fear to return to power in 

1898. But even among Republicans, race was a consideration. Two Republicans—Moody and 

Grant—sponsored the monument funding bills, both of them needing to court White voters to 

maintain their seats in the Senate. Moody’s Black constituents accounted for only 12 percent of 

the voting male population of his district, and only 42 percent of Grant’s district. It was 

politically advantageous for both senators to support the monument so that they could avoid 

being labeled race traitors, and also to frame the monument as a symbol of White reconciliation 

to weaken the Democrats’ hold on White supremacist voters, possibly attracting them to the 

Fusion movement. At the same time, such action also pushed back against the “negro party” 

label that had been affixed to the movement.142  
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 With the extra funding in hand, the North Carolina Monumental Association organized 

an extravagant dedication ceremony to take place on Memorial Day in 1895. Governor Elias 

Carr attended, symbolizing the state’s endorsement of the monument. Considering that the state 

legislature paid for 91 percent of the $22,000 monument and the first meetings of the North 

Carolina Monumental Association were held in the Supreme Court building, all three branches of 

the state government had actually endorsed North Carolina’s Confederate past and memory. 

 Thirty thousand people surrounded the State Capitol to dedicate the state’s Confederate 

monument with great fanfare. Military companies from all over the state marched with 

Confederate veterans in procession to the monument. The chief orator of the day was Alfred 

Moore Waddell, a Confederate veteran and prominent figure in the Democratic party who would 

become infamous for his role in the 1898 violent coup that overthrew Wilmington’s biracial 

government and killed hundreds of Black Wilmingtonians. Waddell’s address focused on 

defending the Lost Cause and justifying North Carolina’s secession from the Union in 1861, 

arguing that slavery had been “the occasion, not the cause” of the Civil War, and that the North 

had caused the war with their “fanatical crusade for the abolition of slavery, and the 

advancement of the negro to the fullest privileges of American citizenship.” Waddell spoke on 

the importance of erecting monuments like the one that stood before them. They were 

educational tools to teach future generations of southerners about the merits of their Confederate 

past, serving as “a perpetual appeal to their pride and patriotism.” As in previous monument 

 

represented Buncombe, Haywood and Madison Counties and Grant represented Duplin, Pender, 
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dedication ceremonies and Memorial Day celebrations, the state’s Confederate monument 

dedication ceremony ignored Black experiences during the antebellum era, Civil War, and 

Reconstruction, erasing vernacular dissenting memories about the Civil War and Confederacy by 

perpetuating the Lost Cause.143   

 

Conclusion 

 In the thirty years following the Civil War, North Carolinians were not united in how 

they should remember the war or commemorate the memory of the Confederate dead. Still, what 

began as very muted, solemn observances gradually transformed into grand displays of 

Confederate nationalism, leaving little room in the public sphere for alternative narratives and 

memories.. Black North Carolinians carved out space to celebrate their freedom and progress as 

a race, using their limited access to the public sphere to form political alliances by appealing to 

common patriotic sentiments. As a new century appeared on the horizon, a White consensus 

formed around the memory of the Lost Cause, giving rise to new organizations and new 

monuments intended to ingrain Confederate ideals more permanently into White American 

culture. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

Worth Bagley: 

Southern Savior, Masculine Messiah, Confederate Christ 

 

 

 At 1:30 pm on May 16, 1898, Ensign Worth Bagley left his home on East South Street in 

Raleigh for the last time. Beloved son of widow Adelaide Worth Bagley, he had died at the 

Battle of Cardenas just five days earlier. His body had arrived at the family home in the early 

morning hours of May 16th, greeted by one of the worst late spring thunderstorms in recent 

memory. As lightening illuminated the night sky, an honor guard consisting of six sergeants of 

the United States Army carried Bagley’s coffin up the steps of the Bagley abode and into the 

parlor where a lone Army private stood guard until daybreak. Throughout the morning, the 

Bagley family received close friends, neighbors, and prominent members of the Raleigh 

community who offered condolences. In the early afternoon, time came for Bagley’s body to lie 

in state at the North Carolina State Capitol where his grandfather had held office as governor 

decades earlier.144  

 The significance of what was about to take place in Raleigh went beyond a simple funeral 

for a young man who had given his life in service to the United States. There was much more at 

stake in this moment, and Bagley’s story would not end with him in the grave. The public 

memory of the Spanish-American War and Reconciliation was developing and unfolding with 

thousands in Raleigh actively participating in its creation. Importantly, Bagley’s funeral became 

the catalyst for unraveling North Carolinians’ vernacular memories of the Civil War and 
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Reconstruction, replacing them with a new official memory in which Bagley appeared as the 

Savior of a redeemed South. The old southern aristocracy, politicians, and newspaper men 

manufactured an official memory of Worth Bagley, and marketed it to common men and women. 

As the first southerner to die for a reunited United States, in the nation’s first war against a 

foreign power since the Mexican-American War nearly sixty years earlier, southern elites 

claimed Bagley as proof of the South’s loyalty to the Union. Both southerners and northerners 

celebrated his death as metaphorical payment for the South’s sins of sectionalism and secession, 

transforming Bagley into a symbol of American manliness and patriotism.  

 The official reconciliationist memory crafted by southern political elites and newspaper 

men appropriated Bagley’s body, funeral, memory, and statue (erected in 1907) for an official 

memory that would counterpose the vernacular memories of the Civil War, evidenced in the 

Confederate memorialization underway in North Carolina and across the South. Only three years 

earlier, in 1895, the North Carolina Monumental Association had funded a seventy-five-foot-tall 

monument, capped with a statue of a Confederate artillery soldier, to sit on the State Capitol 

Grounds. It was only the latest of a flurry of statues and monuments that perpetuated memories 

of southerners wishing to break from the United States. Their vernacular memories, emanating 

from their lived experiences rather than a broad nationalist narrative, reflected the deep sense of 

personal loss in their families and communities, celebrating those fathers and sons who had died 

for a lost cause.145  

 In contrast, Bagley’s body became a symbol of national unity, meant to spark support for 

the war against Spain, but used also to foster a sense of unity and patriotism through ritual and 
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performance—to develop an official memory for a reunited country. Official memory, produced 

by social and political elites, is rooted in their apprehensions over potential social and cultural 

changes. The stories that they craft push against the diversity of vernacular memories in order to 

emphasize the unity of the collective whole. Bagley’s body and memory became weapons of 

official memory-makers in promoting Whiteness and White masculinity. In the late 1890s, North 

Carolina Democrats implemented a fear-based racial and gendered campaign in their quest to 

reclaim the mantle of power from the Republican-Populist Fusionists. Claiming that Bagley had 

wiped out the South’s debt to the Union through his sacrifice to nation, Confederate veterans and 

southern politicians fashioned a celebratory narrative of southern heroism. Bagley’s statue, 

erected in 1907 in the shadow of the Confederate Monument on the Capitol Square, 

demonstrated that the New South was born out of the Old. Most importantly, the official memory 

crafted from Worth Bagley’s heroism eradicated vernacular memories of the contested Civil War 

and Reconstruction eras, allowing for a sense of unity among White North Carolinians. Political 

elites manipulated official memory to maintain control over the body politic. Their decisions 

would impact how and why Carolinians would commemorate the Civil War in the future. 

  

Who Was Worth Bagley? 

 Born in Raleigh, on April 6, 1874, Worth Bagley was the eldest son of William H. 

Bagley, a newspaper man and practicing lawyer from Perquimans County, and Adelaide Anne 

Worth, a member of the Worth family prominent in the state’s law, business and politics. The 

family lineage included ancestors who had served in the British Colonial militia, the 

Revolutionary War, and the War of 1812. During the Civil War, William H. Bagley served as a 

major in the 68th North Carolina Regiment, which formed in the spring of 1864, drawing men 
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from eastern North Carolina. They saw very limited military action, most notably as guard duty 

at the Confederate prison in Salisbury and in a small skirmish with Federal troops at Kinston. 

After the war, President Andrew Johnson appointed Bagley as superintendent of the United 

States Mint at Charlotte, but Bagley refused the post, unwilling to take the required loyalty oath 

which had been implemented as part of Federal reconstruction of the South. During the election 

of 1865, Bagley’s father-in-law, Johnathan Worth won the governorship, and he selected 

William Bagley as his personal secretary. After Worth’s tenure as governor ended, Bagley 

became the Clerk of the Supreme Court of North Carolina, which he held until his death in 

1886.146  

 Johnathan Worth’s term as governor was not expected. He had been staunchly against 

secession and had voted in February 1861 against North Carolina holding a secession 

convention. After the bombardment of Fort Sumter in April 1861, however, Worth pledged his 

loyalty to the Confederate state government and was elected treasurer for the Confederate 

government of North Carolina. After Confederate defeat in 1865, President Johnson appointed 

William Holden, editor of the Raleigh Standard newspaper and leader of the anti-Confederate 

Peace Movement during the war, as governor but allowed Worth to retain his post as state 

treasurer. Holden’s unpopularity with the conservative faction convinced Worth to run against 

him in the next gubernatorial election, and he won by a 10 percent margin. As governor, Worth 

drew up a plan to readmit North Carolina into the Union with President Johnson’s assistance, 

calling for a state of perpetual union with the Federal government, equal suffrage rights, and no 

disfranchisement for former Confederates. Worth’s plan never reached fruition. Constant 

 
146 Jospehus Daniels, First Fallen Hero: A Biographical Sketch of Worth Bagley, Ensign, U.S.N. 

(Norfolk, VA: Sam W. Bowman Publishing, 1898), 4-5. 
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disputes with the Second Military District’s commander, Major General Daniel Sickles, over the 

boundaries of military authority in civil government led to Worth’s premature removal from 

office in 1868.147  

 Although Worth Bagley’s father and maternal grandfather were men of significance, 

perhaps the most influential family member was related by marriage rather than blood. His sister, 

Addie Worth Bagley, married Josephus Daniels, editor of the Raleigh News and Observer which, 

at the turn of the twentieth century, had the largest circulation in the state as the mouthpiece of 

the Democratic party. Daniels was one of the state’s most influential men. He used his position 

to rally public support during the tumultuous 1898 elections, in which the Democrats wrested 

control of the General Assembly away from the Populist-Republican Fusionists, primarily 

through a racial and gendered fear-based political campaign that ultimately sparked racial 

violence in Wilmington in November 1898. Daniels would play a significant role in the 

martyrdom of Worth Bagley.148 

 As a young boy, Worth Bagley loved the sea, so it surprised no one that he pursued a 

career in the United States Navy. While a student at the Raleigh Male Academy, he once drew a 

picture of a three-masted ship and captioned it with, “My ship is driven by favoring Gales.” One 

might think that he was simply referring to strong winds that powered all sail-driven ships, but in 

this instance, he alluded to another of his boyhood infatuations: his teacher, Miss Gales. After a 

competitive application process, Bagley earned appointment to the United States Naval Academy 

on June 30, 1889, sponsored by Congressman Benjamin H. Bunn who represented North 

 
147 On Johnathan Worth’s term as governor and his role in Reconstruction, see William H. 

Powell, North Carolina through Four Centuries (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina 

Press, 1989), 380-95. 
148 Helen G. Edmonds, The Negro in Fusion Politics in North Carolina, 1894-1901 (Chapel Hill: 

University of North Carolina Press, 1951), 13-14, 136-58. 
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Carolina’s Fourth District. Filled with excitement, Bagley determined to work his way up the 

chain of command and become an admiral. He was barely fifteen years old, however, by far the 

youngest in his class, and he struggled with the rigors of the course work at the Naval Academy. 

When Bagley failed a crucial exam in the Spring 1891 term, resulting in his dismissal, 

Congressman Bunn re-appointed him to the academy in the Fall term. 149  

 In contrast to his academic work, Bagley was a standout in athletics, playing for the 

Academy’s football and baseball teams. On the gridiron, he was a man amongst boys, 

dominating the game from his fullback position. During a game against the Charleston YMCA, 

Bagley stopped a YMCA ballcarrier from crossing the goal line, took the football from his 

opponent, ran through another six opponents, and dragged two more all the way down the field 

on his way to score a touchdown. People recognized Bagley as a specimen of true masculinity, 

and he believed himself to be quite exceptional, as evidenced in his class yearbook where he 

declared in his senior quote that “I am not in the roll of common men.”150  

 Bagley graduated from the Naval Academy in June 1895, assigned to tours of duty for the 

next two years on board the USS Vermont, USS Montgomery, USS Texas, and finally the USS 

Maine. With his “two years cruise” completed, he returned to Annapolis for his promotion 

examination, earning the rank of ensign on July 1, 1897. His first assignment as ensign was back 

on the USS Maine as the captain’s clerk, a position that Bagley found agreeable. When naval 

command named Lieutenant John Baptiste Bernadou as commander of a brand-new torpedo 

boat, the USTB Winslow, Bernadou inquired around the naval yard about who would be the best 

 
149 “The Schools Honor Him,” News and Observer (Raleigh NC), May 13, 1898; Daniels, First 

Fallen Hero, 10-16. 
150 “Remembered in Charleston,” Morning Post (Raleigh NC), May 17, 1898; “Bagley Was Very 

Daring,” Asheville (NC) Citizen-Times, May 13, 1898; Daniels, First Fallen Hero, 22. Bagley’s 

quote is from William Shakespeare’s play, Henry IV, Part I, Act 3, Scene 1. 
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suited ensign to serve as executive officer.  Bagley’s name came up often in his inquiries, and 

Bernadou offer the young ensign second-in-command of the Winslow. At first, Bagley hesitated 

to accept because he was happy on the Maine, but ultimately he could not pass up an opportunity 

in a command position so early in his career. When the USTB Winslow was officially 

commissioned in December 1897, Bagley took his place as the ship’s executive officer.151 

 On May 8, 1898, The Winslow arrived in Cardenas Bay, Cuba, for refueling by the 

Machias. The commander of the Machias enlisted Bernadou and the TB Winslow into a scheme 

to flush out Spanish gunboats by sending the Winslow within shooting distance of a signal station 

on Romero Key. The gunboats left their moorings and pursued the Winslow, eventually within 

range of the Machias which unleashed hellish shellfire upon the closest Spanish ship. 

Immediately, the three Spanish ships pulled out of range of the American ships and repositioned 

themselves in defense of Cardenas Harbor. Bernadou realized that “in order to destroy the enemy 

ships, it would be necessary to go in after them.”152 

 Three days later, Commander C. C. Todd, captain of the USS Wilmington, briefed 

Bernadou of his intent to attack Cardenas later that afternoon. Naval intelligence revealed that 

two of the three channels into the harbor were mined, and Todd asked Bernadou to explore the 

third channel with the Winslow, as its smaller size would allow it to negotiate mines that the 

larger Wilmington could not. Once determining that the third channel was not mined and safe for 

passage, the Wilmington and Winslow, accompanied by the revenue cutter Hudson, entered the 

 
151 Daniels, First Fallen Hero, 22, 36-39; The USTB Winslow was named for John Ancrum 

Winslow, who was born in Wilmington, NC, and served in the Union Navy during the Civil War. 

Winslow commanded the USS Kearsarge, and became known for his battle with the Confederate 

ship, Alabama. See “North Carolina Sheds First Blood,” Asheville (NC) Weekly Citizen, May 13, 

1898. 
152 A. B. Feuer, The Spanish American War at Sea (Westport, CT: Praeger Publishers, 1995), 67. 



 

100 

harbor at 12:30 pm with the rising tide. The Winslow flanked towards the eastern shore of the 

bay and the Hudson towards the western shore, forming a three-pronged attack that could 

intercept any Spanish ships attempting to flee the harbor. As the Winslow approached slowly and 

cautiously to within a half-mile of the harbor’s defenses, the crew noticed small, red buoys in the 

water that they initially believed to be channel markers. They turned out to be guide points for 

the Spanish heavy artillery. When the ship moved within fifteen hundred yards of the harbor, the 

Winslow accelerated to its top speed as the Spanish opened fire.153 

 The first shots that hit the Winslow wounded Bernadou: a splinter from the blast flew up 

and struck him in the leg. He was hurt but not bad enough that he had to relinquish command. 

The Winslow returned fire but continued to be bombarded by Spanish shells from both gunboats 

and batteries on the shore that eventually disabled it. A shell struck the engine room rendering 

one of the steam engines inoperable and dislodging the ship’s rudder. As the Wilmington’s guns 

held off a Spanish onslaught, Bernadou placed Ensign Bagley in charge of reversing course with 

only one working engine and no rudder. The Winslow could move to its stern but not completely 

out of danger. The communications system on the ship was damaged, so Bagley had to travel 

back and forth between the deck and the engine room. On one of his return trips to the ship’s 

deck, Bagley approached Bernadou, “Captain, I’m sorry that you were wounded; I’m lucky in 

these things.” Bernadou replied, “Well, old man, we’ve been in a fight for sure this time for 

 
153“Lieutenant John B. Bernadou to Secretary of the Navy John D. Long, May 16, 1898,” Naval 

History and Heritage Command, accessed May 28, 2021, 

https://www.history.navy.mil/research/publications/documentary-histories/united-states-navy-

s/rescuing-the-winslow/lieutenant-john-b-be.html.; “Appendix to the Report of the Chief of the 

Bureau of Navigation, 1898” (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1898), 201-2; Feuer, 

The Spanish American War at Sea, 68. 
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https://www.history.navy.mil/research/publications/documentary-histories/united-states-navy-s/rescuing-the-winslow/lieutenant-john-b-be.html
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sure.” The two shook hands as to congratulate each other, and Bernadou turned from Bagley to 

walk to the forward area of the ship.154 

 Seconds later, a Spanish shell rocked the Winslow, and according to Bernadou’s official 

report to the State Department, it struck a hose-reel causing an explosion that instantly killed 

Bagley and two other sailors. In later accounts, Bernadou described how the explosion came 

from an armor-piercing shell that had “struck the deck a glancing blow, but at a sufficient angle 

to allow its point to take against a riveted seam in the fore-and-aft line of deck plating, 

developing a resistance sufficient to cause it to explode.” Bernadou rushed over to Bagley and 

ripped open the ensign’s shirt, quickly realizing that Bagley’s body was lifeless. The only thing 

the crew could do was to place Bagley’s body and those of his comrades into torpedo tubes until 

the battle ended.155 

 

Crafting the Public Memory of “Bagley at Cardenas” 

 The public memory of the Hero of Cardenas began with the reporting of his death by 

southern newspaper men hoping to turn Worth Bagley into a symbol of “American values.” 

During the 1890s, White Americans believed that evolving gender norms, waves of new 

immigrants, and resistance from laboring classes threatened traditional values that had sustained 

White male hegemony. Put on the defensive, White men employed history to create a new 

 
154 Feuer, The Spanish American War at Sea, 69-70; “Appendix to the Report to the Chief of the 

Bureau of Navigation,” 203; Edward Sylvester Ellis, Ellis’s History of the United States: From 

the Discovery of America to the Present Time (Philadelphia: Syndicate Publishing Company, 

1899), 1903-1904. 
155 In addition to the three sailors killed by the immediate impact of the shell, two more also died 

from wounds caused by the blast; “Appendix to the Report to the Chief of the Bureau of 

Navigation,” 203; “How Ensign Bagley Died,” The People’s Paper (Charlotte NC), April 14, 

1899. 
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collective memory and identity which held a “core belief that there was a such thing as the 

American inheritance, and that they were its legitimate custodians.” Timeless and sacred values 

such as heroism, valor, and disinterested service manifested in the emerging legend of Worth 

Bagley. By creating a narrative with these core unifying values, the elites manipulated the 

accepted official memory of patriotism into one that restored ideals of southern White manliness, 

which had eroded since the Civil War when they failed to establish their own independent 

nation.156 

 Public memory is an active process in which a community constructs a narrative of their 

shared past through the process of remembering and forgetting. Michael Kammen perhaps best 

described public memory when he said that much of America’s past had been reconstructed to 

form traditions that give Americans a sense of identity, community, and to quell fears about their 

place in the world. Ideas about patriotism and nationalism are not universally shared amongst all 

Americans, as lived experiences differ from person to person. Public memory is often the 

 
156 Michael Wallace, “Visiting the Past: History Museums in the United States,” in Presenting 

the Past: Essays on History and the Public, ed. Susan P. Benson, Stephen Brier, and Roy 
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to Blight, Gilded Age Americans needed heroes to emulate, and whitewashed war narratives 

“drained” the ideological meanings of the war; see Blight, Race and Reunion: The Civil War in 

American Memory (Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2002), 211-22; 
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product of a desire for reconciliation amid insecurities over questions of collective identity, 

typically as a result from conflict between different ethnic groups, along with coming to terms 

with remembering traumatic experiences.157  

 In this case, it was not just racial anxieties at play. Historian E. Anthony Rotundo wrote 

that ideas of American masculinity had changed around the turn of the twentieth century. At the 

founding of the Republic, masculinity had been tied to independence, rugged individualism, 

intellect, and reason. After the horrors of the Civil War faded from American memory, manliness 

was redefined in American culture as synonymous with struggle, courage, and self-sacrifice. The 

generation of men who came of age during the 1880s and 1890s looked to the Civil War 

generation for examples of physical manliness, demonstrated through “courage, strength, 

endurance, duty, [and] principled sacrifice.” Men of the late nineteenth-century valued physical 

fitness and strength versus prior notions of manliness based on intellectualism and reason. 

Simply stated, late nineteenth-century American men were expected to be men of action, and 

martial duty gave American men an opportunity to prove themselves.158 

 The circumstances surrounding Worth Bagley’s death did not easily prove his heroism 

and manhood, so newspaper men created their own stories to promote their hero’s masculinity, 

being sure to make it evident that it was White masculinity. Bagley’s death proved to be a 

meaningful event. Because he was the first American killed in the Spanish-American War and 

the first southerner to die in service to the United States in decades, newspaper men around the 

country framed Bagley as a national hero. They crafted a public memory of the Battle of 

 
157 Michael Kammen, Mystic Chords of Memory: The Transformation of Tradition in American 

Culture, (New York, NY: Vintage Books), 1993, 13-14; Allan Megill, “History, Memory, 
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Cardenas in a way that made Bagley’s death seem heroic and legendary, an unsurprising 

consequence of the “newspaper wars” of the 1890s when editors sensationalized stories to 

fascinate readers and increase circulation. It was the era of “yellow journalism,” and prominent 

newspaper men printed blatant falsehoods to advance their political agendas. In the weeks and 

months before Cardenas, William Randolph Hearst’s New York Journal and Joseph Pulitzer’s 

New York World had already printed sensationalized stories about Spain’s brutality towards the 

Cubans. Hearst sent an artist to Cuba to document the unrest, but the artist reported back to 

Hearst that there was no upheaval and there would be no war. Hearst replied, “You furnish the 

pictures and I’ll furnish the war.”159 

 According to historian George Gibson, the North Carolina press was fairly measured in 

their coverage of the Cuban rebellion. In fact, the New Bern Daily Journal openly condemned 

“the class of yellow journalism which would rush this country into a foreign war, in order that 

their ‘accounts’ of the situations might thereby be verified, the masses of people are not…fearful 

of Spain rushing over and taking possession of the United States.” On the contrary, according to 

Gibson, the most “aggressive” and sensational coverage of the Cuba in 1898 came from northern 

newspapers.160  

 North Carolina’s editors may not have sensationalized news coverage to draw the country 

into war like Hearst, but editors like Josephus Daniels did distort the truth in order to accomplish 

a political agenda. In 1898, Daniels published false stories of “Negro atrocities” in order to frame 

Black men as violent rapists, hoping to scare the Populists who had voted for the Fusionists in 

 
159 W. Joseph Campbell, “You Furnish the Legend, I’ll Furnish the Quote,” American Journalism 
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1896 into supporting the White supremacist agenda in the 1898 election. Crafting Bagley’s 

memory was not about garnering support for the United States’ war with Cuba. Men like Daniels 

wanted to create a manly White hero that White North Carolinians could rally behind to restore 

White supremacy.161 

 In Bagley’s case, sensationalizing and romanticizing the circumstances surrounding his 

death contributed to a legend of a tragic, patriotic, and manly hero. Such mythologizing centered 

around how Bagley specifically died, and what he was doing at the moment of his death. 

 The manner of how and why Worth Bagley died was in official records. In John 

Bernadou’s official report, he described how Bagley fell dead instantly when a shell struck the 

ship and exploded. Taking creative license, newspaper editors told much different stories to 

dramatize Bagley as a manly American hero, one that would contribute to the reconciliationist 

project underway between North and South. Cable reports described the scene on the Winslow as 

the fatal shell struck Bagley, portraying him as mortally wounded but not instantly killed. He 

“staggered to the flag and sank down under ‘Old Glory’ and died, his comrades did not believe 

him dead until his arms were loosened from the flag staff.” Others portrayed Bagley as dying on 

his feet, “standing fast, with a firm hand yet upon his flag.” In these depictions, a southern man, 

the son of a Confederate veteran, is grasping onto the symbol of the Federal union as he expires, 

successfully fulfilling his duty as a disinterested republican citizen. This is striking imagery 

because it demonstrated a southern loyalty to the Union that had not been seen in well-over thirty 

years. Andrew D. Cowles, Adjutant General of North Carolina, further described this republican 

devotion when he wrote Josephus Daniels of what he had heard of Bagley’s death:  
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He poured out his heart’s blood at the base of the standard on which the starry emblem of 

liberty proudly floated and, stricken unto death, a patriot’s loving hope led his palsied 

arms to its fond embrace. As the angels kissed his eyelids down in sleep, lovingly he 

gazed upon the flag above him, and as the last faint whisper lingered on his lips, he 

murmured: “Mother” and “My Country.” 

 

Public memory quickly appropriated the image of Bagley as willingly and knowingly offering 

his blood for his country, which is very important because a generation before, southerners 

renounced the United States as their country when they formed the Confederacy. Now, decades 

later, these images of Bagley grasping the flag were meant to represent not only southern loyalty 

but southern repentance. Southerners like Bagley were devoted to the Union.162   

 In the tradition of yellow journalism, the more graphic the details, the more sensational 

the story. Reporters detailed how the “effect of the shell on Bagley was to blow off his entire 

face from the skull and scatter the pieces,” and that his body was “literally torn to pieces.” 

Corporal trauma struck several of his fellow sailors: “Oiler [John] Varveres, his throat cut open 

by a sharp piece of the shell, which apparently severed his windpipe as if slashed with a razor. 

Fireman [John] Denfee [sic] had his left shoulder ripped up and the right side of his head torn 

open. The body of [Elijah] Tunnell, the colored cook, shows no wounds. Fireman [George] Meek 

was hurt in the groin.”163 

 By embellishing the manner which Bagley and his comrades expired, newspaper men 

ensured the fallen received a “good death.” Throughout the nineteenth century, people were 

 
162 “Worth Bagley Fell at Battle of Cardenas,” Raleigh (NC) Times, May 12, 1898; “Monument 
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163 “Appendix to the Report to the Chief of the Bureau of Navigation,” 202; “North Carolina’s 

Offering, Daily Journal (New Bern NC), May 13, 1898; “Our First Defeat,” Wilmington (NC) 

Messenger, May 13, 1898. In History of Negro Soldiers in the Spanish-American War 

(publication place: publisher, 1899), Edward A. Johnson disputed that Tunnell’s corpse showed 

no external injuries, claiming that Tunnell lost his legs in the blast. 
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obsessed with dying well in a dignified and honorable manner. Drew Galpin Faust wrote that 

Civil War soldiers were particularly obsessed with such sentiments, going to great lengths to 

ensure that their families knew that they faced death with dignity. Both Union and Confederates 

wrote letters to be delivered home upon their deaths and made pacts with comrades to convey to 

the fallen one’s family that they had achieved a good death. But the Civil War forced a 

fundamental shift in Americans’ conceptualization of the “good death.” According to Faust, 

American ideas of the “good death” before the Civil War were heavily influenced by the 

centuries-old doctrine of ars moriendi (or the “Art of Dying”). This code of behavior dictated 

that a person should be prepared for their impending death; that they should die at home 

surrounded by their families; that they should gladly offer their soul to heaven and let go of this 

world; that they resist doubts and despair about the mysterious afterlife; and that they meet death 

with dignity, aware of God’s presence. The idea of the sudden death, like in the instance of 

artillery fire catching soldiers by surprise, presented “a profound threat to the most fundamental 

assumptions about the correct way to die . . . [that] the suddenness, the lack of preparation made 

this death a particularly ‘awful sight.’”164 

 Not only war but industrial and workplace accidents forced Americans to revise their 

beliefs about the proper manner of dying. By the Spanish-American War, the new understanding 

of a good death was gradually becoming commonplace in the United States., although it would 

not be until World War I that most Americans reconciled sudden death with the good death. If 

they were to die, American soldiers and sailors during the Spanish-American War similarly 

hoped for a good death. For example, George Meek, one of Bagley’s comrades wounded by the 
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same shell, was moved to a whaleboat destined for the Wilmington for medical care. Meek died 

in route to the ship, but before he expired, he reached up and grabbed the ship surgeon’s jacket 

and said, “Tell them I died like a man!”165  

 Meek’s dying words reveal an obsession with manliness, which Faust argued became a 

tenant of the good death doctrine during the Civil War. She wrote that the lines between “duty to 

God and duty to country blurred, and dying bravely and manfully became an important part of 

dying well.” If soldiers could not die well in the presence of their loved ones, they could at least 

ensure that their loved ones knew that they died courageously and with honor.166 

 Worth Bagley did not have the opportunity to prepare to die a good death or to assure 

posterity that he “died like a man.” The ensign’s death epitomized military men’s fears of sudden 

death. So, the authors of public memory afforded Bagley the honor of dying well and “dying like 

a man.” They highlighted Bagley’s manliness. The Raleigh Morning Post categorized Bagley as 

“a splendid specimen of the young manhood of the State,” emphasizing how he “entered upon 

these present duties with all the enthusiasm of youth, actuated not only by a purpose to do his 

duty, but by the higher desire to render service in the conflict being waged by his country in 

behalf of humanity and Christian civilization.” The paper concluded that “Bagley’s superior 

officers telegraph[ed] that he fought bravely and fell nobly.” This is an example of the 

continuation of Civil War death practices when comrades ensured that the fallen soldier’s family 

was assured that their loved one died well and in a manly fashion. Fred A. Olds, newspaper man 

and a historian, characterized Bagley as a “manly boy” who was “so daring that it may be termed 

reckless.” Worth Bagley’s friend, W. E. Christian, a reporter for several Raleigh newspapers, 
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eulogized the young ensign, writing that Bagley would have found death in battle acceptable and 

even seemed “eager” for it. Christian tied Bagley’s acceptance of the possibility of death to his 

gentlemanly qualities, and boasted that Bagley “smiled” into the face of death. Such a martyr 

provided the perfect specimen of Anglo-Saxon manhood through which to inspire North 

Carolina’s White population to see themselves no longer as former Confederates but as 

Americans with nationalistic, rather than sectional, loyalties.167  

 Bagley’s gentlemanliness frequently appeared in the public record. The Navy received a 

letter weeks after the battle, describing how Bagley “sank over the rail” after he was struck by 

the blast, saved from falling overboard by a sailor named Reagan. Realizing that he was about to 

die, Bagley “allowed no murmur of complaint or cry of pain to escape him, but opened his eyes 

and stared at the sailor and simply said: ‘Thank, you Reagan.’” The contrast to the sailor who 

insisted “Tell them I died like a man” is notable. The teller of this version thought it more 

important to demonstrate Bagley’s good manners than his fear of how he might be remembered. 

But absence of self-interest was an admirable quality too, demonstrating that Bagley did indeed 

die like a man, a gentleman, a model of manhood worth remembering and emulating.168  

 It was not enough to describe how Bagley died. What he was doing as he was killed 

became equally significant. The official report to the Navy stated that Bagley ran 
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communications between the engine room and the deck to keep the ship out of the Wilmington’s 

line of fire, a scenario that placed Bagley on the aft (rear) of the Winslow when the shell 

exploded. Newspapers printed accounts of Bagley’s actions that differed significantly from 

Bernadou’s official report. One paper claimed that Bagley “fell at his gun, while bravely 

resisting the attack of the enemy, and expired under the folds of the flag he had sworn to 

defend,” portraying Bagley as a fighter until his final breath. Given that the Winslow was 

reversing its course, its rear faced the entrance to Cardenas Bay and not the Spanish position in 

the harbor, meaning that if Bagley had manned his gun, it was in vain.169  

 Newspapers around the entire country printed the following story about the moment 

Bagley died: 

Up to this time, with exception of one shot which disabled the boiler of the 

Winslow, the firing of the Spanish gunboats had been wild, but as the Winslow 

lay rolling in the water, the range grew closer and the shells began to explode all 

around her. It was difficult for the Hudson to get near enough to throw a line to 

the Winslow’s crew, so terrible the fire about her. Finally, after about 20 minutes, 

the Hudson approached near enough to throw a line. Ensign Bagley and six men 

were standing in a group on the deck of the Winslow. “Heave her! Heave her! 

Heave her!” shouted Bagley as he looked toward the Hudson and called for the 

line. “Don’t miss it!” shouted the officer from the Hudson, and with a smile 

Bagley called back: “Let her come! It’s getting too hot here for comfort.” The line 

was thrown and at the same instant a shell burst in the very midst of the group of 

men on board the Winslow. Bagley was instantly killed and a few others dropped 

also about him. Half a dozen more fell groaning on the bloodstained deck. One of 

the dead men pitched headlong over the side of the boat. His feet caught the iron 

rail and he was hauled back. Bagley lay stretched on the deck, his face completely 

torn away and the upper part of his body shattered.170 

 
169 Another account relates that after speaking with Bernadou, Bagley moved aft towards the 

general direction of the aft one-pound gun, but does not say that he was “at his gun”; see “Killed 

By the Last Shot,” News and Observer, May 14, 1898.  
170 This story ran in newspapers all around the country, including the Boston Globe on May 12 

and the New York Times on May 13. The story was disseminated by wire reports from Key West, 

Florida on May 12. Because this account was so widely circulated, it became the most accepted 

and consumed narrative of Worth Bagley’s death, despite its inaccuracies. See “First Killed in 

the Blockade,” Boston Globe, May 12, 1898 (Extra Edition); “Battle at Cardenas,” New York 

Times, May 13, 1898.  
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Bernadou’s official report claimed that although the Hudson attempted to cast a tow line to the 

Winslow, Bagley was traveling back and forth between the engine room and the deck. Even if he 

did stop performing his ordered duty to help the enlisted men grasp the tow line, Bernadou’s 

account stated that the shell exploded after he and Bagley spoke when they were seemingly out 

of danger. The newspaper accounts claimed that Bagley was killed while trying to grasp the tow 

line, which presents a huge discrepancy preventing the two accounts to be reconciled with each 

other. However, memory is not always constructed by facts. Crafting Worth Bagley’s memory 

was not done to accurately report the circumstances surrounding his death; it was to create the 

perfect specimen of Anglo-Saxon manhood that White Americans could emulate. This is an 

example of what historian John Bodnar describes as cultural “leaders [orchestrating] 

commemorative events to calm anxiety about change or political events, eliminate citizen 

indifference towards official concerns, promote exemplary patterns of citizen behavior, and 

stress citizen duties over right.” Promoting official memory in this manner definitely supports the 

perception that memory can be used as a tool to manipulate and control the populace into 

compliance with (in this case, White) national aims. The fact that the memory is built on false 

narratives is irrelevant if the people accept the memory as their truth.171 

  Whether deliberately manipulated or not, the narrative of Worth Bagley’s “heroics” 

became foundational to the public myth that developed around him. Readers did not have access 

to official reports to balance their newspaper readings. Bagley became a manly hero who died in 

service to his country while saving the lives of his companions. He was the latest in a long line of 

 
171 Bodnar, Remaking America, 266. 
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southern White men who sacrificed for a cause, even if it were not as lost a cause as 

Confederates had once died for.   

Bagley as the Southern Savior 

 The public memory of Bagley’s “heroics” set the stage for the Southern Savior to emerge 

and cleanse the South of its sins of sectionalism and secession. It became part of a larger pattern 

of reconciliationist memories that pushed against the vernacular memories of the Sons of 

Confederate Veterans and the United Daughters of the Confederacy. Reconciliation promised to 

heal a deeply divided country by building a consensus that both White northerners and 

southerners could embrace, a public memory that would unite White Americans in their 

Whiteness.  

 In the decades before the Spanish-American War, southern politicians had lambasted the 

Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution, specifically Section Three which 

denied political participation to Americans who had “engaged in insurrection or rebellion 

against” the United States “or given aid or comfort to the enemies thereof.” Arguing against what 

they termed “political disability,” White southerners pressed the issue of the disqualification 

clause. In 1892, the editor of the Wilmington Messenger wrote, “After more than twenty-seven 

[years] of peace[,] pains and penalties must be visited upon certain Southrons. . . . Is not the 

South ‘back in the Union’ yet?” Southern Whites argued that the disqualification clause not only 

politically disfranchised them but prevented southern men from advancing in the armed services. 

In 1898, the Navy’s two Rear Admirals came from North Carolina and Missouri. But beyond 

them, only a single commodore hailed from a southern state, only three of forty-five captains. 

Out of eighty-five commanders, only nine came from southern states; and only five of seventy-

four lieutenant commanders came from the South. White southerners’ conventional wisdom, 
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once buttressed by over three centuries of White patriarchal hegemony, was that martial duty led 

to manhood and political stature. Barred from politics and military service, how were southern 

White men to become men?172 

 Worth Bagley, then, was a notable exception to what White southerners viewed as an 

oppressive national policy. “North Carolina has a number of officers in the fleet, and they all 

rank high in character and efficiency,” explained the Atlanta Journal. “One of the youngest and 

one of the best is Ensign Worth Bagley of Raleigh. He is the second officer on the torpedo-boat 

Winslow. Mr. Bagley is a brother-in-law of Hon. Josephus Daniels.” Bagley was a man with a 

future.173 

 Ironically, it was not in the South that Bagley’s death became synonymous with national 

sacrifice. On May 13, 1898, the New York Tribune, an “intensely partisan Republican” 

newspaper editorialized about the horrors of war, including a paragraph reprinted in newspapers 

across North Carolina and the South:  

It is worth while also to remember that the South furnishes the first sacrifice of 

this war. Ensign Bagley was a native of North Carolina. With his blood he has 

sealed the union of arms of the North and South. A people who once fought 

against the Stars and Stripes send one of their sons as the first sacrifice for the 

honor and glory of that flag. There is no North and no South after that. We are all 

Worth Bagley’s countrymen.174 

 

“There is no North and no South after that”: such remarks facilitated reconciliationist sentiments  

from North and South that circulated throughout the press in the weeks after Bagley’s death, 

recognizing that he had been the first American to die in a foreign war in fifty years. The News 

 
172 Wilmington Messenger, July 23, 1898; “Few Southern Officers,” Farmer and Mechanic, May 

17, 1898. 
173 The Atlanta Journal, reprinted in Asheville Weekly Citizen, April 26, 1898. 
174 “The First Victims,” New York Tribune, May 13, 1898. In its reprint of the article, the 

Asheville (NC) Citizen-Times made it a point to label the Tribune as a Republican newspaper; see 

“All Bagley’s Countrymen,” Asheville Citizen-Times, May 17, 1898. 
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and Observer reported that in Boston, “the North mourns the South’s loss as the Union’s loss, 

and extends its sympathy to North Carolina, whose hero was the first to fall in defense of the 

stars and stripes. Ensign Bagley’s bravery and fearlessness of life for our country has shown the 

world that sectionalism no longer exists.” Furthermore, Bostonians proposed building a national 

monument in Bagley’s honor and immediately began to raise funds. In Philadelphia, the 

Philadelphia Press acknowledged that “a Southern state gave the first victim under the flag of a 

reunited country,” and members of the George G. Meade Post of the Grand Army of the 

Republic sent a floral wreath to the Bagley family with a letter that read: “We send the wreath as 

an expression of the pride of Northern veterans in Worth Bagley’s brave deed, and mean it to 

typify the sympathy of the North with the South.” Colonel William Harkness, Jr., Union veteran 

and a member of the Meade Post’s memorial committee, expressed that he wanted “to forgive 

and forget” and that their group was grateful to have “the opportunity to show sympathy in the 

loss of a son of the south and admiration for a southern officer’s valor.” Harkness further 

commented that he had “come to believe that the boys in gray were sincere in their belief in the 

righteousness of their cause” and that he respected them.175 

 As northerners celebrated a southerner as a national hero, southerners geared up for a 

more intense battle. “On the bier of the young Southern hero, who died on the deck of the 

Winslow, bearing the name of a Northern commander, there will be laid by the nation the united 

pine and palmetto. Today and henceforth they stand for the same country, they represent the 

same patriotism, they support the same flag and they stand rooted in the soil of the same 

 
175 “Boston’s Tribute,” News and Observer, May 15, 1898; Boston Post, May 14, 1898; “North’s 

Tribute to the South,” News and Observer, May 27, 1898; “Honors Ensign Bagley,” News and 

Observer, May 27, 1898; Philadelphia (PA) Press, May 25, 1898; “Patriotic Expressions,” 

Lebanon Daily News (PA), May 28, 1898. 
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motherland,” declared Willis G. Briggs, the editor of the Raleigh Times, before capitalizing on 

Bagley’s memory to attack the Fourteenth Amendment’s disqualification clause: “Let no line on 

the statute book remain to disable or prevent any man from serving the country he loves, and for 

whom a Southern State, a Southern home and a Southern mother gives the precious tribute of 

this young life, cut off untimely, save that no man dies too soon who dies where duty calls and 

where his country commands.”176 

 A few weeks after Bagley’s death, Congress revoked the disqualification clause from the 

Fourteenth Amendment. During debate, North Carolina congressman Romulus Linney 

constructed a national mythology around his home state, one that put North Carolinians first in 

war. On June 1st, Linney addressed the US House of Representatives and stated that Bagley’s 

example was the standard that North Carolina had set “for courage and devotion to principle,” 

and invited all the other states to do the same. Bagley’s sacrifice had set the bar for the rest of the 

United States to meet when it came to patriotism and devotion to the Union.177 

 Linney’s claims precipitated an effort in North Carolina to distance the state from its 

Confederate past even as it embraced that same Confederate past. Bagley’s sacrifice ensured the 

“perpetuity of this nation,” even as the “South had conquered the North, not by the sword, but by 

love for the red stripes of the flag of freedom that had been stained by the blood of a son of the 

Old North State.” He had not died solely for the United States. North Carolinians expressed 

intense pride that Bagley was the first to die in the cause for “Cuban Freedom.” It was a twisted 

 
176 “Two Acts Together,” Raleigh Times, May 15, 1898. 
177 “Act of June 6, 1898, ch. 389, 30 Stat. 432” in United States Code: Containing the General 

and Permanent Laws of the United States in Force on January 3, 1941 (Washington: US 

Government Printing Office, 1941); Congressional Record: Containing the Proceedings and 

Debates of the Fifty-Fifth Congress, Second Session, vol. 31 (Washington: US Government 

Printing Office, 1898), 5413-15.  
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logic: that Southernism—once associated with human enslavement and still associated with 

oppression and terrorism of Blacks—equated with Americanism and, pushed further, the 

American empire that anticipated taking democracy to the world. At the same time, such logic 

allowed North Carolinians to suggest that their state, possibly, had not truly been like the other 

Confederate states. North Carolinians had furnished the first casualties of the American 

Revolution at the Battle of Alamance, a 1771 skirmish between backcountry North Carolina 

settlers and the royal colonial government. They had been the first to declare Independence from 

Great Britain with the Mecklenburg Resolves in 1775. They had supplied the first casualty of the 

divisive Civil War with Henry Lawson Wyatt, who died at the Battle of Bethel (and was part of 

the inspiration behind the slogan, “First at Bethel, Last at Appomattox,” which was often 

featured in North Carolina’s Civil War commemoration). Now one of their own had died in a 

war to reconcile the nation. Bagley’s martyrdom symbolized the exceptionalism of their state. It 

showed “that where duty calls, there North Carolina’s brave sons will be found,” making “the 

record of the State’s sons a glorious and unsurpassable one.”178 

 Yet, the memories of Confederate defeat lingered over the South, and the generation that 

came of age in the 1880s and 1890s viewed the Spanish-American War as opportunity to prove 

themselves, their manhood, and their Americanness. Julian S. Carr, a tobacconist, industrialist, 

professional “wearer of the gray,” White supremacist, and Confederate memory craftsman, 

 
178 “A Fine Tribute,” Raleigh Times, May 15, 1898. It is important to note here that Worth 

Bagley’s brother, William Henry Bagley, was co-owner of this newspaper and retained editing 

control of the paper when it merged with the Raleigh Visitor. The merge was announced on May 

10, 1898, one day before Bagley was killed at Cardenas. The quote was taken from a sermon that 

the pastor of the Church of the Sacred Heart in Raleigh delivered at 11 am mass on May 15th, 

and was printed by Bagley’s brother that afternoon; “Wyatt and Bagley,” Daily Concord (NC) 

Standard, May 13, 1898; “History Will Repeat Itself,” News and Observer, May 13, 1898; “First 

in Three Wars,” Morning Post, May 19, 1898; “Ensign Bagley’s Memory,” Asheville Citizen-

Times, May 13, 1898. 
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proclaimed that “the good gray heads of 1861, have fought their last battle. Who is to keep alive 

the fires of patriotism’s altar? Is virtue dead? Does heroism sleep? No! No! [The Robert F. Webb 

Camp of Confederate veterans] sees by the moonlight at Manila and in the glittering harbor of 

Cardenas, heroes worthy of Manassas and Cold Harbor and Gettysburg.” The new generation of 

heroes were as great as the old. Worth Bagley had expressed this eagerness to prove himself to 

his mother, writing that “war comes only once in a generation, and it will be very hard if I can 

get no chance to do some unusual service, so it is very disappointing to have no tangible enemy 

to meet.”179 

 Such proclamations of a resurgent southern heroism anticipated northern acceptance of the 

claim. Basing a new collective memory and American identity on a unifying figure like Bagley 

exemplified the “promptness and cheerfulness with which ex-Confederate veterans sprung to 

arms” to fight for United States interests abroad, which “deprived the bloody-shirt flaunters” the 

ability to decry southerners as “rebel traitor[s]” whenever they erected a monument to their 

Confederate dead. Bagley’s death bridged the sectional gap, giving southerners opportunity to 

push back against northern critics who questioned their nationalism. The Bagley legend 

integrated Confederate ideals into the American identity, making the unreconciled northerner the 

“stirrer of strife” and “enemy of the country worthy of only scorn and contempt of his 

fellows.”180 

 Northern acceptance of the legend, however, is somewhat more complex. Northern Whites 

clearly and gladly recognized Bagley as an American hero but hesitated to celebrate his 

 
179 “Robert F. Webb Camp of Confederate Veterans No, 818,” News and Observer, May 15, 

1898; Bagley’s personal letters were printed in Daniels’s First Fallen Hero. This letter was 

written by Worth Bagley in Key West on May 4, 1898; see Daniels, First Fallen Hero, 43. 
180 “Common Countrymen,” Henderson Gold Leaf, May 26, 1898; Warren Record (Warrenton, 

NC), September 2, 1898; “A Stormy Session,” Wilmington (NC) Messenger, May 13, 1899. 
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“southernness.” Bagley’s fame as the first southern man to die in a foreign war for the Union in 

over thirty years was significant, but it was more so for southerners. While the South celebrated 

Bagley as the Henry Lawson Wyatt of the Spanish-American War, many northerners preferred to 

celebrate him in Union terms, calling him the Elmer Ellsworth of the Spanish-American War. 

Ellsworth was remembered as the first Union officer killed in the Civil War, shot while removing 

a Confederate flag from a building on May 24, 1861 in Alexandria, VA, the day Virginia voted 

to ratify their secession ordinance. Likening Bagley to a Union hero was a clear attempt to 

delineate him as an American hero, distancing him from his Confederate heritage.181 

 According to historian David Blight, many reconciliatory displays during this era were 

“staged,” focusing on shared “values of manliness, valor, sacrifice, and a mutual sense of honor.” 

But reconciliation was necessary because of the shared economic interests between the sections. 

Therefore, politicians and business leaders carefully crafted “Blue-Gray” public reconciliation 

events in order to stir up nationwide feelings of unity in order to protect business interests. 

However, Bagley’s death presented an organic and unforced opportunity for reconciliation. 

Southern elites capitalized on the opportunity to restore southern honor by including his 

Confederate heritage in the legend. Instead of accepting or rejecting Bagley’s southernness, 

many northerners preferred to present Bagley’s legend as a Union story. After all, Bagley died 

for the stars and stripes, not the stars and bars. Still, because northerners did not outright reject 

southerners’ use of Bagley’s legend, they clearly were open to reconciliation. They might not 

 
181 “The First Victims,” Record-Journal (Meriden, CT), May 13, 1898; “Honoring the Memory 

of Ensign Bagley,” Democrat and Chronicle (Rochester, NY), May 24, 1898; Owen Edwards, 

“Lincoln’s Loss,” Smithsonian 42, no. 1 (April 2011): 28. 
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have liked the Confederate connection that the southern press had been emphasizing, but there 

was not much that they could do about it.182  

 Worth Bagley became an immediate staple of American mythology. Famed nineteenth-

century artist and poet Robert Burns Wilson, author of “Remember the Maine,” wrote a widely-

circulated poem titled “Bagley and Four” which demanded the Spanish pay for Bagley’s death 

with the lives of five thousand of their own soldiers. Edward and Carrie Forsythe, composers of 

religious music like the popular “Sing to the Lord on High,” wrote “Yankee Doodle-Dixie, 

Under One Flag,” a song about national reunion inspired by Bagley. The sheet music, along with 

a picture of Bagley and another of a floral wreath sent by the Grand Army of the Republic on the 

cover, sold to the public. George Nowitzsky, a traveling medicine showman, sold his cure-all 

medicines and Indian teas alongside copies of Worth Bagley’s biography and his own poem 

titled “1898 Cardenas Bay. 1948.” The poem takes place in the future, on May 11, 1948, the 

fiftieth anniversary of Bagley’s death, as told from the perspective of an aged American sailor 

who, asked by his grandchildren to tell them a war story, realizes the significance of the date and 

wipes away tears from his eyes as he regales them with the story of Bagley at Cardenas. The last 

stanza of the poem suggests how Nowitzsky anticipated Bagley’s remembrance: 

In the Capitol City of the great North State, 

Tower many Monuments to the good and great, 

But none carry more historic weight 

Than the one that tells of the eventful strife, 

In which this young ensign lost his life, 

On that terrible day in fragrant May, 

On the blood-stained waters of Cardenas Bay.  

 

 
182 Blight, Race and Reunion, 199-203, 209. 
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In 1898, of course, there was no monument to Bagley. The only monuments that stood on the 

Capitol Square were the George Washington statue and a monument to North Carolina’s 

Confederate dead. Prophetically, Nowitsky imagined a monument to Bagley erected in the 

memorial landscape of North Carolina’s state capitol. Bagley’s memorial would be preeminent 

(Ironically, although accurate about a monument to Bagley, Nowitzsky was wrong about a semi-

centennial remembrance. Bagley’s historical significance faded rather quickly. There was no 

mention of his sacrifice in the Raleigh newspapers in 1948).183  

 If such a memorial landscape were to develop, the public memory of the Spanish-

American War, with Bagley at its core, would have to become the official memory of the war. 

Historian Michael Kammen concluded that “public memory, which contains a slowly shifting 

configuration of traditions, is ideologically important because it shapes a nation’s ethos and 

sense of identity” and is the reason “why memory is always selective and is so often contested.” 

But the collective remembering and branding of Bagley as the Southern Savior and Redeemer of 

Secession, a product of both northern and southern Whites’ desire for reconciliation, would 

 
183 “Bagley and Four,” Asheville Citizen Times, May 28, 1898; “Yankee Doodle Dixie,” News 

and Observer, June 16, 1898. In the dedication ceremony for the tablet erected at the US Naval 

Academy in 1899, the speaker, the Rev. H. H. Clark likened Bagley to famed American patriot 

Nathan Hale, who famously declared “My only regret is that I have one life to give for my 

country” before his execution by British troops; see “Tablet in Memory of Worth Bagley,” 

Farmer and Mechanic, February 7, 1899; News and Observer, July 26, 1898; “Cardenas Bay, 

1948,” Raleigh Times, August 20, 1898; Plans to build a monument to Redeemer icon Zebulon 

Vance were in the works by 1898, but did not come to fruition until 1900 after Democrats won 

control of the state government. There was a total of fourteen monuments in the Capitol Square 

prior to June 2020, when the Confederate Dead, Henry Lawson Wyatt, and Women of the 

Confederacy monuments were removed; see Tyler Dukes, Matthew Burns, and Heather Leah, 

“Historical Background of Confederate Monuments Removed from State Capitol Grounds,” 

WRAL.com (August 26, 2017), https://www.wral.com/take-a-tour-of-the-capitol-s-confederate-

monuments/16904598/, accessed November 10, 2018. 

https://www.wral.com/take-a-tour-of-the-capitol-s-confederate-monuments/16904598/
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become an instrument by which elite White men could promote unity among all Whites to 

protect and maintain White supremacy.184   

 

Bagley’s Body as Monument 

 Around the turn of the twentieth century, “memorial mania” swept the United States, 

described by historian Erika Doss as “an obsession with issues of history and an urgent desire to 

express and claim those issues in visibly public contexts.” Such a condense era of monument 

building resulted from struggles “over self-definition, national purpose, and the politics of 

representation.” Communities’ political and social climates shaped their memorial practices, as 

did “public feelings such as grief, gratitude, fear, shame and anger.”185 

 North Carolina’s political and social climates, as well as the public feelings that 

accompanied them, were in chaos in the 1890s. Early in the decade, the political realm had been 

turned upside-down as populist Democrats defected from their party to form an uneasy alliance 

with Republicans, effectively, albeit temporarily, ending decades of Democrat dominance in 

state politics. This “Fusion” movement also reintroduced Black power into the body politic, 

further increasing many Whites’ apprehensions about “negro rule.”  

 Although they tried, conservative White North Carolinians, many still struggling with the 

shame of losing the Civil War, could not recover their antebellum world for comfort. They 

watched as their traditional society, a mileux de mémoire in which memory contextualized 

everyday experience and underwrote identities, crumbled. Historian Pierre Nora noted that such 

“real environments of memory,” usually associated with premodern societies, collapsed with the 

 
184 Kammen, Mystic Chords of Memory, 13-14. 
185 Erika Doss, Memorial Mania: Public Feeling in America (Chicago: University of Chicago 

Press, 2010), 215-20. 
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rise of modernity. Antebellum southerners had held tight to their traditionalism, until the Civil 

War brought it all crashing down and they lost the connection to their past that naturally occurred 

in everyday life. As Nora concluded, destruction of milieux de mémoire necessitated the creation 

of lieux de mémoire, smaller sites of memory. He argued that people consecrated sites of 

memory as tangible reminders of the past, and they did so in physical spaces that provided some 

cultural or political weight to the memory.186  

 The first such site of memory associated with Worth Bagley was his body. Bagley’s 

adorned coffin became a site of memory which southerners, mostly North Carolinians, proudly 

imbued with patriotic sentiments in a way previously unallowed by their defeat in the Civil War. 

As Bagley’s body traveled from Cardenas to Raleigh, southerners worshiped at a new altar of 

patriotism.  

 Early in the morning on May 12th, 1898, Raleigh Mayor William Russ received a telegram 

from Lieutenant Bernadou: 

Ensign Bagley instantly killed by fragment of bursting shell while at post of duty 

aboard Torpedo boat . . . in action off Cardenas yesterday. Remains now at Key 

West where military funeral takes place tomorrow, after which body will be at 

once shipped to your care. The navy unites in grief for the loss of so gallant an 

officer. 

 

 
186 Pierre Nora, “Between Memory and History: Les Lieux de Mémoire,” Representations, 26 

(Spring 1989): 8-14; Rienhard Bernbeck, “Lieux de Mémoire and Sites of De-Subjectivation,” in 

Between Memory Sites and Memory Networks: New Archaeological and Historical Perspectives, 

ed. Kerstin P. Hofmann, Reinhard Bernbeck, and Ulrike Sommer, (Berlin: Edition Topoi, 2017, 

253. 
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Upon receipt of the news, the Bagley family began to arrange for the burial. Bagley’s older 

brother, William H. Bagley, Jr., journeyed to meet his younger brother’s body in Jacksonville, 

Florida, to escort him home to Raleigh.187 

 The objectification of the corpse began before William Bagley arrived in Jacksonville. 

Worth Bagley and his fellow fallen sailors had arrived aboard the USS Wilmington to the Navy 

base at Key West where they were prepared for burial. While lying there, naval officers, marines 

and sailors filed in to view their comrades. As they paid their respects to their fallen friends, the 

officers, marines, and sailors undoubtedly reflected on the occasion. There before them were not 

only the mortal shells of fellow American sailors, but also the physical representations of 

fulfilled martial manhood and devotion to country.188   

 The next day, May 13, the United States Navy gave Worth Bagley a military funeral at St. 

Paul’s Episcopal Church in Key West. Expectations were that the corpse would reside in 

Raleigh. Of the several casualties, the undertaker embalmed only Bagley’s body, anticipating an 

extended journey northward. Fifty marines and fifty enlisted sailors escorted Bagley’s body to 

the church, his coffin decorated with the American flag and an elaborate floral arrangement 

topped with Bagley’s sword. Friends and comrades placed floral arrangements on the inside of 

the coffin as well. After a brief service, sailors approached Bagley’s coffin to mourn and express 

their anger at the Spanish who had killed him. George Meek, John Varveres, John Denfee, and 

Elijah Tunnell also received similar services, albeit at gravesides in the Key West cemetery, 

alongside those who had died in the USS Maine explosion. For a brief moment, Bagley’s corpse, 

 
187 John Bernadou to William Russ, May 12, 1898, telegram, Folder 33, Bagley Family Papers, 

Southern Historical Collection; Josephus Daniels, Autobiography Manuscript, 714, Daniels 

Family Papers, Folder 57; “Remains of Ensign Bagley,” News and Observer, May 14, 1898. 
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as well as those of his fellow martyrs, became a site of memory where sailors refocused their 

identities as American servicemen. Afterward, pallbearers delivered Bagley’s coffin to the 

steamer ship Mascotte headed to Jacksonville.189 

 By the time that William Bagley met his brother’s body at the Jacksonville train station, a 

crowd of mourners gathered to see the coffin of the Hero of Cardenas. Between Key West and 

Jacksonville, Bagley’s body had transformed into a mobile monument to American patriotism: 

the body of the hero encased in a coffin, wrapped in the American flag, adorned with ornate 

floral arrangements, and topped with relics that made a physical connection to Bagley.190  

 At each stop along the train route, similar scenes repeated as southerners, most White, 

crowded stations to glimpse the physical embodiment of American patriotism. Many left flowers 

as a personal interaction with their hero. But Bagley belonged to North Carolina, and by the time 

the train reached Savannah, a contingent of North Carolinians greeted William Bagley, 

presenting him with a large box engraved with “W.B.” They also presented two large, impressive 

floral arrangements: one was in the shape of an anchor with the word “Winslow” inscribed upon 

it, and the other a North Carolina flag made out of blue, red, and white flowers. As in Florida, 

crowds and tributes continued as the train traveled northward along the line, increasing in size 

once the train began to stop in North Carolina towns. The number of floral tributes grew so 

 
189 See “The Funeral, St. Louis Globe-Democrat, May 13, 1898; It was not unusual for soldiers to 

be laid to rest away from their homes. According to historian Phillipe Ariès, beginning in the 

Civil War era, the wealthier families of fallen soldiers “no longer accepted collective burial on 

the battlefield” and preferred them embalmed and delivered home for burial. Worth Bagley’s 

embalmment and transport was a product of his family’s wealth and status; see Ariès, Hour of 

Our Death (New York: Oxford University Press, 1981), 597; “Ensign Bagley’s Funeral,” 

Morning Post, May 14, 1898; “Remains of Ensign Bagley,” News and Observer, May 14, 1898; 

“His Coming Home,” News and Observer, May 16, 1898. 
190 “Burial of Ensign Bagley,” Franklin (NC) Times, May 20, 1898. “Thousands Pay Loving 

Tribute,” Farmer and Mechanic, May 17, 1898; “Worth Bagley at Rest,” Morning Post, May 17, 
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immense that the military escort for Bagley’s body prohibited citizens from leaving more flowers 

on the train.191  

  Worth Bagley’s coffin arrived at the family home on South Street, and family members 

opened the lid to examine the body. Earlier reports had described horrific wounds to his body 

and face. The family was relieved to see that was not true. On the afternoon of May 14, a 

military escort accompanied the body to lie in state at the Capitol Building, placed atop two gun 

cases that had been shrouded in black cloth. Funeral organizers turned Bagley’s body into an 

elaborate monument, his coffin adorned with his neatly placed uniform and sword placed on top 

of the folds of the stars and stripes, and layered with so many flowers that the aroma permeated 

the building. For the next two hours, a steady stream of people filed through the rotunda to 

mourn their neighbor and friend, and to pay homage to the newly born national hero.192 

 Over the course of a week, Bagley’s body became part of national and state civil religion. 

In Florida, it had already been sanctified by military service, salute, and escorts. In North 

Carolina, he lay in state in the capitol. Sociologist Robert Bellah argued that American civil 

religion has heroes, saints, and martyrs who represent traits, values, and beliefs that citizens 

should revere and emulate. Where leaders choose to honor those heroes also sanctifies places and 

spaces as holy. For example, the Gettysburg Battlefield, sanctified by President Abraham 

Lincoln’s address, elevated the battle dead to martyrs and consecrated the site as hallowed. 

Lincoln employed the language of civil religion to bind the Federal war effort to a larger 
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transcendent goal: “that from these honored dead we take increased devotion to that cause for 

which they gave the last full measure of devotion—that we here highly resolve that these dead 

shall not have died in vain—that this nation, under God, shall have a new birth of freedom—and 

that government of the people, by the people, for the people, shall not perish from the earth.” As 

Bellah concluded, transcendence of purpose, particularly if contextualized within the idea that 

Americans were advancing God’s work, sat at the heart of the nation’s civil religion.193  

 Worthy Bagley’s incorporation into that civil religion manifested through an elaborate 

funeral, the largest in state history. The funerary rituals inspired a sense of nationalistic unity 

offering, as Blair Dickinson, Carole Blair, and Brian Ott put it, “a symbolic connection with a 

group and a sense of belonging to it,” despite “different [personal] interests or motivations.” 

Bagley’s funeral offered the same, a symbolic connection to the nation and a sense that they 

were all now Yankees. It was a critical step in transforming the public memory of Bagley into an 

official memory. 194 

 Six sergeants and six captains of the Governor’s Guard carried Bagley’s coffin to the south 

lawn of the Capitol Square and laid it atop a platform under the gaze of George Washington’s 

statue. Bagley’s family sat to the right of the platform; the governor, Raleigh’s mayor, and other 

high-ranking city and state officials and dignitaries sat to the left.195  

 The clergy, representing several of the city’s Christian denominations, opened in a 

traditional sense, reiterating the words of Jesus of Nazareth that “I am the resurrection and the 
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life.” But Bagley, too, offered resurrection for southerners into the life of the nation. After a 

reading of the 19th Psalm and 1st Corinthians 15 (common liturgy at Christian funerals), Rev. 

Dr. Eugene Daniel, pastor of the Presbyterian church to which Bagley and his family had 

belonged, offered a supplication. In contrast to the often very lengthy speeches that characterized 

monument dedications, no politicians arose before the crowd of thousands to thump their chests 

and declare Bagley’s manliness and patriotism, or to promote the humanitarian cause of Cuban 

Independence for which Bagley had died. No clergy sermonized on the holiness of the American 

cause, or God’s purpose for the United States. The symbolism and statement of Bagley’s funeral 

lay in the visual imagery of the moment. Under the gaze of George Washington on the lawn of 

the State Capitol, Bagley’s body proffered to ingrain the official memory of reunification into the 

collective mind.196 

 States make memory official by presenting the past in nationalistic and patriotic culture 

that mediates the complexity of history. Bagley’s funeral procession was the largest in North 

Carolina history. Approximately three thousand people escorted his coffin to his final resting 

place in Oakwood Cemetery, most representing segments of southern and American society 

buttressed by the meanings of Bagley’s death. A platoon of Raleigh police officers led the 

parade, followed by the First North Carolina Regiment’s marching band, the North Carolina 

Governor’s Guards, and the clergy who would perform at the graveside. Bagley’s coffin rode in 

a horse-drawn carriage in the middle of the procession, accompanied by his family and close 

friends in carriages of their own. High-ranking naval officers followed, leading about two 

thousand soldiers from the First and Second North Carolina Volunteer Regiments, as well as 

cadets from the Agricultural & Mechanical College who were preparing to follow Bagley into 
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war in Cuba. Following marched relics from a past war: members of the Lawrence O’Bryan 

Branch Camp of Confederate Veterans, wearing their old gray uniforms in honor of Bagley’s 

father, Major William H. Bagley. Beside them marched former opponents, members of the 

General George H. Thomas Post of the Grand Army of the Republic, reinforcing in the public 

mind how old divisions had been healed not only by time but by the sacrifice of young men in a 

new American War. The irony of formerly prodigal Confederates marching behind and beside 

American soldiers, all following the Stars and Stripes, could not have been lost on the crowd, 

immersing the grief, sorrow, and shame of Lost Cause memory in the nationalism of American 

glory and honor. All of this was endorsed by the state politicians who followed the military 

ranks. As there were no speeches to make, they were there as a statement of governmental 

approval for the pomp and solemnity. Not on this occasion, but soon, they would legislatively 

make Bagley’s memory official.197   

  As with all monuments, the act of commemoration represents lessons for future 

generations. Faculty and students from the Raleigh Male Academy, where Bagley had studied, 

joined in the procession, as did twelve hundred young children from Raleigh’s Graded Schools 

who brought up the rear. Participating in such a historic moment was undoubtedly a memorable 

activity, while at the same time and most likely by design, the students were learning first-hand 

what heroism, bravery, masculinity, and patriotism looked like. Bagley could be their role model 

for all these traits, and now each of these young students had a personal connection to him.198  
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Such indoctrination was common in turn-of-the-century White communities. Historian 

Kris DuRocher argued that memory needs to be practiced to be passed on from generation to 

generation. Southern Whites of the Jim Crow era needed ways to indoctrinate their youth into 

White supremacist dogma, as the new generations of southern Whites had no living memories or 

recollection of slavery, nor of the White dominance over Blacks during the antebellum period. 

Furthermore, the racial caste system in development at the time of Bagley’s death was very 

insecure, as Blacks and Whites still interacted fairly closely in everyday life. Achieving a 

completely segregated society was unlikely, so “White adults utilized multiple spaces to 

socialize their children into their future roles” as White supremacists.199  

 While Bagley’s funeral was certainly a somber occasion, it was a spectacle occasion. 

Historian Amy Wood wrote that maintaining White supremacy inherently depended on spectacle 

occasions with large crowds and performative rituals. She argued that spectacle lynchings 

afforded southern Whites opportunities “to literally inhabit” White supremacist beliefs and to 

“dominate black bodies who had made perceived transgressions against the social order” of their 

“idealized white community.” In this way, Raleigh’s Graded School children witnessed the 

White community unite and celebrate common ideals in a way they never had before.200  

 An estimated ten thousand people lined the streets along the Capitol Square as the 

procession marched north along Wilmington Street, turning right onto North Street, and 

continuing along Oakwood Avenue. Storefronts on Fayetteville Street had closed, draped in 

black mourning cloths and American flags The crowd was quite subdued, not many words 
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spoken and heads lowered in reverence and reflection. Only the somber tunes of the First 

Regiment Band echoed throughout the town, along with the thundering boom of a Hotchkiss gun 

fired precisely every two minutes. Many in the crowd gathered along the hills overlooking 

Oakwood Cemetery as the horse-drawn caisson delivered Bagley’s body to the newly dug grave 

next to his famous father and grandfather, lined with beautiful flowers as well as seaweed sent by 

Bagley’s friends from the naval base at Key West. Pallbearers lowered Bagley into his eternal 

resting place, and mourners slowly filled the grave with dirt as a small choir sang “Abide in Me,” 

one of Bagley’s favorite hymns. Mourners then heaped such a great number of flowers over the 

grave that you could no longer see the mound of dirt. A small number of troops t positioned 

themselves next to Bagley’s grave and delivered the three-volley salute, accompanied by the 

sweet melody of “Taps” performed at the head of Bagley’s grave.201 

 After the ceremony, the First and Second North Carolina Regiments formed ranks to return 

to Camp Bryan Grimes on the west side of town. They exited the cemetery to the cadence of a 

snare drum. As they passed the Governor’s Manson, the rest of the band started playing “with a 

lively air.” Upon reaching Hillsborough Street, on-lookers cheered the soldiers and “set up a 

cheer which was promptly answered by the lines,” as if they were ready to go to Cuba that night 

to exact revenge upon the Spanish for Bagley’s spilled blood.202 

 Bagley’s funeral framed the public memory of a southern hero whose death symbolized the 

reunified country. The vernacular memories through which Confederate memorialization had 

taken shape became part of a larger public memory that redeemed the South as part of the Union. 
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In time, the political elite would take this crafted reconciliationist imagery and spin it into an 

official memory that united White North Carolinians in their Whiteness. 

  

Weaponizing Bagley’s Memory 

 With the 1898 fall elections approaching, Democratic North Carolina newspaper men and 

politicians utilized Bagley’s name in their crusade to retake the state legislature, invoking it to 

support their propaganda during a crucial turning point in North Carolina politics, and making it 

synonymous with White manhood and patriotism. This is another example where a developing 

official memory dismantled vernacular memories of the Old South, which during this era were 

held by Republicans and anti-elitist Democrats. By design, the official memory of Worth Bagley 

as the White, manly, patriotic redeemer developed into a consensus memory that proponents 

believed could unite White North Carolinians under the umbrella of White supremacist manhood 

and rule after almost a decade of contested politics.   

 The manufactured official memory of Worth Bagley at Cardenas supported White 

masculinity, Democratic party ideals, and reunification during a very contested time in North 

Carolina politics. During the 1890s, disillusioned Democrats and members of the Farmer’s 

Alliance who were angry over the party’s catering to business interests abandoned the party and 

joined the ranks of the national Populist Party. Realizing that the schism within the Democratic 

Party presented an opportunity to retake control of state politics for the first time in decades, 

North Carolina Republicans teamed with the Populists to defeat the Democrats. The new 

political alliance swept through the Election of 1894, winning seventy-four seats in the state 

House of Representatives and forty-two in the state senate. Their success continued through the 
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1896 when they elected North Carolina’s first Republican governor, Daniel Russell, in a quarter-

century.203   

 Fusion politics, however, would be short-lived in the state, and the Election of 1898 

proved to be a turning point in state politics. The Republican-Populists stood on unstable ground 

as the disillusioned Democrats-turned-Populists and Republicans disagreed on key issues such as 

the silver standard and free coinage, and perhaps most importantly, the role of Black Americans 

in Fusion politics. The Democrats turned to political wizard Furnifold Simmons to develop a 

campaign strategy to court the Populists back into the Democrat Party and defeat the 

Republicans. With Simmons as the “brain” of the party, and Josephus Daniels acting as the 

party’s mouthpiece as editor of the South’s most widely distributed newspaper, the Democratic 

party launched an all-out, race and gendered campaign against the Republican Party and their 

Black allies to reclaim the mantle of power in the General Assembly.204 

 Following Simmons’s blueprint, the Democrats published newspaper articles, political 

cartoons, and distributed leaflets designed to scare White men and women of the dangers of the 

“negro domination” that would grip the state if the Republicans continued their rule. Daniels, in 

particular, characterized Black men as innately sexual predators whose elevated positions within 

the Fusion-controlled government put White women in danger. The Democrats appealed to 

White men’s sense of manhood and Whiteness, arguing that through their support of the 

Democratic Party, White men could protect White women from violation and dishonor at the 

hands of Black men.205 
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 Democrats inserted Worth Bagley’s name into their political strategy in this infamous 

campaign and continuously used it to further the Democratic agenda in the subsequent years. 

Democratic newspaper editors strategically placed articles about Bagley’s bravery and manhood 

spatially adjacent to articles that attacked the Populists, Republicans and Black Americans, 

prompting their White male readers to join the political battle against “negro domination,” and 

either prefaced or suffixed their call with a reminder of Bagley’s example of White manhood. 

For example, an article in the Oxford Public Ledger praised Bagley’s heroics in dying for his 

country for a noble cause. In the very next article, the Public Ledger published an article titled, 

“Which Army Will You Join?” in which the author stated that “true” and “honest” Whites would 

stand against “a continuation of negro domination, negro magistrates, negro legislators, negro 

constables, negro school committeemen over your dear children, negro doorkeepers of the 

Legislature in preference to one armed Confederate soldiers, negro county commissioners, 

continuation of an egotistical-know-it-all negro boss.” The article went on to denounce the 

Republicans and called on all White men to join the Democrat ranks to regain control of the 

state. Such spatial placement of Bagley articles in relation to Democrats’ propaganda was not a 

unique phenomenon and is found in many of the state’s Democratic newspapers, including the 

News and Observer and the Wilmington Messenger. White readers read about Bagley’s example 

of Anglo-Saxon manhood, and then were immediately called to action against the forces that 

threatened White supremacy.206 
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 Anti-Fusion rhetoric evoked Bagley’s name as a proud symbol of the White race in their 

campaign speeches and platform. For example, W. A. Guthrie of Durham, a former Populist who 

had re-pledged his loyalty to the Democratic party over the Fusionists’ partnership with Black 

Americans, declared that if the election came down to a race conflict that he would stand with 

“the white man.” He went on to say that there was nothing that the Fusionists did to “prevent the 

[White] people from carrying the election,” and that he could not fathom “people who belong to 

the race of Bagley” would “allow themselves to be dominated by an alien race.” Bagley’s name 

even appeared in the official North Carolina Democrat Handbook and party platform for the 

1898 campaign. The Democrats conjured Bagley’s name to criticize President William 

McKinley’s (Republican) handling of the Cuban crisis, writing that “the House, the Senate, the 

Congress, the President, the Government, all declared at the very outset that the United States 

was going to war with Spain to establish and maintain good government in Cuba. Had there been 

good government in Cuba, the mother, the sister of Bagley . . . would not have been called upon 

to give up their best beloved.”  The article concluded with intense pride that Bagley was himself 

a North Carolinian.207  

 Democrats clearly wanted to control and weaponize Bagley’s memory for political gain, 

and Josephus Daniels’s relationship with Bagley gave the Democrats the inside track in 

monopolizing it. Bagley’s memory presented the perfect symbol of White manhood that could be 

subtly inserted into the public mind, and more importantly, a symbol that Republican-Fusion 

politicians could not easily impugn. This is not to say that Worth Bagley’s memory was the 
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reason that the Democrats defeated the Republicans in 1898, but that Bagley’s memory indeed 

became political. 

 Even after the Democrats won control of state politics, there were still instances of the 

party invoking Bagley’s memory to support their White supremacist agenda. Shortly after 

claiming control of the General Assembly, the Democrats made changes in state laws to solidify 

their power, redrawing district maps to consolidate, contain and limit the impacts of the Black 

vote. Learning from the lessons of their previous defeats at the hands of Fusion politics, the 

Democrats took preventative measures to ensure that Black North Carolinians could not reassert 

themselves politically again as they had done in the 1890s by eliminating opportunities for Black 

people to vote. However, the Fifteenth Amendment prohibited denying suffrage rights to Black 

Americans based upon race. The Democrats’ solution to this obstacle was to use “the registrar 

rather than the election official [as the] instrument of elimination.” By making it impossible for 

new Black voters to register to vote, North Carolina Democrats were able to phase out the Black 

political influence, effectively removing them from the body politic.208 

 During the debates over legislation that made disfranchisement legal in the South, 

Republican politicians criticized disfranchisement as a Democrat ploy to limit Republican power. 

Republican Congressman Romulus Linney of North Carolina argued on the floor of the US 

House of Representatives that disfranchisement laws would take away suffrage rights from 

“60,000 white republicans and 30,000 white populists” and he contended that southern states 

would see fewer lynchings if more people were allowed to vote. Linney was quickly rebuked by 
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his fellow representative of North Carolina, Democratic Representative Theodore Klutz, who 

accused Linney of trying to “rekindle fires of sectionalism” and sow division within the country 

for which Worth Bagley’s “warm life blood, [had] poured out as libation” to restore. Just two 

years earlier, Linney invoked Bagley’s name to release southerners from the imagined bonds of 

the Fourteenth Amendment’s disqualification clause. Now, Linney was witnessing Bagley’s 

name employed against his political agenda. Such sentiments were also used to attack the 

Republican Party for treating the South as an outcast, crying that Worth Bagley “offered up his 

life a sacrifice for his country and the cause of human freedom; and be it remembered that he 

was a Southern man and a North Carolinian. Yet in spite of her fidelity to the country, in spite of 

her immense importance to its material growth and prosperity, in spite of her large contributions 

to the national treasury, the Republican Party still regards the Southern states of this union as 

aliens to the commonwealth of Israel and strangers to the covenant of promise.”209  

 US Senator Matthew Ransom of North Carolina also utilized Bagley’s name in defense of 

White supremacy and disfranchisement of the Black vote. Speaking to a crowd in Goldsboro in 

1900, Ransom asked his audience to tell him “one great thing that ever came from the dark land 

of Africa,” and argued that Worth Bagley’s heroics proved White superiority. He added that he 

wanted to give justice to the Black man but not by giving them control of the state. According to 

the senator, men like Bagley were the reason that “White people have made the United States 

and North Carolina the hope of the world,” and that the reunified Union would not be broken up 

by “neither the bloody shirt or the negro question.” Connecting Bagley’s name to reunification 

and an end to sectionalism proved to be a sound political strategy, because any attempt by the 
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Republicans to undermine the Democrats’ ideas of reunification of the Union could easily be 

rhetorically manipulated to accuse the Republicans of maligning the memory of an American 

hero.210 

 

Conclusion 

  Worth Bagley’s official memory as the Southern Savior was developed and utilized to 

undermine and unravel the dissenting vernacular memories of the Civil War and Reconstruction, 

contributing to a consensus memory and united collective identity amongst most White North 

Carolinians. Newspaper men and the political elite appropriated Worth Bagley’s body, funeral 

exercises, and name to promote a White consensus in both the North and South, essentially 

absolving the South’s sin of secession and fostering reconciliationist sentiments. Bagley’s death 

in the Spanish-American War and the physical and proverbial imagery attached to his 

commemoration gave White Americans a new collective identity that they could unite under, 

leaving division in the past. The myth of Bagley gave elite North Carolinians an opportunity to 

commemorate their past on their own terms, and they used that past to justify their present and, 

in turn, convey their vision of an idyllic future.
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CHAPTER 4 

 

“Lest We Forget . . .”: 

Post-1898 Civil War Commemoration in North Carolina 

 

 

 On May 10, 1910, the Johnston Pettigrew Chapter of the United Daughters of the 

Confederacy gathered for a luncheon to honor Confederate Memorial Day. Afterward, Dr. 

Daniel Harvey Hill Jr. led a procession to Oakwood Cemetery to memorialize the Confederate 

dead. As president of North Carolina A&M College and the son of Confederate General Daniel 

H. Hill Sr., the younger Hill served as master of ceremonies for the UDC’s newly erected 

Memorial Arch. Shortly after 4 pm, following a series of hymns performed by local choirs, Hill 

introduced Governor William W. Kitchin to give the dedication oration.211 

 Kitchin began by praising the women of the UDC for their latest monument in Oakwood. 

Upon mentioning the women of the South, he turned, as did most orators during Confederate 

memorial ceremonies, to defending North Carolina’s and the South’s justifications for breaking 

away from the Union and fighting for Confederate independence, implicitly tying White 

women’s virtue to southern honor and Lost Cause ideology. Kitchin enthralled his audience with 

tales of the Confederate soldier, celebrating sacrifice, patriotism, honor, and courage in serving 

his southern nation while defending the lost, but noble, cause.212 

Kitchin then attended to the importance of Confederate monuments. Memorial 

ceremonies were “not for those who are dead, but that others may learn of the deeds done and 

may be better men and women. The monuments do not benefit the dead but the living, as they set 

out virtues to inspire us to a higher life and better thought.” Kitchin’s words acknowledged the 
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true intention behind Confederate monumentalism: to serve as educational tools for future 

generations, promoting the ideals of the Confederacy and advocating a return to antebellum 

racial hierarchy.213 

If there were any doubts as to the Governor’s meaning, he alleviated them as he praised 

the Confederate veterans in attendance for resisting what he called the “black nights of 

reconstruction” during which the Federal government attempted to “thrust upon him the equality 

of the black race.” Even as Kitchin tried to hedge his racist wording, he doubled down on his 

White supremacist views, concluding that “there is born in the white man the knowledge that he 

is right, that the black man, the brown, the red, and the yellow have given way before him. In the 

South the control of the black man is due to the work of the Confederate soldiers, their sons and 

grandsons.”214 

The Memorial Arch before which Kitchin stood was benign and its inscription non-

threatening: 

Erected 

In Memory of Our 

Confederate Dead 

By the 

Johnston Pettigrew 

Chapter 

United Daughters 

of the 

Confederacy 

1910 

 

Meant simply to serve as an homage to men who died in service (many involuntarily) to their 

state, the arch and other similar monuments acquired new resonance through the dedicatory 
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words of men such as Kitchin. Seemingly innocuous monuments transformed into sites of 

exclusion and White supremacy as the language and rhetoric espoused during dedication 

ceremonies, often by state actors such as sitting governors, senators, and congressmen, could be 

interpreted as policy endorsements by the government.  

 In addition to transforming public spaces into White supremacist places, Confederate 

monument dedication ceremonies were, as historian Karen Cox, described “ritual gathering[s] of 

the entire white community—men, women and children—to honor the nation that never was.” 

Activities sponsored by the United Daughters of the Confederacy celebrated Confederate ideals 

in an effort to vindicate their Confederate ancestors, framing their memory as an honorable 

struggle in defense of their homes and rights. Cox concluded that the Daughters of the 

Confederacy believed that reconciliation between the North and South could only be achieved 

“when the Confederate generation was exonerated.”215 

 Cox, along with historians like John Winberry, Catherine Bishir, and Fitz Brundage, 

focused their studies on the physical aspects of Confederate memorials. For example, Winberry 

concluded that the monuments were symbols, but whether they were symbols of the past and its 

memory, commentaries on its present, or anticipating future events, he was unsure. “Monuments 

and symbols can be complicated and sometimes indecipherable.” Winberry did say however, that 

Confederate monuments made the South unique.216  

 Bishir framed Confederate monumentalism as manifestation of Democratic backlash 

against Populist-Fusion politics and Black American political power, positing that after the 
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White supremacy campaign of 1898, North Carolina elites created a narrative that would 

substantiate their vision for the New South. Through Greco-Roman, Renaissance, and Colonial 

American architectural designs, White North Carolinians glorified their heroes, shaping public 

memory in a manner that would perpetuate their power. Their architecture symbolized the 

“virtues of stability, harmony and patriotism” that the Democrats wished to establish in North 

Carolina. After 1900, Democrats reestablished their hegemonic power in North Carolina and 

“transformed principal civic spaces into visual illustrations of their saga.” The monuments they 

built—permanent, unyielding, and unchanging—transformed public spaces into reflections of 

their vision for North Carolina’s future: White supremacy and Democrat rule. 217 

 According to Brundage, “historically access to the public sphere has required ‘social 

permission’. . . unwelcome participants can be ignored, thereby transforming the public sphere 

into a forum for exclusion as often as inclusion.” Therefore, Confederate monuments’ locations 

in public spaces suppressed Black participation and access to those places, while at the same 

time framing southern identity as “interchangeable with white identity.”218 

 The brilliant works by these scholars somewhat gloss over the performative and 

rhetorical aspects of Confederate monument dedication ceremonies as active memory-making. 

Cox discussed the roles that the UDC played in manipulating school curricula to present a 

favorable and vindicating version of the Civil War narrative to pass down to impressionable 

children who then went on to perpetuate Lost Cause mythology to future generations, but the real 

evidence of Jim Crow hatred disappeared from public view long ago. The rhetoric used in 

 
217 Catherine Bishir, “Landmarks of Power: Building a Southern Past in Raleigh and 

Wilmington, North Carolina, 1885-1915,” in Where These Memories Grow: History, Memory, 

and Southern Identity (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1993), 141-49. 
218 W. Fitzhugh Brundage, The Southern Past: A Clash of Race and Memory (Cambridge, MA: 

Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2005), 1-7. 
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dedicating Confederate monuments in North Carolina, often by men in very powerful political 

positions in the state, sought to eradicate dissenting vernacular memories of the Civil War and 

Reconstruction eras and further perpetuated the Solid South myth: that all of North Carolina had 

been united in the Confederate cause. In addition to fostering myths of White unity, North 

Carolina’s Confederate monument dedication ceremonies praised the Ku Klux Klan and former 

Confederates’ resistance to Federal reconstruction after the war, and diminished the role that 

slavery played in the conflict. Simply stated, Confederate monuments became tools of White 

reconciliation. Additionally, Confederate memorialists managed to absorb elements of American 

culture, specifically Worth Bagley’s reconciliationist memory, into Confederate values which 

served not only to unite White North Carolinians but northern and southern Whites as well.219  

 

Diminishing the Role of Slavery in the Conflict  

 The Lost Cause doctrine at the heart of Confederate commemoration only holds water if 

the experiences of Black Americans during the antebellum, Civil War, and Reconstruction 

periods are ignored. Historian Reid Mitchell called the Lost Cause “the defining Southern 

memory . . . a myth of Confederate unity and nobility of purpose that transcended the reality of 

their experience.” Acknowledging Black (and anti-Confederate White) memories of the 

Antebellum South, Civil War, and Reconstruction makes Confederate memories of the war 

problematic. It is hard to frame the Confederate revolution in the same spirit as the American 

Revolution when you are forced to reckon with the fact that the cornerstone of the Confederacy 
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was laid upon enslaved labor. There are several examples of active erasures and eradication of 

vernacular memories in North Carolina Confederate monument dedication ceremonies.220 

 At the Warren County monument dedication ceremony in 1903, William A. 

Montgomery, an Associate Justice of the North Carolina Supreme Court, delivered the main 

oratory and spoke on antebellum race relations in Warrenton. He claimed that Warrenton had 

been a community where Whites and enslaved people lived in harmony with one another. He 

acknowledged that there were twice as many enslaved people living in Warrenton as there were 

Whites, and that the White population treated the enslaved with consideration and kindness. 

Furthermore, Montgomery argued without being able to provide any specific examples that the 

enslaved “repaid their owners during the war in cheerful labor” and protected their homes while 

they were off fighting for the Confederate army.221 

 Before he sat on the highest court in the state, Montgomery was a teenager from a 

Warren County slaveholding family who held thirty-three people in bondage. He undoubtedly 

witnessed the oppression that enslaved people faced on a daily basis. Montgomery 

acknowledged the existence of slavery, but he completely framed, as W. E. B. DuBois later 

described, as a story where “in the end nobody seems to have done wrong and everybody was 

right,” that slavery was something “thrust upon” the South for which White southerners could not 

be held accountable. By framing slavery as benign, Confederate commemoration become more 

palatable.222  

 
220 Reid Mitchell, Civil War Soldiers (New York: Penguin Books, 1997), 179. 
221 “Our Confederate Monument,” The Warren Record (Warrenton, NC), September 4, 1903. 
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 Diminishing slavery’s importance to the Confederacy required Confederate memorialists 

reframe the reasons the Confederate soldier fought. In 1910, Judge Armistead Burwell of Orange 

County (a Confederate officer and veteran) addressed a crowd at a dedication ceremony in 

Cornelius, where he explained the Confederate soldier’s motives. According to Judge Burwell, 

the Confederate soldier was “neither an advocate of human slavery, nor a favorer of the 

disruption of the United States,” but instead was forced into becoming “a defender of slavery.” 

However, instead of further analyzing the Confederate cause as a slaveholders’ rebellion, 

Burwell pivoted and framed the Confederate soldier as the model of republican citizenship who 

exhibited courage, heroism, patriotism , as well as “love of race—his race—for the protection of 

the purity of the home.” Keeping the focus on republican ideals, which was the common 

language of White Americanism, allowed Confederate memorialists to relegate racial issues to 

the background of Confederate memory. That way, Confederate memorialists could more easily 

connect the Confederate cause to the same ideals of the American Revolution, and implant that 

narrative into the public’s memory of the war.223 

 Keeping the realities of the war’s meaning at bay was crucial to framing the Confederate 

cause as an honorable struggle for southern independence. Therefore, at Confederate monument 

dedications there was a concerted effort to maintain focus on the romanticized drama of the war, 

as well as depicting the southern antebellum social order as an ideal society. For example, part of 

the Louisburg monument dedication exercises in 1914 featured an elaborate parade with several 

floats. Each depicted a romanticized scene from the Civil War era.  
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 The first float called, “In the Spring of 1861,” depicted a wedding scene with young 

White woman marrying a White man dressed in a Confederate officer’s uniform. The young man 

was clearly getting ready to head off to war, fulfilling his martial duty as a republican citizen, 

and the women in the scene were performing their prescribed gender roles, offering up their 

republican sons and husbands to the Confederacy. The second and third floats featured 

romanticized and sanitized accounts of military camp life and field hospitals. But the most 

striking scenes of the show were found in the fourth and fifth floats. “The Home Guard” showed 

Confederate women, with enslaved Black women working alongside side them, furiously 

manufacturing homespun products to support the war effort. The “old negro mammy” was also a 

prominent feature of the fifth float, titled “The Return.” This float showed the same young man 

from the wedding scene on the first float back home from the war, but missing an arm. 

Accompanying the man was his wife, along with their small children, who were tended to by a 

Black domestic servant.224 

 The imagery from the parade was clearly romanticized, sanitized, and false considering 

North Carolina’s complex and contested history as part of the Confederacy. But the parade’s 

imagery was not designed to tell an accurate story of North Carolina’s past. As Fitz Brundage 

has argued, the act of remembering involves a wide “range of activities that have as much to do 

with identity, power, authority, cultural norms, and social interaction.” In this parade, 

Confederate memorialists showed the crowd what they wanted them to remember: that White 

men answered the call of martial duty from their state, that Confederate women played the role 

of republican wife and mother, and that Black people contentedly participated in subservient 
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roles. In doing so, Confederate memorialists built a White consensus public memory by only 

highlighting aspects of their Confederate past that were congruent with their future aspirations of 

maintaining White supremacy.225  

 The process of forgetting aspects of the past to fit a desired narrative is a common theme 

in Confederate monument dedication ceremonies. However, sometimes what was not said during 

a program is just as important as what was said. The Durham Confederate monument ceremony 

in 1924 was sponsored by the Julian Carr chapter of the UDC and took place inside of the 

Durham County Courthouse, adorned with Confederate flags along with red and white flowers 

and also featuring the gray uniforms of about sixty Confederate veterans. The ceremony began 

with an opening prayer and was followed by a ritual recitation of the UDC. The creed, which 

was formally adopted in 1905, was performed by the officers of the UDC and the members of the 

audience in a sort of call-and-response format. In the Durham County courthouse, the 

Confederate memorialists declared that they “gathered in the sight of God, to strengthen the 

bonds that united [them] in a common cause,” and they proclaimed to all in attendance that they 

“came through [the Civil War] years of trial and struggle . . . our character as a patriotic and 

courageous people untarnished and nothing to regret in our defense of the rights and the honor of 

our Southland.”226 

 
225 Brundage, Where These Memories Grow, 2-4; For more on the process of “remembering” and 

forgetting,” see Greg Dickinson, Carole Blair, and Brian L. Ott, eds., Places of Public Memory: 
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 In their ritual, the UDC made clear that it supported the values and principles of the 

Confederacy, and that the purpose of the event was to celebrate Confederate culture. There is no 

record of any blatantly racist remarks made during the Durham ceremony like Governor 

Kitchin’s praise of the Ku Klux Klan during Reconstruction at the Oakwood Memorial Arch 

dedication. However, all of the rhetoric espoused during the ceremony completely glossed over 

the suffering of millions of Black Americans in the South during enslavement. Having to 

acknowledge the experiences and memories of the enslaved and their descendants would make it 

very difficult for the women of the UDC to publicly declare that they had nothing to regret 

during the Civil War, and therefore they had to forget, or purposefully omit, slavery’s part in the 

war to advance their ideas of an ideal future. 

 

Fostering Southern White Unity 

 Developing a sense of unity based on White supremacy amongst North Carolina Whites 

was a central aspect of Confederate monument dedication ceremonies. Building a consensus was 

important to the state’s Democratic Party in particular, as recent history had taught them that a 

divided White population threatened their political power. Therefore, elements in North 

Carolina’s Confederate monument dedication ceremonies aimed at promoting Whiteness while 

excoriating Blackness. 

 Alfred M. Waddell, who was very involved in North Carolina Confederate 

commemoration, served as the featured speaker at the Winston-Salem monument dedication 

ceremony in 1905. A decade before, Waddell spoke at the dedication of the state’s Confederate 

monument at the State Capitol, where he played down slavery’s part in the Civil War. However, 

the central theme of his dedication speech in Winston-Salem was on the “southern character” of 
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the common Confederate soldier. Waddell expressed disdain for anyone who maligned the 

memory of the Confederate soldier, including former Confederate soldiers who opposed building 

monuments. Waddell declared that “a Confederate soldier who refuses to honor his fallen 

comrades is a coward and should strip from his breast the Cross of Honor placed there by his 

devoted countrymen.”227 

 Waddell’s words are very interesting because they reveal division among North 

Carolina’s Whites over Confederate memory. Anti-monument sentiments had been prevalent in 

the North Carolina press since the end of the war in 1865, and some former Confederates had 

publicly expressed opposition to expending resources on public monuments to the Confederate 

soldier. However, after the 1898 election and the reestablishment of the Democratic Party’s 

dominance of state politics, dissenting sentiments over Confederate monumentalism were not 

nearly as frequent as they had been before. The silencing of anti-monument voices gave the 

appearance of a united White population, supported by the “Solid South” myth, but the fact that 

Waddell specifically called out dissenting former Confederate soldiers is telling and reveals a 

crack in that perceived unity.  

 Although it is hard to quantify the exact degree of dissent, it is important to note that 

Forsyth County’s voting population had loudly voiced support for the Union in 1860, with 83.1 

percent voting against the secession convention. Additionally, the Monument to Forsyth 

Confederate Dead, first publicly proposed in 1879, was not completed until 1905, an elapsed 

time of 317 months or 26.4 years (see Table 2.4). Combining all of this evidence together 

suggests that in this particular North Carolina county, vernacular anti-Confederate memories 
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persisted and either resisted or were apathetic towards Confederate monumentalism. Waddell’s 

speech in Winston-Salem reveals an attempt to shame dissenters, making it clear that he believed 

that Confederate ideals and Whiteness were synonymous. Simply stated, southern Whites who 

did not embrace Confederate culture were traitors to their race. 

 In addition to fostering a sense of unity amongst southern Whites, Confederate 

monument dedication rhetoric highlighted a desire for reconciliation between northern and 

southern Whites. Historian Nina Silber’s work examined reconciliation from a northern 

perspective, looking at the unification of the North and South as a cultural exercise. Silber 

argued that northerners did not “completely [accept] Lost Cause ideology” but instead “used the 

southern image” in a manner that fit their needs. Northern Whites, replete with anxiety about 

their changing world in the early twentieth century, coopted the Lost Cause to support their 

vision of an idyllic North, a place where Whites had already established “an authoritative yet 

harmonious relationship” with immigrants and Black Americans. With the changes brought 

about by shifting racial demographics and fluctuating gender roles in the North, Silber argued 

that northerners were not so quick to celebrate the narrative of a northern conquest and 

obliterated southern culture that represented the Victorian social order that they craved.228 

 The desire for reconciliation between northern and southern Whites is seen in the Monroe 

Confederate monument dedication ceremony of 1910, expressed by North Carolina Attorney 

General Thomas Walter Bickett. Bickett told the crowd in attendance that “everywhere the 

people are beginning to realize that the South, and only the South, is competent to deal with the 

race question, and the doctrine of ‘Let the South alone’ is in the saddle in the very heart of the 
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North.” Additionally, the attorney general remarked that the Fifteenth Amendment, which 

prevents denial of the right to vote based on race color, or condition of previous servitude, was 

the “most colossal blunder and crime in the history of the civilized world.”229 

 Bickett’s reference to the “Let the South Alone” doctrine harkens back to a speech 

delivered by Governor Charles Aycock at the Democratic State Convention of 1904. The North 

Carolina Democrats’ solution to “the race question” was to “cast away all fear of rivalry with the 

negro, all apprehension that he shall ever overtake us in the race of life,” since Whites were 

inherently superior to Blacks. Furthermore, the Democratic Party’s platform expressed belief that 

Black North Carolinians were absolutely essential to supply labor for the state’s burgeoning 

industrial economy. These words echo one of the Confederacy’s founding principles elucidated 

in James Henry Hammond’s “Mudsill Theory Speech,” where Hammond, a Senator and planter 

from South Carolina, argued that every society needed a class of people “to perform the drudgery 

of life” and that enslavement was the proper position for Black people.230  

 Invoking the “Let the South Alone” doctrine in the Monroe monument ceremony was 

designed to not only reestablish a commitment to Confederate values, but to unite northern and 

southern Whites through rhetoric that both supported: White supremacy. Emphasizing that White 

northerners supported White southerners’ answer to the “race question” further connected White 

Americans in their Whiteness, and also reveals that White supremacy was not only a tenet of 

White southernness but was foundational to White Americanism as well. Bickett’s speech 
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provides an example of Confederate culture pervading American culture after the turn of the 

twentieth century, tying Confederate values to American values. 

 Confederate monument dedication ceremonies not only sought to foster White unity 

under White supremacy, but the speaker’s rhetoric served to drive a wedge between poor Whites 

and their Black neighbors. It has been well-documented that Confederate memorialists hailed 

from the White patrician class, and North Carolina was no exception. The challenge for these 

patrician Confederate memorialists was to win support from rank-and-file Whites. While the 

Confederates of the 1860s failed to shore up common White support in the name of Confederate 

nationalism, the twentieth century Confederates succeeded by selling a narrative to common 

Whites that elevated them in status above Black Americans, often using rhetoric that framed 

Blacks as inferior or adversarial.  

 An excellent example of a monument dedication ceremony framing Black Americans as 

adversarial can be found in Henry A. London’s speech at the Graham monument dedication in 

1914. London was the longtime editor of the Chatham Record and a devoted Confederate 

memorialist. At this ceremony, London stated that 9 percent of Union prisoners died in 

Confederate custody, while 12 precent of Confederate prisoners died in Union custody. He 

argued that some Confederate prisoners were subjected to being “guarded by negro soldiers who 

would shoot your comrades down without any excuse.” The rhetoric echoed that used by 

Democrats during the 1898 White supremacy campaign, in which London was complicit, casting 

Black Americans as violent and trying to scare White voters who had previously voted for 

Republicans or Populists to return to the Democratic Party to prevent the “dangers of Negro 

rule.” Maintaining White supremacy meant that Confederate memorialists needed common 
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Whites to perceive Black neighbors as threats and make them forget that, in reality, they had 

more in common with Black people than they did with the White elites.231  

 Confederate memorialists often used war narratives to situate the heroism of the 

Confederate soldier as an example of Anglo-Saxon manhood. But, the neo-Confederates at the 

turn of the twentieth century who had not been old enough to serve in the Civil War or had 

played insignificant roles, harkened to Reconstruction and Redemption for their inspiration. 

Early Confederate commemoration themes focused more on justifying secession, but after 1898, 

North Carolina Confederate memorialists were bolder with their racialized rhetoric.  

 North Carolina politicians took advantage of opportunities afforded to them through 

Confederate monument dedications to deliver antagonistic speeches where they assaulted ideas 

like equal rights for Black Americans and Federal intervention in state affairs. In Pittsboro, 

Walter Clark, who had served on North Carolina’s Supreme Court, commended his fellow white 

North Carolinians for resisting Federal and Republican efforts to codify equal treatment of Black 

Americans. Perhaps the most egregious examples come from the sitting governor Kitchin who, 

on three separate occasions including the previously mentioned 1910 ceremony in Raleigh, 

praised the Confederate soldiers for protecting White supremacy after the war by resisting 

Federal Reconstruction. At the 1909 Confederate monument dedication in Oxford, Kitchin 

blasted William Holden’s Republican government and how they “had tried to equalize black and 

white, through duress and corruption.” Kitchin remarked at the Henderson monument dedication 

 
231 As editor of the Chatham Record (Pittsboro, NC), Henry A. London printed weekly articles in 

1898 that highlighted violent behavior by Black Americans across the South. As election day 

approached, London engaged in the same fear mongering that Josephus Daniels became 
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the 1898 Chatham Record for examples: September 1, 15; October 13, 20, 27; November 3, 10. 
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ceremony a year later that the “Invisible Empire” (Ku Klux Klan) deserved honor and praise for 

saving North Carolina “from the curse of the scalawag and the carpetbagger.”232  

 Kitchin’s words go beyond attempting to build White unity through White supremacy. 

The state’s chief executive publicly endorsed the Ku Klux Klan which employed violence and 

intimidation tactics to alter the course of state politics during Reconstruction. The Klan terrorized 

Black North Carolinians and their White Republican allies in politically contested counties, most 

notably in Moore, Alamance, and Caswell counties. In the winter of 1869, Klan members broke 

into the home of Daniel Blue (a Black man) and brutally murdered his wife and five children. On 

February 26, 1870, the Graham Ku Klux Klan kidnapped Wyatt Outlaw, a Black Republican 

leader, and lynched him in the town square. The Caswell Klan murdered prominent Republican 

John W. Stephens inside the Yanceyville Court House in broad daylight. These were the men 

that Kitchin deemed “absolutely necessary to confront the conditions” of Reconstruction in 

North Carolina. But more importantly, Kitchin’s words were a message to the state’s Black 

population that he supported militant White supremacy and that he felt vigilante violence was an 

appropriate way to treat the state’s “enemies.” Black North Carolinians had every reason to 

believe that under Kitchin’s administration, they were included in those “enemies.”233 

 

Black Commemoration in North Carolina after Disfranchisement 
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 While North Carolina’s White Confederate commemoration developed White unity 

utilizing intensified racial rhetoric and hatred, Black North Carolinians shifted their 

commemorative practices. Before the election of 1898 and subsequent disfranchisement, Black 

commemoration revealed a significant desire to reconcile and ally with their White neighbors. 

However, after 1898, clear, open, and public anti-Black sentiments forced Black leaders to 

change their commemorative strategies. Instead of reconcilitationist and constructivist rhetoric, 

Black commemoration rhetoric became more about defending their communities and fostering a 

sense of Black unity.  

 Initially, leaders such as Raleigh Professor L.B. Capeheart used their annual public 

platform to argue that Black people had no hope of advancing through political means. Working 

within Booker T. Washington’s constructionalist framework, Capeheart told the crowd at the 

1899 Emancipation Day celebration that politics were the cause of Black North Carolinians’ 

current “sufferings.” Political alliances with Whites (Fusionism) had failed and wrought more 

discrimination against Black people. Instead, Capheart argued that Black communities should 

unite along “church lines” and through industry and education, elevating the race on their own.234  

 Rhetoric appealing to Whites for support largely disappeared from Emancipation Day 

celebrations by the early twentieth century. Alternatively, oratory stressed the idea that “power 

means independence.” The Raleigh Emancipation Day committee in 1901 resolved to “organize 

business enterprises that will employ our own labor.” They further argued that their destiny was 

in their own hands, and that until they helped themselves, there was no need to “complain against 

others” (referring to Whites).235  
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 When there was an appeal to White citizens in post-1898 Emancipation Day celebrations, 

they were calls to stop mob violence and lynchings of Black men accused of committing crimes 

against Whites. In 1903, the Raleigh committee chaired by Edward Johnson accused Whites who 

voted for Black disfranchisement of eliminating all hope for Black justice by opposing proposed 

Federal anti-lynching laws. They simply asked that accused Blacks be given the same due 

process as Whites. Understanding the political and legal barriers to equal rights, the committee 

appealed to their “white friends,” asking for the press to mitigate the issue by publishing the 

“creditable deeds” of North Carolina Blacks, instead of only highlighting their crimes.236  

 The government’s continued inability and unwillingness to stop lynchings continued to 

draw Black leaders’ ire. At the 1907 Raleigh Emancipation celebration, the Raleigh committee 

delivered a damning accusation aimed at White lawmakers who had failed to pass anti-lynching 

legislation. “We cannot resist the conviction that the one steady purpose of those who have 

engendered and fostered the present unpleasant race relations is to prove that slavery was right 

and freedom was wrong. . . . Every conceivable means is now being put into requisition by 

which the civilized world may be brought under the impression that we are a race of brutes so 

deadly dangerous as to justify the most summary and drastic methods of repression.” This is a far 

departure from appealing to a common sense of patriotism and loyalty to country that had been 

the prominent theme of so many Emancipation Days of the past. However, it was a necessary 

departure, as the authors of this resolution clearly believed that Black North Carolinians lived 

under a constant threat of harm.237 
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 Perhaps the most significant and powerful demonstration that Black commemorators 

employed against racialized violence took place at the 1920 Emancipation Day celebration in 

Raleigh. Organizers put together a pageant with seven episodes documenting Black progress 

since Emancipation. The demonstration provided important facts and statistics about growth in 

literacy and wealth, but it also addressed two major Black grievances: Jim Crow segregation and 

lynching. A Black actor wearing a placard labelled “Crime” and dressed in stereotypical denim 

overalls with “a bandana handkerchief and slouch hat” was chased across the stage by another 

actor labelled “Lynch Law.” The scene ended when Lynch Law placed a noose around Crime’s 

neck, leaving the audience members to imagine what happened next. Later in the pageant, an 

actor labelled, “Jim Crow” appeared and began aggressively shoving the other Black actors on 

the stage, which drew immense applause from the audience. After such powerful imagery, the 

Raleigh Emancipation Day committee declared that such a “reign of lawlessness and mob 

violence” threatened to unravel American civilization, and calling upon the US government to 

make lynching a Federal capital crime.238   

 Another rhetorical shift in Emancipation Day commemorative exercises occurred during 

World War I. The celebration’s popularity began to dwindle as a new generation of Black leaders 

viewed it as an acknowledgement and acceptance of their status as second-class citizens. As a 

result, the commemorative rhetoric became more “militant” in its Black nationalism, a further 

departure from constructionalist strategies. Emancipation Day celebrants had often sung patriotic 

songs like “My Country ‘Tis of Thee,” But Emancipation Day celebrations beginning in the 

1920s featured the Black national anthem, “Lift Every Voice and Sing.” While early 
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Emancipation Day celebrations tried to foster unity between Black North Carolinians and their 

White neighbors, Emancipation Day celebrants after disfranchisement no longer concerned 

themselves with fostering White friendships but, out of necessity, focused on protecting their 

communities and fostering Black unity.239  

  

Making a “Confederate” Worth Bagley: The Worth Bagley Monument 

 At the turn of the twentieth century, Americans seemed obsessed with monument 

building, particularly in the South. Some North Carolinians called for a monument to Worth 

Bagley’s memory, wanting to honor him and the values that he represented in permanent 

physical form within a public space where those ideals would transmit across time to future 

generations. The ideals of which they spoke framed American citizenship as White and male. 

The erection of a Bagley monument would further White reconciliationist memory by 

obliterating dissenting vernacular memories.  

 As soon as the news of Worth Bagley’s death hit the newspapers, a pall of grief fell over 

Raleigh. Letters and telegrams of condolences flooded the Bagley home. North Carolina 

Senators Marion Butler and Jeter Conley Pritchard offered their “sincerest sympathy” for the 

family, state, and country. Clark Howell, the editor of the Atlanta Constitution, telegraphed his 

condolences and added, “The fact that the blood of this brave young Southerner is first shed on 

our side builds an everlasting monument to his memory and emphasizes more than anything else 

could have done the fact that this is a re-unified country. True there is little comfort in this for the 

bereaved family, but the sympathy of the whole nation will so soften the severity of the blow.” 
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David W. Coffin from Indianapolis added that Worth Bagley “will go down through coming time 

as one of America’s bravest lads.” One of the strangest communications arrived from O’Brien 

Moore of Charleston, West Virginia, who wrote that “I send congratulations. I would rather have 

a dead Bagley for a relative than a hundred ordinary live men.” Much of the sentiments 

expressed by well-wishers added that Bagley’s name would be celebrated with other North 

Carolinians who were the first to fall in American wars, and there was “consolation to know that 

he was the first of the human race who gave his life in a war for humanity.”240 

 The family received letters and resolutions from a variety of different organizations. The 

Wilmington chapter of the Odd Fellows Lodge (Bagley’s father had been a member of the 

Raleigh chapter) wrote that “young WORTH BAGLEY will leave a name in the history of his 

native State that will go down to future generations as the first to give his life in this war for his 

country, and in a cause that is for the amelioration of an oppressed people who were crying out 

to heaven for assistance in getting from under the ironical rule of Spain.”241 The Shaw University 

Alumni Association reached out: 

Whereas the sad intelligence has just reached this body of the death of Ensign 

Bagley, of the torpedo boat Winslow, off Cardenas harbor, and in view of the fact 

that his parents are near neighbors and warm friends of Shaw University, our alma 

mater, some of us remember him while students here, when he was a child 

tripping the green sward in his mother’s yard: Therefore we heron tender to his 

family our sincerest sympathy in this hour of their bereavement, and shared with 

them in sorrow. We feel proud of his patriotism and valor, knowing that he died 

in a just cause in behalf of humanity and his country, and as a brave North 

Carolinian among the first whose blood was shed in the present conflict.242 

 
240 “From Loving Friends,” News and Observer, May 16, 1898. 
241 “From Loving Friends,” News and Observer, May 16, 1898; “Honor the Dead Hero,” 

Wilmington (NC) Messenger, May 14, 1898. 
242 “Resolutions of Condolence,” News and Observer, May 13, 1898. Shaw University in Raleigh 

is a Historically Black College and University. This resolution was signed by A. B. Vincent, 

Edward Austin Johnson, and Charles R. Meserve. Meserve, a White man, was president of the 

university at the time of Bagley’s death. Vincent, a Black man, was on faculty at Shaw and later 

became the Dean of Theology. Johnson was a Black lawyer and professor at the university. He 
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Veteran organizations from both sides of the Civil War expressed sorrow towards the family. 

The George Meade Post of the Grand Army of the Republic described Bagley’s passing as a 

“pretty tale of chivalry that typifies the growing obliteration of long-nursed sectional hatred, and 

gives living proof that the hopes of a reunited country are not mere dreams.” Their Confederate 

counterparts at the Lawrence O’Bryan Branch Camp passed resolutions of mourning but also 

highlighted southern valor, reminding North Carolinians that Bagley’s father was a “gallant 

Confederate soldier.”243 

 Perhaps the most notable and long-lasting expression of condolences came when Nicholas 

W. West, a noted Raleigh businessman and former Confederate soldier, suggested that the 

Raleigh Morning Post start a fund to build a monument to Worth Bagley. Upon West’s request, 

in May, the newspaper initiated a popular subscription, meaning that the fund would accept 

donations between one cent and one dollar from the general population. The expectation was to 

allow opportunity for as many people to contribute as possible, making it truly a monument of 

the people. The Morning Post encouraged donations “from patriotic citizens, wherever the 

American flag floats, who love their country and honor bravery,” and added that, “He gives 

twice who gives quickly.” The Worth Bagley Monument Fund became an effort by newspaper 

men and the elite (of which N. W. West was certainly a member) to absorb the significance of 

individual people’s vernacular memories and, therefore, give the “common folk” a role in 

developing White reconciliationist official memory.244 

 

was the first Black author to write a textbook approved by the board of education in North 

Carolina.   
243 “Honors Ensign Bagley,” News and Observer, May 27, 1898; “Veterans Adopt Resolutions,” 

Morning Post, May 15, 1898. 
244 “Monument Fund,” Morning Post, May 13, 1898; “A Monument to the Hero,” News and 

Observer, May 13, 1898. N. W. West was the head of the Julius Lewis Hardware Company and 
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 People gave quickly. Within a week of the announcement of the Worth Bagley Monument 

Fund, the committee collected over $800. In exchange for any donation, the Morning Post 

agreed to print the donor’s name along with the amount they donated and their hometown. 

Donating indicated status, and among the first donors were members of North Carolina’s elite 

families, politicians, and celebrities. Because donor names were printed, giving to the Bagley 

Monument fund became a public demonstration of one’s patriotism. After the first month of 

collecting subscriptions, the fund cleared the $1,500 mark and reached $2,000 by the first week 

of July.245 

 Black Americans, too, contributed to the Bagley Monument Fund. Booker T. Washington, 

Principal of the Tuskegee Institute of Alabama and perhaps the most influential Black 

intellectual of the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries, donated, writing that “I feel it to 

be the duty of negro citizens as well as white citizens to contribute to this patriotic fund.” 

Durham’s Black elite and churches patriotically contributed to Bagley’s memory, prompting the 

News and Observer to praise the “Colored Citizens of Durham” and predict that more support 

would be forthcoming. However, it was not just the Black elite who gave to the cause. Students 

from Raleigh’s Colored Graded School pooled their pennies together and donated a dollar. Such 

contributions suggest that Black North Carolinians accepted the memory narrative of a reunified 

 

was also very engaged with Confederate veteran groups. He originally wanted to start the fund 

by donating $100 but decided that it would be best to build the monument based on popular 

subscription, so he contributed the first dollar. 
245 “Worth Bagley Monument,” Morning Post, May 13, 1898. Among the first donors included 

Mayor William Russ, N. W. West, Maxwell Gorman (whose father was once the editor of the 

Raleigh Register), Thomas J. Pence (the secretary of the Democratic National Committee), 

Democrat politician and future governor J. M. Broughton, Washington Duke and sons, Buck and 

Ben (Tobacco industry tycoons), and Julian Carr (tobacconist and professional Confederate 

veteran); “Worth Bagley Monument Fund,” Morning Post, June 15, 1898; “Worth Bagley 

Monument Fund,” Morning Post, July 5, 1898. 
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nation in which they would have a place. Such support is consistent with Washington’s 

constructivist approach to Black-White relations. Publicly supporting the Bagley Monument 

Fund indicated how the state’s most prominent Black citizens hoped to demonstrate their 

patriotism, loyalty, and to desire to reconcile with Whites.246 

 Interestingly, Black professor Edward A. Johnson attempted to build a Black patriotic 

narrative out of the Bagley legend. In his book, History of Negro Soldiers in the Spanish-

American War, published in 1899, Johnson cast some doubt on whether or not Bagley was in fact 

the first American to die for Cuban freedom. Instead, that distinction belonged to Elijah Tunnell, 

the Black cabin cook. After saying that he did not want to malign Bagley’s “justly heralded 

fame,” Johnson wrote that Tunnell, realizing that his ship was in danger and “anxious” to serve, 

had left his post to help fasten the tow line from the Hudson to pull the Winslow to safety. When 

the fatal shell struck the Winslow, Tunnell was hit, “both legs blown off, and fearfully 

mutilated.” As Tunnell’s shipmates carried him to the Wilmington, he asked, “Did we win the 

fight, boys?” After receiving an affirmative reply, Tunnell answered, “Then I die happy” and 

took his last breath.247   

 It is unclear how Johnson cultivated his account of the Battle of Cardenas that claimed 

Tunnell was “if not the first, certainly simultaneous with the first, martyr of the Spanish-

American war.” Like many newspaper accounts, it is hard to reconcile Johnson’s account with 

the official records and evidence. However, who was first to die was secondary in importance. 

 
246 “Bagley Monument Fund,” Morning Post, May 24, 1898; “Bagley Monument Fund,” 

Morning Post, May 21, 1898; News and Observer, May 21, 1898; Edward A. Johnson’s writings 

on Black participation in the Spanish-American War reveals that Black Americans were proud of 

their service and their country. See Edward A. Johnson, History of Negro Soldiers in the 

Spanish-American War and Other Items of Interest (Raleigh: Capital Print Company, 1899). 
247 Johnson, History of Negro Soldiers in the Spanish-American War, 11-12. 
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Tunnell’s real heroism is that he went beyond his duty. “He might have kept out of harm’s way if 

he had desired,” Johnson wrote, “but seeing the situation he rushed forward to relieve it as best 

he could, and died a ‘volunteer’ in service, doing what others ought to have done.” Just as he had 

done for years in public speeches (including his 1891 Emancipation Day address in Raleigh), 

Johnson highlighted Black martial service as evidence that Black Americans had long-fought for 

the nation, displayed martial manhood, and were worthy of citizenship. Supporting Bagley’s 

heroism while incorporating Tunnell’s story into the legend shows an attempt to speak to White 

Americans using heroism and patriotism as a common language.248  

 Although enough of North Carolina’s White and Black elites were on board with funding 

the Bagley monument, ultimately, efforts to incorporate the rank and file fell short, suggesting 

that the narrative crafted by newspaper men and elites did not resonate with common people’s 

lived experiences as excitement over the Spanish-American War faded. Although the Worth 

Bagley Monument Fund was branded as a popular subscription monument, built by pennies and 

“widow’s mites,” it was not. The Morning Post regularly printed updates of contributions 

between the funds’ birth on May 13 until late July. Sporadic accounts appeared from late July 

until they stopped altogether at the end of September. Donators made a total of 2,384 

contributions to the fund, most coming from North Carolina with a notable amount from outside 

communities. Had all of the contributions come from Raleigh, for example, they represented 

minimal support for the monument and maybe even the large narrative it symbolized. Total 

contributions represented approximately 17 percent of Raleigh’s 13,563 residents. 249 

 
248 Johnson, History of Negro Soldiers in the Spanish-American War, 12. 
249 Raleigh’s population only grew 7.6 percent between 1890 and 1900, so there is little reason to 

believe that the population in 1898 would have been significantly lower. 
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 On average, 22.92 people contributed to the fund each day, and the average daily total was 

$22.79. In other words, most subscribers gifted less than $1, as requested by the Morning Post 

(See Table 3.1). That was not a consistent pattern, however. During the first two weeks of the 

monument fund’s collection in May 1898, subscribers averaged one dollar or less, but starting in 

the third week, the daily totals often exceeded the number of contributions, and on some 

occasions by significant amounts, suggesting that after initial excitement, interest in the 

monument waned and wealthier contributors had to sustain the project. 

 In 1907, days before Raleigh dedicated the Bagley statue on the Capitol Grounds, 

Josephus Daniels, one of the South’s most influential Democrats and Worth Bagley’s brother-in-

law, boasted that the monument was paid for without any public funding and exclusively by 

popular subscription. More than three thousand subscribers from twenty different states built the 

fund, and the “fact that this statue is the generous gift of so many hundreds of people from half 

the States of the Republic makes its significance much greater than if it had been erected by 

public appropriation or the generous gifts of a few wealthy individuals. While the fund was not 

large it was sufficient to have the work done by a sculptor who has made a figure that will stand 

for all time as worthy to rank with the best statues of this decade.”250  

  Although the fund may have been designed to construct official memory presumably by 

average citizens, it did not materialize that way. The highest number of daily contributions 

occurred at the beginning of the fund, around the time of Bagley’s state funeral. In fact, 59 

percent of the total contributions to the monument fund were given during those initial two 

weeks. The remaining 41 percent was carried by Raleigh’s political elite who most likely gave 

out of a feeling of political responsibility, not wanting to be viewed as indifferent to Bagley’s 

 
250 “Voluntary and Spontaneous,” News and Observer, May 8, 1907. 
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memory. Scholars such as George Gibson have argued that North Carolinians “became 

reconciled to the idea of war if necessary,” and that as a whole, they were “slow to anger and 

slow to fight.” The Worth Bagley monument project demonstrates that such an approach 

characterized their giving to war memory as well. Once general excitement over the war with 

Spain faded, North Carolinians took a “wait and see” approach, much like they had at the 

beginning of the Civil War.251  

 The Bagley Monument project initiated a memorial mania in North Carolina, spearheaded 

by newspapers editors. On July 4, 1898, the Charlotte Observer started a fund to build a 

monument for Lieutenant William E. Shipp, a North Carolina army officer in the Tenth United 

States Cavalry who was killed on July 1, 1898, in Santiago, as part of the land invasion of 

Cuba.252 Like Bagley, Shipp also had a patrician lineage and Confederate heritage, his father 

being Judge William Marcus Shipp who had served as a captain in the Confederate army. In late 

August, the Morning Post supported Shipp’s fund: 

We appeal to our citizens to contribute to this fund, feeling that in doing so they 

will be honoring themselves and the State that has given to history the life of this 

great young man. It is woe to that people who forget their great and gallant dead. 

History teaches by example, and no people can be said to be educated who are not 

familiar with the deeds of their illustrious dead. . . . Our people are generously 

responding and supplying funds for the erection of a monument to the gallant 

Bagley, who represented the navy. It is meet and proper that we should pay a like 

 
251 George Gibson, “Attitudes in North Carolina Regarding the Independence of Cuba, 1868-

1898,” North Carolina Historical Review 43, no. 1 (January 1966): 43-65. Gibson further argues 

that North Carolinians had sympathized with Cuban rebellion dating back to the 1860s, but 

recent memories of the horrors of the Civil War and their political struggles during 

Reconstructions made them unsympathetic towards any ideas of “national slights” against the 

United States on behalf of Spain. He writes that “Civil War and Reconstruction had inoculated 

North Carolina from another conflicts, and the effects of this immunization had but slightly worn 

off by 1898” (65). 
252 Oddly enough, William Shipp’s one-dollar contribution to the Bagley Monument was printed 

in the June 8th edition of the Morning Post, weeks before he was killed at Santiago. After 

Shipp’s death, his widow contributed a dollar to the Bagley Monument Fund. 
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tribute to the army and its noble heroes. Under the same flag they fought; under 

the same flag they died; for the same country gave life’s purest libations.  

 

At the time of this appeal, the Bagley fund had plateaued, at least partially because it faced 

competition from another monument fund. But North Carolinians’ attentions had shifted. The 

Siege of Santiago between July 3 and July 18 ensured American victory, and with the outcome 

of the war no longer in in doubt, the Bagley fund nearly flatlined (See Table 3.1).253 

 Finally, it is noteworthy that many of the contributions to the Bagley Monument fund 

derived from military and government donors. Of the 2,384 contributors, 176, or 0.7 percent of 

the total contributors, came from Federal officials in Washington, DC, specifically in the Navy 

and the White House. Contributions from Virginia mostly came from Norfolk and the naval base 

there, and those from Maryland from Annapolis and its naval academy. Therefore, Daniels’s 

claim that half of the Republic supported the fund was more propaganda than truth (See Table 

3.2). 

 The majority of funding came from wealthy and influential men who were invested in the 

narrative of the Worth Bagley Monument. On September 24, 1898, the Morning Post noted that 

the fund had collected $2,316.70. The newspaper then went silent on the topic, not addressing it 

again until March 30, 1901 when Bagley’s commanding officer, John B. Bernadou, made a $100 

donation, bringing the total to $2,830, substantially more than the 1898 figure. The final update 

on the monument fund came on July 18, 1905, indicating the fund at $3,300, again not listing the 

contributors. It is certainly possible that money could have been raised from popular 

 
253 “Lieutenant Shipp Killed,” Charlotte Observer, July 4, 1898; “W. E. Shipp Killed,” Raleigh 

Times, July 4, 1898; “Death of Lieut. Shipp,” Morning Post, July 5, 1898; “Lt. Shipp 

Monument,” Morning Post, August 28, 1898. The William E. Shipp Monument was erected in 

Charlotte in 1902; For more about the Siege of Santiago, see Kenneth E. Hendrickson, The 

Spanish-American War (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 2002), 43-55. 
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subscription, at an average of 35.5 cents a day over that nearly seven-year period. However, if 

that were the case, it begs the question, why would the Morning Post not celebrate those 

contributions like it had previously? More likely, wealthy benefactors gifted most of the money, 

and the fund’s management avoided listing them out of embarrassment over the lack of public 

support, an admission that public enthusiasm for the monument had eroded. Two weeks before 

the monument’s unveiling, the Greensboro Patriot noted how the “purse . . . which constituted 

the bulk of the subscription of several thousand dollars, has since been added several thousand 

dollars through other sources.”254 

 Although the effort to absorb the common folk into Bagley’s official memory through 

popular subscription may have fallen short, Bagley’s monument still arose in a public space 

because of the social (as well as fiscal) capital of the elites. As historian Fitzhugh Brundage 

wrote, “historically access to the public sphere has required ‘social permission’ . . . unwelcome 

participants can be ignored, thereby transforming the public sphere into a forum for exclusion as 

often as inclusion.” Simply stated, the newspaper men and elites who wielded social capital 

ensured that their official memory would prevail through their control of public spaces. The 

permanent statue of Worth Bagley and official memory of what he represented would outlast the 

vernacular memories of dissident groups, as the statue and the ideals and memory it represented 

would remain visible in public space long after everyone who lived during the Spanish-American 

War had passed away.255 

 
254 “Bagley Monument Fund,” Morning Post, March 30, 1901; “Statue of Worth Bagley,” 

Morning Post, July 18, 1905; “Unveiling of Monument to Ensign Worth Bagley, Greensboro 

Patriot, May 8, 1907; Worth Bagley Monument, Raleigh, Commemorative Landscapes of North 

Carolina, https://docsouth.unc.edu/commland/monument/100, accessed November 15, 2019. 
255 W. Fitzhugh Brundage, The Southern Past: A Clash of Race and Memory (Cambridge, MA: 

Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2005), 6. 
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 In January 1899, the North Carolina General Assembly unanimously passed H. B. 150/S. 

B. 114, granting permission to erect the monument to Worth Bagley on the State Capitol square. 

The Worth Bagley Monument Association selected Frank H. Packer of New York to sculpt the 

statue, and he began working in July 1905. Packer used David Bagley, Worth’s younger brother, 

as a model for the statue because he was a similar build and frame as Worth. In order to create a 

striking likeness for the statue, the sculptor used the last known photographs taken of Bagley. 

Packer completed the statue in March 1907, and Bagley’s family traveled to New York to 

approve the work. Packer’s work pleased the family, impressed with how the sculptor had so 

accurately captured Bagley’s likeness in the statue.256 

 The Worth Bagley Monument Association originally wanted to dedicate the monument on 

May 11, the nine-year anniversary of the Battle of Cardenas. However, there was not enough 

time to ship the statue to Raleigh, fix it to the base, erect it in the appropriate space on the 

Capitol Grounds, and make the dedication arrangements. The association instead delayed 

dedication exercises to May 20, an important date in North Carolina history commemorating 

Mecklenburg County citizens’ 1775 declaration of independence from Great Britain, and the 

North Carolina General Assembly’s 1861 withdrawal from the United States to join the 

 
256 “Bills Reported From the House,” Morning Post, January 15, 1899; “Will be Erected in 

Capitol Square,” Farmer and Mechanic, March 26, 1907; “Working on Model for Bagley 

Statue,” Charlotte Observer, July 19, 1905; The only other statue erected for one of the five 

American sailors killed at Cardenas was for George Meeks in Clyde, OH. Meeks had been 

buried in Key West with the other three sailors from the Winslow, but his body was exhumed and 

taken back to Ohio in 1899. There is a statue marking his grave. However, upon the statue’s 

unveiling on May 11, 1916, Meek’s sister remarked to the governor of Ohio who was in 

attendance that the statue looked nothing like her brother. The governor told her that the statue 

was simply meant to represent a sailor from the Spanish-American War. This demonstrates the 

amount of social, political and economic capital that Bagley’s family had to get a statue of him in 

his exact likeness on the State Capitol Grounds. See “A Hero’s Body,” Sandusky (OH) Star-

Journal, January 4, 1899; “Give Ovation to Oldest Veteran,” Sandusky Star-Journal, May 12, 

1916. 
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Confederate States of America. The News and Observer lauded the decision, saying that holding 

the ceremony on May 20, then a state holiday, would assure a large crowd in Raleigh and would 

reveal “that in 1898 North Carolina led in patriotism as in 1775.” By binding the Spanish-

American War to the American Revolution and Civil War, planners sought to ensure a 

reconciliationist narrative.257 

 The Worth Bagley Monument Association needed to raise additional funds to put on the 

dedication exercises. They went door-to-door, “canvassing” for donations towards ceremony 

expenses. The committee solicited from the city, state, and Federal buildings in the city, as well 

as professional offices, railroad employees, hotels, and factory workers. They targeted specific 

neighborhoods where “whites, including merchants and skill craftsmen,” made their homes and 

businesses. The committee solicited Black businesses on the eastern end of Hargett Street where 

a modest Black middle-class had arisen. But the committee deliberately did not solicit from 

southwest Raleigh, also known as the Fourth Ward, a predominantly Black community, or in the 

southeastern portion of Raleigh which had the densest Black population (See Figure 4.1).258  

 Furthermore, the committee chose not to canvass South Street, where the Bagley-Daniels 

family had lived for so many years. Adjacent to Shaw University, South Street was part of a 

“cultural and intellectual hub of the city” which Josephus Daniels once described as “the heart of 

the negro district.” Furthermore, photographic evidence shows that several Black people, 

possibly neighbors and friends, attended Bagley’s funeral in 1898. Having been familiar with 

 
257 “Monument to be Unveiled in May,” Farmer and Mechanic, March 26, 1907, “Unveil 

Monument on May Twentieth,” News and Observer, April 14, 1907; News and Observer, April 

21, 1907. 
258 “For the Unveiling,” Raleigh Times, May 7, 1907; Richard Mattson “The Evolution of 

Raleigh’s Black American Neighborhoods in the 19th and 20th Centuries” (November 1988), 13-

17, 23. https://rhdc.org/sites/default/files/EvolRaleighAfricanAmericanNeigh.pdf 
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Bagley, they might have wanted to contribute, if asked. Or perhaps, their exclusion from the 

committee’s canvassing efforts suggests that not only were residents of this district not interested 

in supporting the Bagley monument but that those involved in planning the ceremony knew that 

was the case. Or perhaps the Bagley Monument Association actively excluded Black Americans 

because they believed reconciliation to be a White exercise. In any case, Black North Carolinians 

were not to be a part of the official memory of Worth Bagley.259 

 The most telling evidence as to the association’s intentions to either include or exclude 

Black Americans is the plans for the dedication parade. Superintendent of Raleigh Public 

Schools, E. P. Moses, concocted an idea to have each school child carry a single flower while 

marching in the parade, placing the flowers at the base of the Bagley statue. Moses visited all the 

city’s White schools ahead of the ceremony to instruct the students about their responsibilities 

for the day. The News and Observer announced to the public that the “children of all the white 

schools” would assemble in the early afternoon on May 20 at the Raleigh Centennial School on 

Fayetteville to prepare for the march. Black students excluded from the Bagley monument 

dedication exercises, a true insult since, in the first days of the Bagley Monument Fund in May 

1898, prominent Black North Carolinians and Raleigh’s Black schoolchildren had donated 

money to pay for the monument.260 

 The Bagley Monument and its dedication ceremony, then, represented far more than one 

man’s wartime sacrifice. For Josephus Daniels, who had long been the mouthpiece of the 

Democrat Party and White supremacy, the Bagley monument proffered “a symbol of the service 

 
259 Mattson, The Evolution of Raleigh’s Black American Neighborhoods in the 19th and 20th 

Centuries,” 16-17; Josephus Daniels, First Fallen Hero: A Biographical Sketch of Worth Bagley, 

Ensign, U.S.N. (Norfolk, VA: Sam W. Bowman Publishing, 1898), 81. 
260 “Flowers Heaped by Little Hands,” News and Observer, May 18, 1907. 
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of the South in the crises of the Nation’s growth.” He insisted that Bagley’s death provided a 

symbolic “pledge of a nation’s fealty.” But, Daniels’s intentions went beyond recognizing a 

renewed Federal union.  He argued that four of the most renown heroes of the Spanish-American 

War—Worth Bagley, William Shipp, Victor Blue and Richard Hobson—bore the same fighting 

spirit as southerners (especially North Carolinians) who had fought in the American Revolution 

and Civil War. Bagley and other contemporary southern heroes gave North Carolinians “a new 

idea of what ‘Dixie’ meant, and what ‘Yankee Doodle’ was,” and the monument dedication 

ceremony was the opportunity to recognize North Carolina’s “historical breadth and truth . . . 

that the ‘New South’ was fashioned from the old.”261 

 Exercises began at 1:30 pm with a considerably smaller number (about 1,085 people in 

line) than had been in the parade at Bagley’s state funeral nine years prior. The Third Regiment 

North Carolina National Guard followed by naval reservists from Wilmington and New Bern led 

the parade. Following them were the cadets from North Carolina A&M colleges along with 

veterans of both the Spanish American and Civil Wars, an amalgamation of the Blue and the 

Gray walking side by side. The group of Raleigh’s white school children which numbered at 250 

(much smaller than the 1,200 that had marched in the funeral parade) followed the cadets, each 

carrying their single flowers. Behind the children, carriages carried the Bagley family and the 

social and political dignitaries to the capitol. When the parade reached the capitol and all of the 

participants took their places, a deluge of rain fell from the sky and attendees pulled out 

umbrellas, turned up their coat collars or hid under their seats for cover. After about ten minutes, 

 
261 “May Twentieth in Raleigh,” News and Observer, May 12, 1907; “Worth Bagley the Sign of 

an Epoch,” News and Observer, May 12, 1907; “A Day to Typify the South’s Service to the 

Union,” News and Observer, April 21, 1907. 
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the exercises resumed, with a musical performance by the schoolchildren, who sang “Let the 

Hills and Vales Resound.”262 

 After the children’s song, Victor Blue delivered a short speech about Worth Bagley and 

his service in the Navy. Blue was a North Carolinian who won recognition as a national hero 

during the war after he ventured behind enemy lines into Santiago to reconnoiter on the location 

of the Spanish fleet. He began with telling the crowd about how well liked Bagley was by his 

shipmates and fellow officers. Blue’s speech highlighted Bagley’s heroism at other moments 

beside the Battle of Cardenas, such as when Bagley led a rescue mission on board the Winslow to 

save two sailors who had been thrown overboard by a violent winter storm. Blue praised 

Bagley’s athletic prowess, as well as his relatability and sense of humor, and “declared that 

Bagley’s memory was “an emblem of the patriotism and public spirit of North Carolinians.” The 

speech did not transgress into the political realm, nor did it really add to the official memory of 

Bagley, but it was more of a eulogy to Bagley as a man and not a symbol.263 

 After Blue’s speech, Congressman Richmond Pearson Hobson delivered a very odd 

address considering the occasion, so much so that Josephus Daniel remarked that Hobson’s 

“chatauquan address” was very “inappropriate” and would have been more suited for the lyceum. 

Hobson, a native Alabaman born of North Carolina parents, became a national hero because of 

his mission on the USS Merrimac, which called for him to purposefully sink the ship to trap 

enemy vessels in a harbor. The task, deemed a suicide mission in the press, ultimately failed, and 

he was captured by Spanish forces, which ultimately elevated him to celebrity status as a symbol 

 
262 “Special Request,” News and Observer, May 14, 1907; “Veterans in Line,” News and 

Observer, May 19, 1907; “Vance Reserves in Raleigh,” Wilmington Messenger, May 25, 1907; 

“Statue of Worth Bagley Unveiled,” News and Observer, May 21, 1907; “20000 Persons 

Witness Unveiling of the Monument,” Greensboro (NC) Daily News, May 21, 1907. 
263 “Blue’s Address,” News and Observer, May 21, 1907. 
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of southern manliness. Hobson lectured to the crowd in attendance, arguing that the Spanish-

American War had been America’s “graduation,” turning it into a world power and, more 

specifically, a world power ruled by White supremacy. The nation had been drawn across the 

Pacific to “the Hawaiian Islands, in Guam, in the Philippines, and in Samoan Islands.” But 

Hobson did not interpret those interactions as conciliatory. “I believe that this was a step towards 

separating the two races, the white and the yellow.”264 

 Hobson continued that the war “inaugurated a new era” for the South. It was befitting that 

the first life claimed by the war against Spain should have been that of a North Carolinian. 

Bagley’s sacrifice was a prime example of “the services of the Anglo-Saxon race,” the “purest” 

of which was “to be found in the Southern States.” He praised the South in the history of the 

American Republic, from Patrick Henry, Thomas Jefferson, and George Washington to James 

Madison, John Marshall, Charles Cotesworth Pinckney, and James Monroe, the men who had led 

the creation of a nation were southerners.265 Hobson concluded by outlining his vision for the 

South, which he credited Bagley for setting into motion. He appropriated the language of the 

New South Creed articulated by Henry W. Grady thirty years earlier. The South would gain 

economic independence through “manufactured products out of her own cotton.” The language 

echoed arguments of the 1850s, such as William W. Holden’s 1854 charge that the South needed 

to become economically independent from northern manufacturing in order to sustain its way of 

life, including the institution of slavery. After the Civil War, however, enslavement was no 

 
264 Josephus Daniels, Autobiography Manuscript, Daniels Family Papers, Wilson Library, 

University of North Carolina, Folder 64, 1113; For more on the sinking of the Merrimac, see A. 

B. Feuer, The Spanish American War at Sea (Westport, CT: Praeger Publishers, 1995), 95-111. 

For more on Hobson’s celebrity, see Barton C. Shaw, “The Hobson Craze” United States Naval 

Institute Proceedings (February 1976), 54–60; “Hobson’s Oration,” News and Observer, May 

21, 1907. 
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longer part of the South’s way of life, and the New South Creed became a “new” start in which 

southern investors would partner with northern capitalists to modernize the South. And it would 

perpetuate the race relations of the Old South, maintaining “the supremacy of the white race of 

the South” and the “domination of the negro race.” Sustained White supremacy would result in a 

modern Democrat Party, no longer “oppressed” by the Republican Party and championing 

progress and prosperity. In reiterating the New South Creed, Hobson articulated everything that, 

according to Daniels, the Bagley monument and dedication ceremony represented: the New 

South would be born out of the Old South.266  

 After Hobson’s “chatauquan address,” William Russ, chairman of the Worth Bagley 

Monument Association, approached the podium to present the monument to the state of North 

Carolina, providing a brief synopsis of the association’s history and their nine-year labor to bring 

the monument to fruition, making sure to point out that the man who presented the idea to raise 

money for Bagley’s monument, N. W. West, was himself “an old Confederate soldier.” Russ 

parroted the misleading line that the Bagley monument had been funded through popular 

subscription and credited northern states for giving more for the cause than some southern states. 

Russ manipulated the crowd in attendance into believing that the fund had wider popular support 

than it had when he said that the monument was a gift in “behalf of more than 11,000 people.”267 

 Governor Robert Broadnax Glenn accepted the monument on behalf of the state of North 

Carolina and spoke on the importance that May 20 held for the state. After recalling the events 

 
266 “Hobson’s Oration.”; Henry W. Grady, “The South and Her Problems,” Oct. 26, 1887, in 

Orations and Speeches of Henry W. Grady, ed. Edwin DuBois Shurter (New York: Hinds, Noble 

& Eldredge, 1910), 33. 
267 “Statue Presented,” News and Observer, May 21, 1907; As the chairman, William Russ 

undoubtedly knew that the fund had used “other sources” in raising the necessary funds but used 

the “11,000 or more” to give the impression that the fund had been raised through popular 

description. The data printed in the Morning Post reveals that was not the case.  
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surrounding the Mecklenburg Resolves, he went into a tirade against Abraham Lincoln in 

defense of North Carolina’s secession from the Union: 

. . . this great land in which we live was struck with the proclamation of President 

Abraham Lincoln. What was that proclamation? It demanded of North Carolina to 

turn her guns against her sisters and brothers of South Carolina. What could they 

do? What ought they have done? What did we do? We did what all true men who 

have done. That which we have no obligations for doing, we did that which under 

similar circumstances we would do again, we declared to stand with our brothers 

and our sisters and turn our guns against the Union.268  

 

 Glenn promised that he and future governors would respect and protect the monument 

from vandals, and concluded his remarks by crediting Bagley with “blotting out” sectionalism 

between the North and the South. Yet, the Governor made an interesting remark that most in 

attendance probably found unremarkable. “I accept it in the name of the State of North Carolina, 

and I direct young Worth Bagley Daniels, nephew of Worth Bagley [and son of Josephus 

Daniels], to unveil this monument to the gaze of the people of the great State of North Carolina, 

for which this young man gave his life.” So often, newspaper editors and speechmakers had 

praised Bagley as a national hero in the service of reconciliation, but Glenn’s remark harkened to 

antebellum days when loyalty was to region rather than union.269 

 Young Worth Bagley Daniels pulled the rope that released the draped American flags and 

revealed the face of the Hero of Cardenas. Standing in almost the same spot where his body had 

lain nine years before, Bagley was reborn. As Bagley’s friend, W. F. Christian, eulogized, “Now 

he is no longer prostrate. He stands! Within a few feet of where he then lay, he now stands for all 

the world to see. I loved him in life and behold him as resurrected . . . the artist who put the 

 
268 “Statue Presented,” News and Observer, May 21, 1907. 
269 “Statue Presented,” News and Observer, May 21, 1907; italics added for emphasis. 
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statue before the world must have had breathed into him a part of God’s own creative power. So 

it is with this ‘immortal youth.’”270  

 After the dedication ceremony, the governor and his wife hosted a reception at the State 

Capitol, leading a receiving line that included Adelaide Worth Bagley, Josephus Daniels and his 

wife, Bagley’s siblings, William Shipp’s widow and sons, Victor Blue and his wife, Richard 

Hobson, and the sculptor Frank H. Packer. Attendees shook hands with Confederate and New 

South royalty, making themselves part of a special moment in the state’s history.271 

 With the ritual performance of dedicating Bagley’s monument, newspaper men and the 

elite insinuated “their memory into public space” and “exerted cultural authority” over North 

Carolina’s public memory. Anchoring Old South values and memories in a sacred civic space, 

Bagley’s monument, once praised as offering a bridge between North and South, became 

symbolic of continuity between Old South and New South as well.272  

 With Bagley’s official memory and place of honor on the Capitol Grounds, the mania for 

memorialization that had begun with Bagley’s monument drive and then the one for William E. 

Shipp accelerated. Within two months of the dedication ceremony, John A. Mitchener of Selma 

editorialized in support of erecting a monument to Henry Lawson Wyatt who, according to North 

Carolina lore, was the first Confederate soldier to die in the Civil War. Mitchener was a 

prominent farmer in Johnston County and had witnessed the Battle of Bentonville as a child, the 

last major battle of the Civil War in which Confederate General Joseph Johnston failed to stop 

Union General William T. Sherman’s forces from entering Raleigh. Mitchener argued that 

 
270 “WF Christian’s Tribute to Bagley,” Farmer and Mechanic, May 21, 1907; See “Worth 

Bagley,” News and Observer, May 15, 1898 for Christian’s original eulogy. 
271 “Reception to All,” News and Observer, May 19, 1907. 
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although a marker stood on the Bethel, Virginia battlefield where Lawson fell, no state 

monument recognized the “North Carolinian whose life blood was the first drop in the 

sanguinary sea that stained our soil for four years.” Appealing to the precedent set by Bagley’s 

monument, Mitchner insisted that “we ought not to seem to forget the first fallen in the more 

terrible conflict. Only nine years passed before Worth Bagley’s monument was erected. It has 

been nearly fifty years since Wyatt fell.” For Mitchener, at least, the Bagley monument as 

reconciliationist memory made valid the commemoration of Confederate dead within a 

nationalist context. After all, Mitchener had not claimed Wyatt as a Confederate martyr but as 

the first blood in the nation’s four years of war.273 

 Others were more pro-Confederate in their arguments. Thomas Clawson, editor of the 

Democratic Wilmington Messenger and active participant in the Wilmington Insurrection of 

1898, wondered “If the people of the state were willing to raise sufficient funds to erect a 

monument to Worth Bagley who lost his life in a war of foreign invasion surely they will be 

willing to do the same for one who gave up his life in defense of his state and the homes of his 

people.” Appealing to Lost Cause ideology, Clawson asked, “When you consider the causes in 

which their lives were lost don’t you think Wyatt deserves as much honor as does Worth 

Bagley?” In early 1909, Lucius Virginius Bassett, state senator representing Edgecombe County, 

introduced a bill to the General Assembly to grant $2,500 towards a monument to Wyatt. The 

United Daughters of the Confederacy argued that, in contrast to Bagley’s statue, completely 

funded by private donors, Wyatt’s sacrifice “in our greatest war should be recognized and the 

State of North Carolina should be glad to bear a part in the expense of a fitting memorial,” 

 
273 “Selma Plans for Big Celebration Wyatt Day,” Greensboro Daily News, July 21, 1907; see 
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essentially binding Wyatt’s death to the state’s official memory. Such sentiments suggest that 

White reconciliation gave license to resurrecting the Confederacy as a cause worthy of 

commemorating. Bagley’s death during the Spanish-American War had represented reunion 

between North and South, but his legend paled in comparison to the heroes of the Lost Cause. 

Only a year earlier, Julian Carr had expressed how the heroes of the Spanish-American War were 

of the same caliber as those of the Confederacy, legitimizing the heroes of 1898. Southerners 

went into the Spanish-American War looking for a new generation of heroes to demonstrate their 

loyalty to the Union, but those heroes could not supplant the likes of Robert E. Lee, Stonewall 

Jackson, or even Henry Lawson Wyatt. Bagleys, Shipps, Blues, and Hobsons so successfully 

bridged the sectionalist gap that White southerners could venerate their southernness without 

threatening Federal union. Still, White southerners preferred their Confederate heroes because 

those heroes stood for the White supremacist values of the antebellum social order.274  

 

Conclusion 

 North Carolina’s Confederate memorial mania around the turn of the twentieth century did 

much to cement the Lost Cause as the unifying public memory of the ceremony amongst the 

White population. During this era, Confederate memorialists transformed public space through 

stone monuments and White supremacist rhetoric. They created a consensus memory that 

developed White unity by framing the Confederate cause in the “Spirit of ‘76,” diminishing the 

role that slavery played in the conflict, while at the same time, celebrating Whiteness while 

 
274 “The Wyatt Monument,” Wilmington Messenger, April 3, 1908; “Memorial to Wyatt,” News 
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partially paid for by the General Assembly. The rest of the funds were raised by the UDC and 

from private donors. 
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excoriating Blackness. Furthermore, Confederate memorialists used southern memory as a 

reconciliation tool, absorbing American symbols like, Worth Bagley, into Confederate culture.
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CHAPTER 5 

 

For the (White) Union!? 

Union and Reconciliation Monuments in North Carolina, 1894-1923 

 

 

 On November 8, 1910, a large crowd gathered at the National Cemetery in Salisbury, 

North Carolina. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania had recently erected a stone monument to 

the memory of their fallen soldiers who died in the Confederate Military Prison at Salisbury, and 

the Keystone state had sent a delegation to properly dedicate the monument. After a welcome 

addresses from their southern hosts, Pennsylvania statesman Harry White, a Union major during 

the Civil War, stepped up to the podium to speak to the crowd.  

 White had the notable distinction of being the only Pennsylvania legislator who 

performed his martial duties concurrently with his term in the General Assembly during the war. 

He began his political career by joining the abolitionist Republican Party in 1859. In his quest for 

local public office, he embraced the party’s anti-slavery platform and delivered fiery speeches 

condemning the peculiar institution. After the war, White was very critical of the developing 

southern interpretations of the Civil War, going as far as saying that they were “not history but 

trying to make a political case.” He believed that all Civil War soldiers were “brave men,” but 

the causes they fought for could not be more different, as the Union cause was “eternally right” 

and the Confederate cause was “eternally wrong.” It would be extremely safe to say that Harry 

White was not a subscriber to the Lost Cause version of the Civil War. From his speeches and 

writings, it is clear that he knew that the Civil War was about the South’s desire to preserve 

slavery and extend it into new territories, and criticized post-war historical accounts that said 
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otherwise. However, the address that White delivered at the dedication exercises in Salisbury on 

that day show a much more restrained rhetoric than he had used on other occasions.275  

 White opened his speech to the mostly-North Carolinian audience by appealing to their 

common heritage from the American Revolution. “The man from North Carolina,” he said, 

“visits Philadelphia and with uncovered head stands in Independence Hall as at the Altar of 

American Liberty.” The Pennsylvanian conversely return the reverence at the King’s Mountain 

Battle Monument, “and feels he is on hallowed ground.” He then turned to the Civil War, 

speaking about North Carolina’s entrance into the war perhaps more accurately than most who, 

in addressing the state’s secession from the Union, had perpetuated the Solid South myth. He 

claimed that North Carolina had been a victim of the “mad excitement” after Fort Sumter and 

was “dragged . . . into the Confederacy and coerced into rebellion.” White assured the crowd that 

he was not there to “open or irritate any of the healed or healing wounds” from the war, but 

wanted to secure what all surviving Civil War veterans hoped for: “peace and contentment in my 

country in all its parts.” Lamenting that North Carolina had cast its lot with the Confederates, 

White remarked that the state’s soldiers served honorably and made a “brave and formidable 

foe,” but that Pennsylvanians and North Carolinians never should have been enemies in the first 

place. The address concluded with White declaring that Pennsylvania would leave its dead 
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soldiers resting in the North Carolina soil “with no thought that they lie in an enemy’s country or 

in a foreign land.”276  

 White had been a staunch anti-slavery politician before the war and a critic of Lost Cause 

doctrine afterward, but he shied away from discussing the war’s cause. In fact, White did not 

mention slavery or Black soldiers’ contributions to the Union cause at all. Such an omission from 

a politician with a resume like White’s is odd to say the least. Furthermore, his memories of the 

war and its immediate aftermath centered around what historian John Neff calls “the Cause 

Victorious,” a narrative that was equally as false as the Lost Cause itself. Although White 

Southerners have been deservedly criticized for their interpretations of the meaning behind the 

Civil War, Neff wrote that northerners had been equally imaginative in making myths about the 

conflict.277  

 According to Neff, the North had two goals during the Civil War: restoring the Union and 

eradicating slavery. While destroying the peculiar institution was a goal that evolved throughout 

the war, it became the most clearly measured of the two. In prosecuting the war against the 

Confederacy, the Union army enforced President Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation, and 

ratification of the Thirteenth Amendment banning slavery was demanded of every former 

Confederate state before it was accepted back into the Union. 278  

 Curiously, then, Union memorialists like Harry White omitted the clearest measure of 

their victory over the Confederates in commemorative exercises in North Carolina. White and 
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other Union memorialists framed their war memories through myth-making. According to the 

Cause Victorious doctrine, all of the turmoil caused by the war strengthened the United States, 

leaving a whole, united, and uncontested nationhood in its wake. In this myth, southerners, 

through their treasonous rebellion, had actually benefitted the nation as fire tempers steel. 

Ironically, such a narrative validated the Lost Cause. It did not matter whether southern states 

seceded for states’ rights or slavery, their secession ultimately resulted in a stronger nation. 

White Southerners could participate in Union commemoration without shame, as both sides had 

benefitted the nation: the North’s resolve to preserve the Union and the South’s bravery in 

standing up for what they believed was right.279 

 The seamless melding of Cause Victorious and Lost Cause rhetoric reflected a conscious 

decision by Union memorialists in their commemorative exercises between 1894 and 1923. 

Simply stated, Union monuments in North Carolina were White reconciliation monuments, 

working within and confined by the framework of the Lost Cause. In the respective monuments’ 

dedication ceremonies, memorialists created a collective memory that admired Union soldiers’ 

bravery, but avoided celebrating their true measure of victory—Emancipation. Although the 

monuments framed maintaining the Union as the cause for which Federal soldiers gave their 

lives, they did so by centering peace and reconciliation. If northern memorialists had 

incorporated emancipation as a northern victory into their monuments and their dedications, they 

would have had to address the experiences and contributions of Black Americans during the 

Civil War, most significantly, the role that Black soldiers played in ensuring a Union victory. 

The collective memory created through  White reconciliation monuments further buries the 

emancipationist narrative of the war, lending northern endorsement to both the Lost Cause and 
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White reconciliationist narratives. Furthermore, the memory-making activities surrounding the 

six state-sponsored were examples of active erasures of Black voices from the narrative. 

Although the Confederacy may have lost the war on the battlefield in 1865, Union 

commemorative practices at the turn of the twentieth century in North Carolina reveal that the 

South won the ideological war in the memories preserved afterwards. 

 Between 1894 and 1910, six northern states funded and erected monuments in the 

national cemeteries at New Bern and Salisbury: Connecticut, New Jersey, Maine, Massachusetts, 

Rhode Island, and Pennsylvania. The monuments were all funded by their respective state 

legislatures, solicited by veterans of regiments that served in North Carolina during the Civil 

War. While northerners sponsored the monuments, North Carolinians played very prominent 

roles in establishing the memory attached to these places. Union veteran groups held the 

responsibility of planning the dedication exercises, and they were cautious to include North 

Carolinians in their memory-making. 

 The United States Government formally established the New Bern National Cemetery to 

house the remains of soldiers who died in the Department of North Carolina during the Civil 

War. Union battlefield casualties of General Ambrose Burnside’s North Carolina expedition, 

victims of the 1864 Yellow fever epidemic, and the remains of three hundred US Colored Troops 

who died fighting for Black freedom, all rest together in this cemetery. Confederate officials 

established what became the Salisbury National Cemetery during the war out of necessity, 

needing to bury the massive number of Union soldiers who died in the nearby Salisbury Prison. 

Between October 1864 and February 1865, 33 percent of the prison population died in 

Confederate custody. Disease, food shortages and lack of basic supplies such as adequate 

clothing and blankets made the Salisbury Prison a notorious site of human misery, so much so 
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that the camp’s commandant, Major John Henry Gee, was arrested and tried for war crimes 

against Union soldiers after the war (he was acquitted). The death rate was so high at Salisbury 

Prison that the majority of Union soldiers who perished within the prison walls were dumped 

into mass graves, their identities banished to oblivion. According to Union estimates after the 

war which were incorporated into the Union commemorative tradition reflected in the Federal 

1876 monument erected on the grounds, nearly twelve thousand Union soldiers’ remains rest in 

hastily dug trenches in the national cemetery. However, more recent scholarship questions that 

statistic’s validity, arguing that the number interred in the trenches is probably closer to five 

thousand.280    

 In addition to the six Union monuments erected by northern states in North Carolina, 

southerners erected a state-sanctioned monument in Durham commemorating the North and 

South’s reunion. Erected in 1923, the Unity monument marked the spot of the largest troop 

surrender of the Civil War. 

 For those Union monuments in the national cemeteries, dedication ceremonies usually 

began with a welcome address from a North Carolinian representing the state, followed by 

presenting the monument to the governor (or his representative), signifying custodial transfer of 

the monument from the veterans’ association to the state government. Then a small cohort of 

northern and southern women unveiled the monument. Afterward the monument was presented 

by the state to the superintendent of the cemetery, transferring custody to the United States 
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government. After the custodial exchange, someone with a connection to the specific group that 

the monument commemorated, a Union veteran of that state, gave the main oration of the day. 

After closing the exercises, the commencement concluded with a large banquet hosted by the 

local chapter of the United Daughters of the Confederacy. 

 

The Federal Monument 1876 

 On March 3, 1873, the United States Congress appropriated $10,000 for a monument to 

Federal soldiers interred in the Salisbury National Cemetery. Upon the monument’s completion 

in 1875, the commandant in charge of the cemetery approved a motion to dedicate the monument 

on Decoration Day, May 30, 1876. The dedication organizers planned a great celebratory 

function, with President U.S. Grant and members of his Cabinet on the guest list. While 

Decoration Days were clearly a Union commemorative activity, the organizers intended for the 

ceremony to be “peaceful and conciliatory,” initially planning on a former Southern solider 

delivering the day’s main address.281 

 Despite the event’s lack of media coverage, what took place in the Salisbury National 

Cemetery on that day was extremely significant, as it established a commemorative precedent in 

North Carolina for how to commemorate the Union in a former Confederate state. The fact that 

the Confederacy was indeed dead was apparent in this ceremony, as neither of the orators were 

Confederate soldiers as originally planned. Instead, two reverends, Amos S. Billingsley (White) 
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and A.B. Lawrence (Black) delivered the addresses for the occasion. In fact, the speakers 

represented the antithesis of Confederate values.282  

 Billingsley and his wife, Emily, moved from Ohio to Statesville, NC after the war. The 

pair worked as teachers in the Iredell County freedmen’s schools, and also started several 

churches in the area. Labeled “carpetbaggers” by their White neighbors, the Billingsleys were 

essentially excluded from White society. In addition to leading Black congregations in the 

Greater Charlotte area, Rev. Billingsley demonstrated his commitment to Black education, 

serving on the Board of Trustees of Biddle University, which is today known as Johnson C. 

Smith University. Furthermore, the reverend left $5,000 in his will to build a Statesville hospital 

that would treat both White and Black patients, which opened in 1899. Clearly, Billingsley’s 

position in the dedication exercise programme was not meant to memorialize or reconcile with 

Confederate values, but to represent the idea of reconciliation under Union terms, specifically the 

emancipationist narrative of the war.283 

 A.B. Lawrence, a Black minister of the African Methodist Episcopalian church and also 

connected with Biddle University, delivered an address during the dedication exercises. His 

exact words on the occasion have been lost to oblivion, as no transcript of his speech has yet 

come to light. However, judging from other speeches and sermons he delivered around the state 

during the 1870s, he likely gave a powerful address rooted in the emancipationist narrative of the 

war, eulogizing the soldiers who gave up their lives to end the slaveholders’ rebellion and win 

Black freedom. A self-described Radical Republican, Billingsley did not shy away from conflict 
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when it came to politics. In fact, a couple of months after the Decoration Day exercises in May 

1876, Lawrence delivered what the Southern Home described as a “very warlike speech” at a 

Radical Republican convention in nearby Monroe, NC. Based on his political reputation, it is 

very unlikely that Lawrence would have given a single word to placate the Confederates or their 

“cause” during the dedication exercises.284  

 Lawrence’s popularity amongst Black people in the Greater Charlotte area attracted a 

large following at the dedication ceremony. Frankly, so many people from the surrounding Black 

communities traveled to Salisbury to take part in the Decoration Day exercises that there was not 

enough room on the outgoing railroad cars to accommodate everyone afterwards. Therefore, it is 

safe to assume that the crowd in attendance at the dedication ceremony was either predominantly 

Black or close to it. But, it definitively was the largest crowd of Black North Carolinians 

participating in a Civil War monument’s dedication. Therefore, it makes sense that the memory 

created during the dedication exercises promoted the emancipationist version of the Civil War 

and honored Black contributions to the war effort.285 

 While the first Union monument dedication in North Carolina decidedly included Black 

memories and voices, that precedent did not carry over in the succeeding decades. Indeed, the 

monuments and associated rhetoric that northern state governments deployed in their dedication 

exercises eradicated the emancipationist narrative foundation laid in 1876, which made the 

commemorative landscape more reflect the political landscape after Reconstruction, with the 

states in control of the nation’s memory of the war. Furthermore, the Black erasure which 
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pervaded the Union memorialization at the turn of the twentieth century proves that the Federal 

government was unwilling to defend the emancipationist memories of the war. 

 

 Connecticut 1894 

 In 1893, five years before Worth Bagley’s death in the Spanish-American War, 

Connecticut’s General Assembly passed legislation to allow Connecticut Civil War veterans’ 

groups to erect monuments to their respective regiments. The legislation gave each regiment the 

freedom to build a monument wherever they wished, and the veterans of the Fifteenth 

Connecticut Volunteers decided to erect their monument in the national cemetery in New Bern, 

North Carolina.286  

 The Fifteenth Connecticut Volunteers saw significant action during the Civil War, most 

notably participating in engagements at the Battle of Fredericksburg, the Siege of Suffolk, and 

the Battle of Kinston. Fredericksburg had been a humiliating defeat for the Union, so it made 

sense that the veterans did not want to commemorate a battle that they lost. The Union did not 

achieve a clear victory during the Suffolk campaign, but managed to force a Confederate retreat 

at Kinston. Any of these might have sufficed, and the Connecticut Fifteenth veterans could have 

chosen a victory site for their monument, but they decided to commemorate their regiment in the 

place where they suffered their greatest casualties: New Bern.287  
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 The Fifteenth Connecticut had been deployed on garrison duty in New Bern during the 

summer of 1864, which proved to be their deadliest assignment of the war. The Yellow fever 

devastated New Bern during that summer, and the regiment lost sixty men to the disease, 

representing one-third of the regiment’s casualties during the war. Because so many of their 

comrades had been laid to rest in New Bern’s national cemetery, the Fifteenth Connecticut 

veterans believed it was the most appropriate place for their memorial.288  

 The Connecticut delegation of about forty people led by Charles Upham, president of the 

Fifteenth Connecticut Veterans’ Association, and O. H. Platt, United States Senator representing 

Connecticut, arrived in New Bern on November 14, 1894 to a warm welcome from the local 

Confederate veterans. The visiting delegates and the welcoming party dined together at City 

Hall, where prominent men from both groups made speeches. W. H. Oliver of New Bern 

addressed the crowd and said that it was New Bern’s custom to “pay respect to the memory of 

brave men.” Cullen A. Battle, leader of the New Bern Confederate veterans, invited the 

Connecticut delegation to tour the Cedar Grove cemetery where the city’s Confederate veterans 

were interred, hoping to show northern visitors “how the Southland [honored] her fallen heroes.” 

After their southern hosts spoke, Upham addressed the crowd and told them how much he 

appreciated being greeted with so much feeling from New Bern’s residents who had both fought 

with and against him during the war. In a display of White reconciliation, he declared that “brave 

men respect each other and the enemies then are friends and brothers now.” Senator Platt also 

found it “remarkable” that “such a war could be fought with such tenacity and yet at its close the 

soldiers of each side become private citizens and friends. He could only account for it by saying 
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that they were brothers now, they had one common country and one common future now.” At the 

meal’s conclusion, there were three cheers delivered from the Connecticut delegation, followed 

by three cheers from the Confederate veterans to the Union veterans.289 

 The next day, the party gathered in the national cemetery for a small and simple 

ceremony. Charles Upham addressed the crowd, explaining why the veterans chose to place their 

monument in New Bern. “This locality is indelibly impressed upon our memories,” he said, 

telling the crowd that the Yellow fever epidemic was “more terrible than any armed with 

muskets, whose attacks could not be anticipated, but whose assaults were borne with quiet 

endurance.” For the Fifteenth Connecticut Volunteers, their duties in New Bern were their most 

traumatic of the war.290 

 M.A. Buttricks, a veteran of the Connecticut Fifteenth, echoed Upham’s sentiments about 

the horrors experienced by the regiment in battling the epidemic. After sharing his lived 

memories of the summer of 1864, Buttricks discussed why he and his comrades had fought the 

war. “They believed . . . that the call to duty as heard in the days of 1862 was not to be 

misunderstood, or listened to without response,” and that their purpose was “sustaining the 

government in its effort to preserve a united Union of States.” Buttricks and his comrades fought 

for the restoration of the Union, but he was careful not to condemn the Confederates for their 

actions. “Men differ in business matters, they differ honestly in their opinions on political 

questions, they differ very largely in religious matters; but when a man is ready to stand up in 

defense of his principles, when convinced he is correct in his estimate of duty, who has a moral 
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right to condemn him for such action?” Buttricks framed the Confederate cause as honorable, 

lending legitimacy to the Lost Cause narrative of the war.291 

 Buttricks praised reconciliation of the North and South and expressed belief, somewhat 

prophetically, that if the United States ever went to war with a foreign power, that North 

Carolina “would respond to the nation’s call simultaneously with the men of Connecticut and the 

solid south, with the united north, would constitute the grandest army the world ever saw.”292 

 Senator Platt then delivered a short address praising the patriotism shown by fallen 

Connecticut soldiers. However, in relating their great deeds, the senator avoided offending their 

southern hosts. Speaking to the Connecticut veterans, he said that they were there “not to exult 

over the victory won, not to magnify services freely rendered, not even to glorify the deeds of 

your comrades, but to dedicate this memorial stone which a grateful state erects to show that this 

who went home and returned not are still remembered, and will be remembered while this 

granite stands uncrumbled.” After the dedication exercises concluded, the New Bern ladies 

provided flowers to decorate the Union graves. The party then proceeded to visit Cedar Grove 

Cemetery and the Connecticut veterans laid flowers at the base of the Confederate monument 

there.293 

 In the days following the dedication ceremony, the New Bern community grappled with 

what the Connecticut delegation’s visit and monument meant, wondering what good had actually 

been accomplished through their participation. An unnamed New Bern resident wrote to the 

Daily Journal demanding that the activities be examined through economic terms. Arguing that 
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the war had long been over and nothing had been violated through the delegation’s visit, the 

writer plainly stated that they “need[ed] capital, and, if there was no vibrating cord in our bosoms 

answering to the symphony that comes from New England, self-interest should impel us to 

accept the hand extended to greet us.” In other words, if northerners want to come to New Bern, 

erect a stone monument into the national cemetery while injecting money into the economy, then 

why not?294  

 Historians David Blight and Caroline Janney each have argued that economics drove 

Blue-Gray reconciliationism. Blight observed that economic considerations forced northerners 

and southerners into a performative reconciliation just enough to appear that sectional 

animosities had ended, so that they could cement “commercial ties between Northern money and 

Southern economic development.” Janney took the argument further, claiming that both sections 

understood that the United States could become a world power only if the North and South were 

reconciled commercially. In simple terms, they may not have liked each other, but each 

recognized that they needed the other if the United States were to take its place among the 

empires of the world. Therefore, it made sense they should embrace any opportunity to publicly 

demonstrate unity.295 

 The Connecticut monument exercises actually proved easy for North Carolinians to 

accept, as the visitors purposefully did not engage in any rhetoric about the Civil War’s 

ideological causes. Nor did they celebrate the Union’s victory over the South. More importantly, 

the Fifteenth Connecticut Volunteers Veterans’ Association framed the monument as a memorial 
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to the victims of the Yellow fever epidemic of 1864, not threatening  the Lost Cause by avoiding 

questions about Confederate soldier’s bravery or manhood. If anything, the monument reflected 

a shared trauma that Union soldiers had suffered along with the people of New Bern during the 

war. 

 

New Jersey 1905 

 More than a decade passed before another northern state built a monument on North 

Carolina soil. In February 1905, the New Jersey legislature approved a petition from the veterans 

of the Ninth New Jersey Infantrymen for a monument in the New Bern national cemetery. Like 

the Connecticut veterans, the Ninth New Jersey chose New Bern because that was where their 

regiment suffered their greatest casualties. However, unlike the Connecticut regiment, the Ninth 

New Jersey suffered more battlefield casualties in North Carolina. The regiment had played an 

integral role in General Ambrose Burnsides’s campaign against the North Carolina coast in 1862, 

winning victories against the Confederates at Roanoke Island and New Bern. After campaigns in 

Cold Harbor and Petersburg, Virginia, the Ninth had redeployed to New Bern for garrison duty. 

By the end of the war, the Ninth New Jersey earned the mantle as the most celebrated New 

Jersey regiment in the Union’s service. The upcoming ceremonies in New Bern would honor one 

of the regiments responsible for conquering and occupying the city.296 

 Edward H. Green, a veteran of the Ninth, formulated the idea to erect a monument to 

New Jersey’s fallen soldiers when he visited the national cemetery in 1901. Having seen other 

Union monuments across the South, Green decided to approach fellow veterans at their next 
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annual meeting. The Ninth Regiment Veteran Volunteer Association organized a committee to 

petition the state government for funding. After a two-and-a-half-year campaign, the veterans 

had gained enough support from New Jersey legislators, who appropriated $5,000 for the 

monument.297 

 In March, shortly after the legislature approved the monument funding, Assemblyman 

Edward S. Coyne of Union County, New Jersey, proposed a resolution to return the Beaufort 

Plow Boys’s company flag to North Carolina’s governor. The Ninth New Jersey had captured 

the Confederate company’s flag during the battle of New Bern in 1862. The flag was sent back to 

New Jersey as a war trophy and remained in the state government’s custody for forty years. 

Returning the flag was a reconciliatory gesture that was not uncommon during the late nineteenth 

and early twentieth centuries. In fact, it was common to see captured swords returned to their 

owners or surviving family members. The media often played such narratives up as evidence that 

true Americans “have no desire to retain any relic as a triumph of Americans over Americans.” 

The resolution passed, and the monument committee decided that they would incorporate the 

flag’s return into the monument dedication exercises.298 

  Green, now chairman of the monument committee, invited North Carolina Governor 

Robert Broadnax Glenn to participate in the dedication exercises. Glenn accepted, writing that he 

appreciated being included in erecting a monument to their “noble dead.” In recognizing the 

bravery of the Union soldiers, Glenn also acknowledged that: 
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We of the South have no apology to make for the course that we took in the late 

war. We did what we thought was right. But while this is true, we honor and 

respect the brave men on the other side who died in battle to maintain their views, 

and therefore feel it is a patriotic duty you owe to them to erect this monument, 

with such inscription upon it, as to you may seem just and proper.  

 

During the exchange, Governor Glenn indicated that he had no intention on dictating how New 

Jersey should commemorate its fallen soldiers on North Carolina soil. North Carolina and 

neighboring Virginia recently had spat over Civil War memory and the North Carolina 

monument erected at Appomattox Court House. The point of contention was over the 

monument’s inscription, “First at Bethel, furthest to the front at Gettysburg, and last at 

Appomattox,” prompting the Appomattox Camp Confederate Veterans to boycott the ceremony. 

The Appomattox veterans believed that the inscription was “a violation of the facts of history” 

and destroyed “that feeling of unity and brotherly love.” Glenn had delivered the oratory at the 

ceremony and used the opportunity to defend North Carolina’s claims to fame which inspired the 

inscription. But Glenn was clearly annoyed by the incident, and he used his public answer to 

New Jersey’s invitation to deliver a backhanded comment directed at the Virginia veterans, 

inviting the New Jerseymen to erect a monument with an inscription that they believed was “just 

and proper.” Furthermore, the governor’s pledge to assist New Jerseymen in any way he could, 

as well as promising to collect a list of requested souvenirs to inter with the monument, showed 

his willingness to help New Jersey craft their own memory at the site.299 

 The New Jersey delegation arrived in New Bern late in the afternoon on May 18, 

ceremoniously greeted by Governor Glenn accompanied by the United Daughters of the 
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Confederacy. Glenn received the guests under the Ninth New Jersey’s battle flag and said, “We 

gave you a warm reception when you came then, but we propose to give you a warmer one 

now.” The party then adjourned to the court house to perform the planned flag return 

ceremony.300 

 Confederate veteran and New Bern resident M. De. W. Stevenson, who had fought 

against the Ninth at the Battle of New Bern, opened the ceremony and welcomed the delegates 

back to New Bern. He expressed his belief that sectional animosities had “softened,” as 

evidenced by their most recent campaign against Spain. Stevenson specifically pointed to Worth 

Bagley, the southern man who died for the Union in Cuba, as an example of southern loyalty and 

declared that there “no part of this great country . . . more true, loyal or devoted, than the South, 

and in case of necessity, it would respond to the proper call with its brains, blood and treasure to 

defend, protect and preserve it from all enemies, and ever assist to build up and make greater this 

land of freedom.”301  

 John Boyd Avis, speaker of New Jersey’s General Assembly, then spoke in place of New 

Jersey Governor Edward Stokes, whose executive duties delayed his arrival in New Bern. Avis 

acknowledged Glenn’s “warm” welcome and joked that the “Jerseymen are again invading the 

State of North Carolina,” albeit this time they were acting “as friends.” He spoke of the 

“common bonds of fellowship and unity” as both states were of the original thirteen colonies that 

had declared independence from Great Britain. After appealing to their shared heritage, Avis 

turned his attention to the Civil War. Citing the causes of the war as a difference in 

Constitutional interpretation, Avis termed the South’s view as an “honest” opinion. He lamented 
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the war, claiming that it turned allies into enemies, “each bent upon the destruction of the other, 

and the maintenance of their views by force.” Echoing Glenn’s sentiments, Avis proclaimed that 

northerners had nothing to apologize for either, that the war was over, and that southerners had 

earned their forgiveness during the Spanish-American War. “The good faith of the reconciliation 

is attested by the loyalty of many who during the war fought with the South. In our recent 

difficulty with Spain, there were no more loyal defender of the flag than [former Confederate 

Fitzhugh] Lee, who fought with Shafter at Santiago, and [Joe] Wheeler, who climbed the hills of 

San Juan with Roosevelt. . . . The North has forgiven and forgotten all.”302 

 Avis presented the Plow Boys flag to Governor Glenn, and the two stood together posing 

with clasped hands as the crowd loudly cheered. Glenn then thanked the New Jersey government 

for returning the flag, a sign that the “reconciliation between us is complete, the wounds of the 

war are healed, yea, its scars even are removed.”303 

 The next day, the United Confederate Veterans led a procession to the national cemetery. 

On their way, the party stopped at Cedar Grove cemetery to decorate the Confederate graves 

there. After proceeding to the national cemetery, James Stewart, a veteran of the Ninth who had 

captured the Plow Boys’ flag during the Battle of New Bern, addressed the crowd, beginning 

with the Ninth’s regimental history. While describing the Ninth’s campaigns in North Carolina, 

he credited their Confederate foes, saying that they “stubbornly contested the grounds.” In a brief 

concession to the Lost Cause, Stewart reported how the Union’s superior numbers had 

overwhelmed the Confederates. After briefly touching on the Union victory, Stewart’s speech 
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immediately took on a reconciliatory tone. He shared an anecdote that when the Ninth New 

Jersey was ordered to Greensboro after Confederate General Joseph Johnston’s surrender, they 

brought sixty thousand field rations to feed Confederate soldiers who were reportedly without 

any commissary supplies. “So, you see,” concluded Stewart, “that the Union soldiers as soon as 

the smoke of battle had cleared away, extended the hand of friendship and hospitality to the 

brave soldiers, who, for near four years had so gallantly confronted them.”304 

 According to Stewart, the New Jersey monument represented the New Jerseymen’s valor 

and sacrifice in reuniting the country, and the statue should serve as “an object lesson” of 

patriotism. He presented the monument to New Jersey Governor Edward Stokes, who then 

addressed the crowd.305 

 In the same way that Avis appealed to the common heritage through the American 

Revolution the day before, Stokes declared that the North Carolina soldier and the New Jersey 

soldier were the same: neither were professional soldiers, and both had left their homes and 

families to fight for a cause that they believed in. He expressed regret in having to discuss the 

Civil War, shying away from addressing the causes and instead focusing on the outcome of the 

war that both sides could support: a united nation.  Upon seeing the Confederate and Union flags 

side by side, he remarked how it signaled a “complete reconciliation.” Again, demonstrating that 

this monument, too, was a symbol of White reconciliation, he pronounced “the time has now 

come when Grant and Lee, Meade and Jackson and all the leaders and men of both armies shall 
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be regarded as American soldiers only, and belonging to the Nation, men of whose valor we are 

justly proud.” Ignoring the contributions of hundreds of Black Union soldiers who had served 

beside New Jerseymen in New Bern, Stokes’s imagined nation was clearly Whites only.306 

 Governor Glenn followed the New Jersey governor to close out the exercises. He 

discussed the secession crisis in April 1861, describing how, after the incident at Fort Sumter, 

North Carolina had no other honorable option than to join with the Confederate states. In echoing 

Stokes’s sentiments, Glenn agreed that New Jersey and North Carolina soldiers were the same, 

“equal in valor and in bravery, in endurance and perseverance, in fearless devotion to the cause 

each espoused.” After expressing no regrets for secession, Glenn closed his remarks by 

discussing his pledge to allow the New Jerseymen to commemorate their dead how they deemed 

appropriate. He admitted that his advisors objected to telling Edward Green that they could place 

whatever inscription they wanted on the monument, worried at the possibility of the commission 

placing something offensive on North Carolina soil. He told the crowd that he replied that “brave 

men never strike below the belt; my prediction has proven true.”307 

 Governor Glenn was indeed correct. The New Jersey monument had no language 

insulting to North Carolina or the South. Instead, the memory crafted at the New Jersey 

monument dedication worked within the framework of the Lost Cause memory of the war, and 

did nothing to malign the memory of the Confederate soldiers. The New Jersey monument 

presented different commemorative challenges compared to the earlier Connecticut monument. 

However, both sides navigated potential violations of the Lost Cause framework by 

 
306 “Granite Testimonial to Memory of Fallen Heroes,” New Berne Weekly Journal, May 19, 

1905; Report of State for Erection of Monument to Ninth New Jersey Volunteers at New Berne, 

North Carolina, 77-79 
307 Report of State for Erection of Monument to Ninth New Jersey Volunteers at New Berne, 

North Carolina, 83-84. 



 

200 

acknowledging Confederate bravery and developing a reconciliation memory through the 

common heritage of the American Revolution. As historian Anne Rubin wrote, much of the Lost 

Cause doctrine was based on framing the Confederate cause in the same spirit of the American 

Revolution, remembering that as the “defining moment of their past.” To extend Rubin’s claim 

further, much of the Cause Victorious rhetoric that underlay reconciliation monuments also 

appealed the revolutionary heritage. In all cases, the emerging narratives minimized slavery and 

sectionalism as contributing causes of war. Additionally, the unifying memory of the American 

Revolution allowed southerners to minimize their defeat and celebrate their conquerors without 

sacrificing the valor of the Confederate soldier or his cause.308 

 

Maine 1908 

 Similar to the Connecticut monument in New Bern, the Maine monument erected in 

Salisbury commemorated soldiers who died, but not on the battlefield. George B. Haskell, a state 

representative who had served in the Sixteenth Maine Infantry, proposed that the state fund a 

monument to Maine’s soldiers who rested in the Salisbury National Cemetery, not far from the 

site of the Confederate prison. The Maine State Legislature passed a funding bill on February 7, 

1907, agreeing to build a monument to the 203 Maine soldiers interred in North Carolina who 

died as prisoners of war.309 

 North Carolina’s Governor Glenn was again invited to represent North Carolina and the 

South, but in the end, he could not attend and the task fell to Secretary of State J. Bryan Grimes. 
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Without any preparation or notes, Grimes delivered a somewhat bizarre speech for the occasion. 

He began in a manner similar to that of speakers at previous Union monument dedication 

ceremonies in New Bern, speaking about the “common heritage” of the Revolution that bound 

the North and South together. But Grimes took the argument further, noting that “the glory of the 

soldier who wore the blue and the valor of the soldier who wore the gray is a common heritage to 

all.” Essentially, Grimes argued that all Americans could take pride in the Civil War: northerners 

because they won, and southerners because they fought bravely.310  

 The secretary discussed how the people of Maine stood up to British oppression during 

the Revolution (albeit as citizens of Massachusetts at the time) and how North Carolina 

supported them when Parliament passed the Intolerable Acts. After establishing their shared 

heritage, Grimes launched a defense of North Carolina’s secession from the Union in 1861, 

specifically mentioning several instances of attempted nullification and secession from both 

Massachusetts and Maine, over perceived violation of rights between 1807 and 1844. “So it 

seems my friends that the doctrine of State rights and secession was not a new one, and, its 

promulgation was not confined entirely to the South.” Later in the speech, Grimes noted that 

North Carolina seceded because it too thought its rights were violated.311 

 Grimes then turned to the Civil War and the number of casualties in the prison camps. He 

defended the Confederate prisons, essentially positing that while Confederate prisons were bad, 

they were not as bad as Federal prisons. He argued that 22,000 of 270,000 Federal soldiers died 

in Confederate custody, an 8 percent mortality rate, lower than the 26,000 of 220,000 imprisoned 
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Confederates who died while in Union custody, a 12 percent mortality rate. Additionally, Grimes 

declared that the Confederates tried to provide the necessary rations to sustain their prisoners, 

even when they could not feed their own men. He ultimately blamed the Federal government for 

not helping its own by refusing prisoner exchanges and requests to send medicines and supplies 

for soldiers in Confederate custody. Therefore, the Maine deaths that the monument would 

commemorate were the result of failed Federal policy.312 

 Grimes’s off-the-cuff speech was not well received by those in attendance, so much so 

that the secretary was asked to publish his remarks, which he did from memory, to clarify 

misconceptions and give an account of his words. However, the official record created by the 

Maine Monument Committee reported no offense from Grimes’s speech, describing it as 

“eloquent” and that it “convinced all that if, in the future, our flag should be fired upon by a 

foreign foe, troops from his state would be the first in the field to protect the Nation’s honor.”313  

 Nevertheless, the ceremony continued, focusing on “common interests.” The next 

speaker, Thurston S. Burns, chairman of the Maine monument committee’s executive council, 

certainly illustrated this sentiment in his presentation speech. “As we dedicate this monument 

erected to perpetuate the memory of the Maine soldiers,” he said, “may we all realize that each 

life is but a link in the making of that mighty chain of common interest and affection which has 

bound North and South, East and West by bonds never to be broken.” Burns recognized that the 

dedication ceremony was significant for many reasons, but none more so important than 

preserving the Union through a “forgiving memory of the past.” Therefore, what caused the war 
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that took the lives of the young men they were commemorating was not as significant as its 

result: a reconciliation and peace between the sections.314 

 After the monument was presented to the State of Maine, Adjutant General Augustus B. 

Farnham addressed the crowd in place of Maine’s governor, William T. Cobb, who could not 

attend. Farnham, who served as a major with the Sixteenth Maine during the Civil War, turned 

the monument over to the United States with a short speech, praising the fallen Union soldiers 

for their dedication to the Union. He extended his praise to the former Confederates as well, 

announcing that they “learned to respect the brave men of the south and I claim that no braver 

race exists on the face of the earth than the citizens of the United States of America.”315  

 The ceremony concluded with an address from General Joseph L. Small, a Maine veteran 

who had been imprisoned at the Salisbury Confederate Prison. He recounted what had occurred 

there. Speaking to the majority southern audience, he offered a disclaimer that he hoped no one 

would be offended by anything he said as “the present generation is not responsible for mistakes 

of the past.” Small described the experience of the Union soldiers in Salisbury as a “daily 

martyrdom in body and spirit” as they refused to “dishonor the old flag by swearing allegiance to 

the Stars and Bars.” He told the audience that over 70 percent of the men held in Salisbury had 

died within 150 days, a death toll that made the infamous Andersonville Confederate Prison look 

diminutive by comparison. Small did not want to delve into specific imagery of the suffering he 

had witnessed in Salisbury, leaving the numbers to speak for themselves. The 11,700 dead Union 
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soldiers spoke louder and “more eloquently” than anything else could about “the magnitude of 

their suffering.”316  

 General Small then rebuked Grimes’s earlier claims that the Federal government held 

responsibility for the suffering that took place in Salisbury and placed blame at the feet of the 

prison’s commandant, Major John H. Gee,  “a man brutal and avaricious, void of all sense of 

honor, a tool of those higher in authority, who was more anxious to prevent escape than to 

preserve their lives.” Small added that if Union soldiers had been “accorded the usages of 

civilized warfare” and allowed to retain their personal belongings (blankets in particular), the 

loss of life would have been considerably less. The general reiterated to the crowd that he did not 

blame the people of the town of Salisbury for the suffering in the prison, and he specifically 

damned the Confederate leadership there, who would undoubtedly have prevented the 

townspeople from helping with food and supplies to the prisoners if they could have spared any 

themselves.317  

 The Maine monument ceremony was the first of the North Carolina Union 

commemoration events that presented a real opportunity for old sectional tensions to escalate 

into conflict. Historian Caroline Janney wrote about other Blue-Gray commemorative events 

where tensions between northerners and southerners publicly erupted over war memories. Each 

side, she argued, was willing to vociferously defend their cause when they felt that the other had 

violated the understood terms of reconciliation. “Reconciliation had its limits,” and neither side 

would tolerate any insinuation that they had been in the wrong. She cited the Chattanooga 

National Park dedication in 1895 to best illustrate this point. At this joint Blue-Gray venture that 
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took place in Tennessee, Alabama Governor William C. Oates, who had been a colonel in the 

Confederate army and lost his arm during the war, maligned the Union cause which would have 

been more appropriate for a Confederate-only commemorative event. Oates launched into a 

defense of slavery, sharing an anecdote about a man he knew before the war who was sentenced 

to prison for killing one of the enslaved people he owned. Oates had argued that the punishment 

was unjust when someone from the crowd exclaimed in defiance, “He should have been hung, 

damn him!” When Oates finished, several of the northern governors “leapt at the opportunity to 

respond” to Oates’s words, unwilling to sit idle and let the southern memory prevail over their 

version of the war.318 

 However, such was not the case at Sailsbury in 1908. Even when blatantly confronted by 

southern memory assaulting the Union cause, the northern delegations did not respond as had 

happened at Cattanooga. Secretary Grimes blamed the deaths of thousands of Union soldiers on 

the Federal government, surely a slap in the face to the Salisbury survivors in attendance, but 

there were no outbursts in response. Small’s words offered a small rebuke in a ceremony that 

otherwise celebrated the reunification of the states. Although Small offered one of the few 

instances in North Carolina’s Union dead commemorations that condemned the Confederates for 

their actions, the overall tone of the ceremony remained focused more on the war’s outcome, 

reunification between the states, and the perfect melding of Cause Victorious with the Lost 

Cause. The memory of fallen Union soldiers at this dedication ceremony established that these 

men died to preserve the Union, and nothing more. 
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Massachusetts 1908 

 In late 1906, Joseph E. Shaw, who had been a member of the Seventeenth Massachusetts 

infantry, vacationed in North Carolina and visited many of the sites at which he had served 

during the war. When he returned home, he enlisted some of his former comrades to petition the 

legislature to fund a monument to Massachusetts soldiers and sailors from nineteen different 

regiments buried in the New Bern national cemetery. The veterans secured the funding without 

trouble and began planning their monument.319 

 The General Court wanted to ensure that each of the Massachusetts regiments that served 

in North Carolina was properly represented at the dedication. In addition to the funding for the 

monument, they allocated $4,000 for the veterans’ transportation expenses, ensuring the largest 

“invasion” from a northern dedication delegation that New Bern had seen, with more than 150 

people in the party.320  

 In the same way that the Connecticut and New Jersey delegations had danced around the 

subject of the war’s cause, the Massachusetts delegation framed their memory of the war and 

commemoration of their dead around the war’s outcome: peace and a reunited country. Historian 

Caroline Janney wrote that Union monumentalism in regions that were pro-abolition, such as 

New England, often centered war memory around the emancipationist narrative of the war.321 

Massachusetts was one of the most anti-slavery states in the country, so it would have been 

consistent if the delegation sent to North Carolina had incorporated Emancipation into their 

 
319 Massachusetts Memorial to Her Soldiers and Sailors (Boston, MA: Gardner and Taplin, 
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monument’s dedication. However, there was no mention of slavery during the dedication 

exercises, and the created memory remained within the framework of the Lost Cause. 

 The dedication exercises began with an address from General Jones Frankle of the 

monument committee and a veteran of the Second Massachusetts Heavy Artillery. Frankle 

succinctly illustrated the committee’s commemorative goals through his speech, stating how they 

came to North Carolina to memorialize their dead who “laid down their lives in defense of and 

for the preservation of our Union.” As other speakers in that cemetery had previously said, 

Frankle lamented the Civil War but admired that each side fought for “its conception of right and 

duty” with “equal heroism.” William Chapple, President of the Massachusetts Senate, then spoke 

in place of  Governor Curtis Guild who was unable to attend due to a severe illness. The senator 

spoke of Massachusetts and North Carolina’s common heritage through the American 

Revolution. During the Civil War, Chapple said, Massachusetts performed its duty, fighting for 

“a cause they loved” in the same way that North Carolinians loved their own “fair state.” In both 

of these addresses, neither speaker was willing to contemplate further the cause or purpose of 

war than to say that there had been one. It was over, and their country was again unified.322 

 Captain A. A. Putnam, who served in Second Massachusetts Heavy Artillery alongside 

Frankle, focused his speech on the outcomes of the war in terms of peace and a reunited country: 

How out of so much soreness could there come friendliness? How out of so much 

antagonism could there come unity? . . . Nevertheless, all the while from the 

inception of the conflict, through all its entanglements and flaming fields, down to 

the season of ultimate reconciliation, there was a divinity shaping our ends…If we 

cannot point to this, that or the other measure of human device or any number of 

human devices combined which led us to feel and believe it far better that we 

should dwell together in peace as a people of one blood. 

 

 
322 Massachusetts Memorial to Her Soldiers and Sailors, 85-88; “To Bay State’s Dead,” Boston 
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Putnam could not have offered a greater endorsement of the Lost Cause in his speech, 

specifically declaring that both Union and Confederate causes were ordained by God. Such 

rhetoric exemplifies what W. E. B. DuBois would describe in 1935 as the Lost Cause memory of 

the Civil War where “in the end nobody seems to have done wrong and everybody was right.”323  

 Clearly, the Massachusetts monument builders willingly crafted a memory that privileged 

the prevailing southern historical narrative. In fact, if the words “Confederate” or “State” were 

substituted for “Union” in the Massachusetts veterans’ addresses, those speeches could just as 

well have been delivered at any Confederate monument dedication in the South, and would have 

served the Lost Cause just as well.  

 Unlike previous Union monument dedication ceremonies in New Bern and Salisbury, 

southerners did not play a very prominent role in the dedication program. Neither the official 

records compiled by the monument committee nor the Massachusetts or North Carolina 

newspapers mentioned any southern speakers. The only southern voices heard in the ceremony 

were from the Children of the Confederacy who sang “The Blue and the Gray,” a song that 

glorified southern sacrifices during the Civil War and Spanish-American War. Frankly, southern 

voices were not needed to preserve their version of Civil War history, as northern Union veterans 

who spoke at the dedication did a more than adequate job celebrating the Lost Cause.  

 

Rhode Island 1909 

 
323 Massachusetts Memorial to Her Soldiers and Sailors, 90-91; “Bay State Honors Dead,” 

Charlotte Observer, November 12, 1908; W. E. B. DuBois, Black Reconstruction: An Essay 

Toward a History of the Part Which Black Folk Played in the Attempt to Reconstruct Democracy 

in America, 1860-1880 (New York: Harcourt, Brace, and Co., 1935), 714. 



 

209 

 The Rhode Island monument dedication exercises in New Bern almost a year after the 

Massachusetts ceremony also did not feature a southern speaker in its official program. 

However, unlike Massachusetts, the veterans of Rhode Island did not give a resounding 

endorsement of the Lost Cause in their commemorative activities. Rhode Islanders built their 

memorial to honor the battlefield casualties of the Fourth Rhode Island Infantry, Fifth Rhode 

Island Heavy Artillery, and Battery F of the First Rhode Island Light Artillery. In the national 

cemetery at New Bern lay 146 of the men who served in these regiments.324  

   After the opening prayer, the  sculptor, William W. Manatt, presented the monument to 

the commission. In describing its form, he articulated how “The message which I have 

endeavored to convey by this monument is ‘Peace’ rather than war, to symbolize a reunited 

nation.” Manatt’s words illustrated the committee’s desire to erect a monument to peace and 

celebrate the war’s outcome rather than the soldiers’ battlefield achievements.325  

 William W. Douglas, chief justice of the Rhode Island Supreme Court, the monument 

committee chairman, and a captain in the Fifth Rhode Island Heavy Artillery, addressed the 

crowd and delivered one of the more exceptional speeches at the New Bern National Cemetery. 

After giving a brief history of the three groups of Rhode Islanders that served in North Carolina, 

Douglas addressed the real cause of the Civil War. In speaking about why they chose to build 

their monument as an emblem of peace instead of a “memento of the brave deeds,” Douglas 

reminded the audience about the political turmoil of the sectional crisis of 1860. “You recall 

those troubled days preceding the war, when the sentiment of the people upon the ethical and 
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economical questions arising from the existence of slavery was divided so radically that one 

party was willing, in defense of the institution, to sever the union of the States.” This is the first 

time that slavery by name had been used during Union commemoration in North Carolina to 

describe what had incited war between North and South in 1861. In fact, if someone who had no 

prior knowledge of the American Civil War had attended the previous four Union monument 

dedication ceremonies, they would not have known that slavery even existed, much less caused 

the war.326  

 Douglas’s acknowledgement of slavery’s role in the sectional conflict was a clear 

transgression against the Lost Cause. However, he navigated the memory trap without offending 

the southerners by shifting his focus to the results of the war: peace, reunification, and economic 

growth. Slavery had been an impediment to the South’s economic growth, something that 

southerners had already widely accepted as evidenced by the popularity of Henry W. Grady’s 

New South Creed decades earlier, highlighting specifically the New South’s “expansion of 

educational facilities and the marvelous advance of the mechanic arts.” He declared that the 

South’s transformation after the war was a more fitting thing to celebrate, and that southerners 

had proved loyalty to the stars and stripes during the recent war with Spain. The statue was a 

symbol of the fruits of the Rhode Islanders’ labor that they did not live to see, which of course to 

contributed to a reconciliationist narrative of the war more so than an emancipationist 

narrative.327 

 
326 Report of the New Berne Monument Commission, 16. 
327 Report of the New Berne Monument Commission, 17; The rhetoric about slavery’s detrimental 
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 So, despite acknowledging slavery’s role in the conflict, Douglas hedged on any 

discussion of morality concerning the peculiar institution. He made it clear that he did “not mean 

to say that the result of the war demonstrated that slavery is a moral wrong or that secession is 

unlawful . . . the war taught us, of different sections, respect for each other’s manhood.” He 

retreated from the framework of the amalgamation between Cause Victorious and the Lost 

Cause, which must have been very difficult for him to do considering his experience during the 

war. Judging from a letter he wrote to his sister in 1862 while serving the Union on the North 

Carolina coast, Douglas clearly believed that slavery was immoral. He asked his sister to pray 

“for the millions who are held in bondage by wickedness who have been the innocent causes of 

this deplorable strife and who must have justice before this country can have peace permanent 

and honorable.”328  

 In his conclusion, Douglas harkened back to those words he had penned over forty-six 

years earlier. In dedicating the Rhode Island monument to the soldiers who died for their 

country, he did not want them to “forget that further steps are yet to be taken in the march of 

civilization,” that love for humanity “which seeks the welfare of the whole human race” 

superseded nationalistic love and pride. Clearly, Douglas referenced civil rights violations in the 

Jim Crow South, but he carefully hid that within the context of his desire to seek peaceful 

solutions to sectional disputes. 

 Rhode Island Governor Aram Pothier spoke after Douglas concluded his address. For 

Pothier, the Rhode Island monument was the “embodiment of the spirit of the present day . . . 

liberality, generosity and tolerance.” He did not discuss address the Civil War, focusing 
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exclusively on current politics and economics. The governor praised the southern people for their 

achievements in industry, impressed with the “wonders achieved throughout the South” within a 

single lifetime. The South’s willingness to embrace industrialism was the greatest product of the 

war, for it made the Union economically stronger.329 

 

Pennsylvania 1910 

 The mission to build a monument to Pennsylvania’s dead who rested in Salisbury’s 

national cemetery began in 1898 at a meeting of the National Association of Union Ex-Prisoners 

of War. At this meeting, the president of the Woman’s Relief Corps Auxiliary of the Grand 

Army of the Republic notified the Ex-Prisoners of War that the Grand Army had purchased the 

land where the infamous Andersonville Prison in Georgia had been located. The Woman’s Relief 

Corps intended to build ornamental gates where the original camp gates stood, and erect a 

monument to the Union soldiers who had died while incarcerated as prisoners of war. After that 

monument was erected and dedicated, the Pennsylvania members of the monument committee 

toured the grounds of the old prison and noticed a small monument erected by the state of New 

Jersey. The Pennsylvania men decided that they should erect memorials at the sites of three 

Confederate prisons, including Salisbury. In 1909, the Pennsylvania legislature allocated the 

necessary funds to build the monument.330 

 The Pennsylvania monument took the longest from inception to fruition, and it was the 

most expensive Union monument built on North Carolina soil. Costing $20,000, Pennsylvanians 

spent more on their monument at Salisbury than most North Carolina communities spent on their 
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Confederate monuments, save the State of North Carolina Confederate monument located at the 

Capitol Square in Raleigh. In addition to the monument, the Pennsylvania Salisbury Memorial 

Commission also wanted to locate the remains of the Salisbury prison and place markers there. 

They employed a team of photographers and engineers to determine where the doors and gates of 

the old prison had been located.331 

 Unlike the Massachusetts and Rhode Island dedication exercises, southern voices played 

prominent roles in the Pennsylvania monument’s dedication. The ceremony opened with a 

welcome from North Carolina Governor William W. Kitchin, who often spoke at Confederate 

monument dedications. Kitchin’s brief address did not espouse the same anti-Reconstruction and 

anti-Black rhetoric that he used at three recent Confederate monument dedication ceremonies in 

which he had participated, but he did speak on the importance of using monuments to educate 

future generations about patriotism. “No great people ever built monuments to unworthy causes 

or unworthy men. . . . What matters whether they commemorate Northern or Southern heroism . . 

. ?” On this occasion, just as he had several times before, Kitchin emphasized that monument 

building “improve[d] the citizenship of our wonderful republic.” Judging from his comments at 

Confederate monument dedications, the governor considered that citizenship to be exclusively 

White.332 

 
331 “Salisbury Shaft Almost Completed,” The Indiana (PA) Gazette, November 17, 1909; 

“Pennsylvania Day,” Evening Chronicle (Charlotte, NC), November 4, 1910. 
332 Pennsylvania at Salisbury, 28-29; “The Tenth of May to South’s Heroes,” News and Observer 

(Raleigh, NC), May 11, 1910; “Heroes of the South,” Raleigh (NC) Times, May 10, 1910; “The 

Day of the Veteran,” Oxford (NC) Public Ledger, October 29, 1909; “The Governor’s Speech,” 

Oxford Public Ledger, November 5, 1909; “Monument Unveiling,” Henderson (NC) Gold Leaf, 

November 24, 1910; “Heroes of the Gray Honored in Vance,” News and Observer (Raleigh, 

NC), November 11, 1910.  



 

214 

Governor Kitchin’s speech perfect blended Lost Cause and Cause Victorious rhetoric. He 

explained that it took the Union “four years and four thousand miles” to defeat the Confederacy, 

and that only Americans could have performed such a feat. Now that the country had been 

reunited, their republic was “the mightiest, wealthiest, and most triumphant country the sons of 

men ever served.” Kitchin’s address was well-received by the mostly-southern crowd in 

attendance, and the Pennsylvania committee later described it as a “masterpiece.”333 

 Pennsylvania’s lieutenant governor, Robert S. Murphy, followed Kitchin in the ceremony 

program and continued the theme of bothsidesism. Murphy thanked the North Carolina governor 

for his “splendid words of tribute” about Pennsylvania’s dead resting in the national cemetery. 

He declared that both sides of the Civil War had righteous causes, and that anyone who said 

otherwise insulted the “honesty and integrity” of those who “risked and lost their all” in fighting 

for what they believed. Then he invoked the common heritage of the Revolutionary War, 

specifically naming exceptional North Carolinians who contributed to that cause. In keeping with 

the reconciliationist theme, Murphy asked everyone in attendance, both northerners and 

southerners, to use the dedication ceremony to commit and renew their loyalty and devotion to 

the Union.334 

 Another southern voice, A. L. Smoot, mayor of Salisbury, spoke about the sacrifice of the 

Pennsylvania soldiers and claimed that Union soldiers’ only goal during the Civil War was to 

“serve their country well.” However, according to Smoot, the glory of the day did not just belong 

to the Union soldier. He argued that the Confederates deserved honor and praise even in defeat 

as they were adversaries worthy of being in the historical company of Napoleon at Waterloo or 
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the Spartans at Thermopylae. He expressed gratitude and praise for the Pennsylvania Memorial 

Commission’s decision to include an inscription on the monument that “perpetuate[d] the 

memory of the dead, and not as a commemoration of victory.”335 

 Following the mayor’s address, North Carolina Senator Lee Overman delivered a short 

impromptu speech. Keeping with the event’s reconciliationist theme, he asked the northern 

guests to be sympathetic to southerner’s reverence for the Confederate flag, as the men who 

followed it during the war “saw it go down in an ocean of tears—forever.” But, Overman added, 

when the South was called to action during the Spanish-American War, the South answered: 

. . . the first American sacrifice in that struggle was Ensign Worth Bagley, who 

went to glory on the deck of the Winslow. And—friends—they brought his 

bloody body home to the widow of a Confederate general. But we are all at home 

now—one great, grand, undivided, indissoluble country, and we’ll die fighting for 

it. 

 

Although the senator incorrectly identified Bagley’s father as a Confederate general, the imagery 

served its intended purpose: to further cement White Americans’ reconciliation.336 

 Before presenting the monument to the state of Pennsylvania, James Stuart and Louis 

Fortescue of the memorial commission delivered short remarks during which they discussed the 

horrors that the men imprisoned at Salisbury endured, citing the prison as the spot where the 

state of Pennsylvania suffered the greatest number of casualties. Pennsylvania Governor Edward 

Stuart then presented the monument to the United States. However, because there was no 

stenographer present at the event, there is no record of what the governor extemporaneously said 

during this part of the ceremony.337 
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 The dedication ceremony concluded with Harry White’s address (previously discussed in 

this chapter’s introduction) in which the fierce Lost Cause critic failed to address anything about 

slavery as the war’s central cause.  Pennsylvanians, like northerners at most Union monument 

dedication ceremonies in North Carolina before 1910, crafted a memory in which Union men 

died to reunite their country, and not to free the enslaved. 

 

Why a Southern Memory? 

 In examining the rhetoric of Union monument dedication ceremonies, it becomes obvious 

that monument funders, designers, and dedicators crafted a White reconciliationist narrative of 

the war that celebrated a reunited country and erased Black voices and memories. With the 

exception of William Douglas’s speech, and a brief mention of a Black North Carolinian serving 

as a guide for the Ninth New Jersey along the North Carolina coast, Black Americans’ presence 

during the conflict was effectively erased from White Americans’ memory.  

 Historian James McPherson once wrote that twice the number of Union soldiers favored 

the Emancipation Proclamation than opposed it, meaning that they embraced their roles as 

liberators. Additionally, Caroline Janney argued that many White Union soldiers shifted their 

opinions on slavery and emancipation after observing first-hand how horrible the experiences of 

the enslaved were. But it was not quite that simple.338  

 The attitudes of Union soldiers stationed in North Carolina proved very complex. The 

evidence suggests that early in the war, generally speaking, Union troops that fought in North 

Carolina thought very little of Black Americans. Historian Edward Longacre wrote that “the 
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Negrophobic attitudes of the Ninth [New Jersey]” were exceptionally intense compared to other 

Union regiments, and that the soldiers were especially vocal in expressing disdain for Black 

civilians and soldiers. For the soldiers of the Ninth, New Bern’s Black population were 

undeserving recipients of the Federal government’s “negroism.” The soldiers especially abhorred 

President Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation. According to Longacre, the more educated 

soldiers of the Ninth understood the military advantages of the proclamation, but most of the 

rank-and-file Ninth New Jerseymen found the idea of fighting for emancipation distasteful. 

Private David C. Hankins of Company D wrote that he did not like having to fight alongside 

Massachusetts abolitionists because they “like[d] a Negro better than a white man. . . . This 

going to war for N****** hant what it is cracked up to be.” Many of Hankins’s comrades agreed 

with these sentiments, sharing that they would rather shoot themselves than to fire another shot at 

the Confederates to free the enslaved. Additionally, Corporal Zenas T. Haines of the Forty-

Fourth Massachusetts regiment wrote that any Union soldier stationed in New Bern who 

“return[ed] the salute of a negro” would be disciplined for breaking military protocol. The 

majority of White soldiers stationed in New Bern did not view Black civilians or soldiers as their 

equals. Caroline Janney argued that while many Union veterans supported the emancipationist 

cause, they did not go so far to equate emancipation with political equality. Quite the opposite, 

“anything that pushed beyond freedom—including suffrage and equality before the law—

violated the principles for which they fought.”339 
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 When White northerners expressed appreciation for Black southerners, it was often for 

their labor although seldom out of respect for it. A prime example took place on November 20, 

1864, when a fire destroyed several blocks in New Bern, and the Fifteenth Connecticut regiment 

was mustered out for fire service. Several Black men had gathered near the fire to witness the 

commotion when they were ordered to fall in line with the soldiers to help extinguish the flames. 

The Black men explained to the White officer who issued the order that it was the Sabbath, “and 

they did not propose to break God’s law by working.” The officer repeated his order whilst 

pulling out his revolver pistol and shot one of the men, severely wounding him. The rest of the 

men fell in line and fought the fire. Clearly, the Connecticut officer valued the Black men in the 

camp only for their expendable labor.340  

 However, as the war progressed and Black troops proved themselves in battle, a shared 

cause united Black and White Union soldiers who gradually became comrades, and in some 

instances, brothers. Additionally, there were plenty of examples of Union soldiers who served in 

North Carolina who expressed that they were fighting to emancipate the enslaved. William 

Douglas, who broached the subject at the Rhode Island monument dedication ceremony in 1909, 

wrote that he felt a divine duty to fight for the enslaved. Corporal Haines described a great deal 

of fraternization between White Union and Black North Carolinians, concluding that White 

soldiers were inspired by Black well-wishers who crowded around them as they marched from 

place to place. Additionally, there were instances of integrated worship services. Haines recalled 

how Black North Carolinians, upon recognizing that the Union cause had become one of 

emancipation, whole-heartedly endorsed it and offered to give their lives for victory. Haines 
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wrote in a letter to the Boston Herald in May 1863 that the “noble inspiration of liberty” would 

help them win the war, but not unless they “deal justly with the unoffending people who are the 

innocent cause of this war.”341 

 Additionally, in August 1863, the men of the Forty-Fourth Massachusetts held a 

ceremony in New Bern to present the Fifth Rhode Island Heavy Artillery with a banner of 

appreciation for the Rhode Islanders who had rescued them during a siege on Washington, North 

Carolina, the previous April. During that ceremony, Lt. Colonel George Tew, commander of the 

Fifth Rhode Island addressed the Union soldiers: 

Bound together as we are by geographical lines, and alike cherishing the 

principles of liberty and freedom which our fathers have left us, that ‘all men are 

born free and equal,’  let us perpetuate this noble heritage, promising that 

wherever our army shall march no blighting spot of slavery shall be left. 

 

Tew’s words unequivocally revealed that the regiment’s mission in North Carolina was not 

simply to reunify the country, but to end the institution of slavery.342 

 The Union cause during the Civil War, as recognized by those who fought in it, was an 

emancipationist mission. Yes, there had been mixed support for this cause, and many Union 

soldiers disapproved of a war for abolition, but nevertheless, those soldiers knew that a Federal 

emancipationist cause had taken shape. Therefore, in future monuments and memorials, 

exclusion of the presence and contributions of Black Americans and the emancipationist 

narrative of the war became a conscious decision and cannot simply be dismissed as veteran 

soldiers not aware of the ideological implications of the war. 
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 The monuments’ inscriptions and forms offer some insight behind northern monument 

committees’ intentions. None of the inscriptions on the six Union monuments erected in North 

Carolina’s national cemeteries mentioned anything about why the country engaged in war. Only 

the Rhode Island and Pennsylvania monuments contained “Civil War” or “War of the 

Rebellion,” and they did so vaguely, without indication that the South had attempted to divorce 

itself from the Union. “Slavery” and “Secession” are noticeably absent. Instead, “peace” is the 

dominant theme. The Connecticut monument’s two-sentence inscription dedicated the statue to 

the Connecticut soldiers who died of yellow fever in 1864 and those “who fell in action before 

Kinston,” while the New Jersey monument provided nothing more than a regimental history. 

Both the Maine and Massachusetts monuments’ inscriptions offered tribute to their soldiers who 

died in North Carolina, but did not give any kind of contextual information other than “they 

fought for peace.”  

 Art historian Kirk Savage wrote that Union and Confederate monuments “followed the 

same pattern” and that their forms were “indistinguishable” from each other. Although that may 

have been the case for Union monuments erected in the North and Confederate monuments 

erected in the South, Union monuments in North Carolina were strikingly different. Their 

raisons d’être were embodied mostly in non-threatening images of peace rather than martial 

strength. Both the Massachusetts and Rhode Island monuments were capped with bronze 

sculptures of the classical female figure “Peace.” The Pennsylvania monument featured an 

arcade structure topped with the likeness of a Union prisoner of war, unarmed, shirt unbuttoned 

with hands in his pockets and eyes towards the ground. The Connecticut monument was a pylon 

draped with an American flag, crossed rifles with a kepi cap, rolled blanket, knapsack and 

canteen, the common equipment of a Civil War soldier, but not actively in use. The New Jersey 
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and Maine monuments displayed the closest images of martial strength with depictions of armed 

soldiers, however, these statues were sculpted with the soldiers at parade rest, a non-aggressive 

position. In none of the Union commemorations was there imagery of combat-ready or 

aggressive soldiers. They were not monuments dedicated to war.343  

 Perhaps the Pennsylvania Memorial Commission offers the best explanation of why the 

Union monument form and dedication rhetoric focused almost exclusively on peace and 

reconciliation. Because the Union monuments were erected in national cemeteries, the 

monument forms and inscriptions had to be approved by the Quartermaster General of the United 

States War Department to prevent anything “objectionable” or “historically inaccurate.” The 

Pennsylvania Memorial Commission had difficulty getting the inscription for their monument 

approved, drafting several times to winnow out the Civil War content. The commission’s 

surviving records do not indicate what exactly they originally wrote that the War Department 

found objectionable, but it was not until they reduced mention of the Civil War that their 

inscription was approved. The Federal government played a role in filtering northern memories 

of the war, ensuring that the narrative would be more about peace, reconciliation, sectional 

harmony, and White unity than Emancipation. While the Federal Government built an 

emancipationist framework for North Carolina’s Union commemorative landscape in the 1870s, 

they clearly proved that they were unwilling to defend that narrative at the turn of the twentieth 

century. In fact, it appeared that the feds wanted to forget that the war happened at all and sought 

to avoid any kind of connection to it, as evidenced by the inscription approval stipulations. The 
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North may have won the war on the battlefield, but clearly the South had won the ideological 

war in the succeeding decades.344 

 

A Monument to Defeat? The Unity Monument 1923 

 Because the rhetoric surrounding the Union monuments erected on North Carolina soil 

did not challenge the framework of the Lost Cause, White North Carolinians did not find Union 

commemorations offensive. Because the speakers consciously avoided discussion or mention of 

a conquered southern people, they created memory that was palatable for White members of both 

sections. However, the six state-sponsored Union monuments erected in national cemeteries 

were primarily northern enterprises. The question remains, how would a southern-built 

reconciliationist monument be received? 

 Shortly before his death, Samuel T. Morgan, who had made his fortune in the chemical 

fertilizer business in Durham, acquired part of the old Bennett farm where, in April 1865, 

Confederate General Joseph Johnston had surrendered his Army of Tennessee to Union General 

William T. Sherman. Although American tradition had credited General Robert E. Lee’s 

surrender to General U. S. Grant at Appomattox Court House as the end of the Civil War, 

Johnston’s surrender removed over 89,000 Confederate soldiers from the field, effectively 

ending the Confederacy’s ability to carry on the fight. Morgan wanted the Bennett Place 

preserved as a state park and planned to donate the site to the custody of the State of North 

 
344 Pennsylvania at Salisbury, 7-9; 19091117 “Salisbury Shaft Almost Completed,” The Indiana 

(PA) Gazette. This article says that the inscription was written by Harry White, “who submitted 

it to the War Department for approval. It sets forth the principles of William Penn, founder of 

this Commonwealth and reminds all of the Keystone State’s heroes of Gettysburg and Valley 

Forge, but, as is usual under the circumstances, makes little mention of the Civil War.” 
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Carolina. Additionally, he envisioned a commemorative marker erected on the site to mark the 

reunion of the states.345  

 A couple years after Morgan died, his widow, Sallie, contacted Durham lawyer R. O. 

Everett to set her deceased husband’s plan in motion. The Morgan family petitioned the General 

Assembly to approve the plan for a state park and promise its perpetual care. The legislature 

obliged and appointed the Bennett Memorial Commission to “properly interpret to future 

generations the true significance” of what took place at the Bennett Farm in April 1865.346 

 The Bennett Memorial Commission recognized the unique task before them. Secretary 

Everett remarked that he “could not recall a single instance where the vanquished have erected a 

monument on the site of their supposed final defeat.” Almost immediately after the state’s plans 

became known, rumblings from Durham residents put the commission on the defensive amid 

charges that the proposed monument celebrated the South’s defeat. Commission chairman 

Bennehan Cameron, a wealthy industrialist whose family had owned the Staggville and 

Fairntosh plantations before the Civil War, sought to clear up confusion about the commission’s 

interpretive goals. “The Commission has no idea of putting on a ‘celebration’ of General 

Johnston’s defeat,” but its members intended to make it a public occasion to recognize the spot’s 

historical significance. Cameron cited the precedent that North Carolina had already placed 

similar markers at Gettysburg and Appomattox, sites of great Confederate defeats, with no public 

condemnations. The commission’s greatest challenge was to create a site of memory that 

 
345 “HB No. 201,” in the Kathrine R. Everett and R. O. Everett Papers #4735, Folder 660, 
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Morning Herald, November 8, 1923. 
346 Sallie Morgan to R. O. Everett, Jan 5th 1923, Everett Papers, Folder 660; “HB No. 201.” 
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commemorated the spot where the Confederacy ended without violating the framework of the 

Lost Cause.347 

 Working with University of North Carolina professor Robert D. W. Connor, Dr. Frank C. 

Brown of Trinity College, journalist W. Tom Bost, and professional Confederate veteran and 

Lost Cause crusader Julian Carr, Everett crafted a Bennett Place memory that celebrated a 

southern victory. The Unity monument would not only recognize the Confederate surrender and 

restoration of the Union, but declare victory for the Confederate principles won in the aftermath 

of war. Everett posited a memory where the war and Reconstruction proved the “indestructability 

of local government,” which was necessary to maintain and expand “Anglo-Saxon institutions.”  

We propose to make the event one of great significance in undertaking to place an 

interpretation upon the event as the last stand of the Confederacy for states ’rights, 

the principles now universally accepted in lieu of the heretofore prevailing idea of 

the surrender in a lost cause. We believe the idea of states ’rights is more regnant 

to-day than at any time since the Civil War, and that the South’s stand in the 

constitutional development of our country has been thoroughly vindicated. 

  

Despite the fact that Confederate armies were defeated on the battlefield, the South claimed 

victory when Federal Reconstruction officially ended in 1877, restoring state and local rule.348  

 In addition to framing the Bennett Place as the site of a (delayed) Confederate victory, the 

committee strategically connected the Bennett Place to the birth of Durham, its industrial 

economy, and the rise of a New South in order to win more local support for the monument. 

According to historian Robert Durden, as soldiers on both sides of the war came through the 

Durham area around the time of the surrender, they confiscated local tobacco products including 

W. T. Blackwell’s “Bull Durham” tobacco. Its popularity amongst the soldiers continued after 

 
347 R. O. Everett to Mrs. Benjamin N. Duke, May 28, 1923, Everett Papers Folder 660. 
348 R. O. Everett to Mrs. Benjamin N. Duke, May 28, 1923”; R. O. Everett to Mr. Frank 

Hampton, Secretary to Senator F.M. Simmons, June 14, 1923, Everett Papers, Folder 661. 
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the war’s conclusion, as requests for the product came in from all over the country. This led to a 

boom in tobacco manufacturing which provided the economic resources for Durham to expand 

and develop.349 

 Beyond the obvious national, state, and local significance that the Bennett Place held, 

Everett wanted to push the monument’s historical interpretation even further to make the Bennett 

Place monument a celebration of White supremacy. They would honor Union General William 

T. Sherman. This on the surface sounds completely bizarre and counterintuitive, as Sherman’s 

campaign through the South obliterated the Confederacy. Nevertheless, Everett argued that the 

terms that Sherman gave Johnston would have allowed the nation to forego Reconstruction, 

which Everett called “the most terrible part of the Civil War.”350   

 Contrary to the surrender terms that General U. S. Grant gave Robert E. Lee at 

Appomattox, Sherman’s terms at the Bennett Place were influenced by President Lincoln’s 

desire for quick reconciliation. In exchange for the Confederates laying down their arms, 

Sherman promised that the president of the United States would recognize the southern state 

governments, the Federal court system would be restored in the South, and the president would 

protect southerners’ “personal, political, and property rights,” as well as grant amnesty to all 

southerners, including high-ranking Confederate leaders. Upon President Lincoln’s 

assassination, these terms were summarily rejected by the radical Republicans in Congress, 

furious that Sherman had overstepped his military authority.351 

 
349 R. O. Everett to Mrs. W. A. Reynolds, June 14, 1923, Everett Papers, Folder 661; Robert F. 
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350 R. O. Everett to William Sherman Fitch, November 23, 1923, Everett Papers, Folder 668. 
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 Everett concluded that if Lincoln had lived, Sherman’s terms would have been accepted 

by Congress, effectively protecting White supremacist institutions. Historian Caroline Janney 

wrote that as the Civil War generation began to die out around the turn of the twentieth century, 

the new generation of Confederate memorialists “turned to a more explicitly racist memory 

centered on Reconstruction.” Everett’s proposed memorial is an example of that fixation on 

Reconstruction. He argued that southern bitterness did not stem from the Civil War but during 

the period “when the blacks and tans were permitted to overrun the desolated section of the 

South,” all of which would have been avoided had Sherman’s post-war course had been 

followed. In Everett’s estimation, Sherman had played his part well, “contribut[ing] to the final 

results and was entitled to his country’s praise” for his role in protecting the (White supremacist) 

interests of local government.352 

 Understanding the uphill battle to erect a statue of Sherman, Everett proposed that the 

Bennett Memorial Commission erect a statue of Joseph Johnston at the surrender site and invite 

the Federal government to erect the accompanying Sherman statue. However, that plan never 

materialized. Although the Bennett Memorial Commission was responsible for developing the 

site and monument, final interpretive decisions rested with the Morgan family, as they alone 

were the monument’s benefactors. So, the committee deferred all interpretive decisions to them. 

The family did not want to erect monuments to Johnston and Sherman, instead opting for two 

Corinthian columns, representing the North and South, joined together by a bridge with the text 

“Unity” engraved on it.353 
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 From the Bennett Place monument’s inception, the Durham chapter of the UDC (most 

interestingly named after commission member Julian Carr) had been somewhat recalcitrant about 

the project. Caroline Janney wrote that southern White women “did not facilitate reconciliation” 

but rather discouraged it as they were devoted to the Lost Cause and vindicating Confederate 

husbands, fathers, and brothers. For this reason, the Bennett Memorial Commission had to frame 

the monument in a way that celebrated both the Lost Cause and the Union’s mission to restore 

the states. However, devotion to the Lost Cause had to be the main selling point in order to get 

support from the local UDC. The commission elected to form a Ladies Committee on 

Arrangements and named Sarah P. Duke, philanthropist and wife of industrialist Benjamin Duke, 

as the committee’s leader. The committee included several of Durham’s most prominent White 

women, including Eleanor Hayes Erwin, wife of Durham industrialist J. Harper Erwin, but more 

significantly, President of the Julian Carr Chapter of the United Daughters of the Confederacy. 

Erwin was a woman who held significant influence over the local commemorative landscape, 

and for the moment, she appeared to be on board with the Bennett memorial project.354  

 Apparently, Erwin felt slighted that Duke and not she had been appointed chair of the 

Ladies’ Committee. Duke’s wealth and notoriety made her the optimal choice to accomplish one 

of the commission’s lofty goals: convincing the President of the United States to attend the 

ceremony. However, after President Calvin Coolidge declined the invitation, Erwin made her 
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move to sabotage the monument. While Duke was away tending to a family matter, Erwin 

abruptly resigned and started rallying opposition.355 

 Erwin publicly lambasted the Bennett Memorial Commission and accused them of 

celebrating the Confederacy’s surrender. She claimed that the local UDC had proposed to mark 

the spot with a marker “quietly as befits the occasion,” but that opportunity had been unjustly 

taken away by people who want to glorify the South’s defeat and dishonor the “spot where the 

courageous and unbeaten people . . . were forced to lay down their arms because of being 

outnumbered.” At their September 1923 meeting, the Julian Carr Chapter of the UDC voted to 

withdraw “any approval or participation” in the event and urged Confederate veterans to do the 

same. Erwin took her grievances to the North Carolina UDC state convention, which endorsed 

the Carr chapter’s decision.356   

The Bennett Memorial Commission dismissed Erwin as an example of the type of “local 

jealousies . . . that exist in every community,” pointing out that she had no problem being 

photographed by the newspaper as a committee member in support of the monument and 

activities. Nevertheless, the damage had been done and the White Durham community became 

fiercely divided over the issue. Julian Carr, now at odds with an organization that bore his name, 

condemned the UDC. “[The Bennett monument] proclaims that the principles and ideals for 

which we fought and died are now triumphant. . . . There is nothing in the inscription that 

detracts from the fame of the Confederate soldier, nor the justice of our cause.” Another 

 
355 R. O. Everett to Mrs. W. A. Reynolds, September 29, 1923, Everett Papers, Folder 666. 
356 “Daughters of Confederacy Will Not Participate in Celebration to Be Staged at Bennett 

Place,” Durham Morning Herald, September 13,1923; “Daughters Engage in Heated Word 

Contest Over Memorial Plans” Asheville Citizen-Times, October 6, 1923; Minutes of the Twenty-

Seventh Annual Convention of the United Daughters of the Confederacy Held at Greensboro, 

North Carolina October 4-6, 1923, (Raleigh, NC: Edwards & Broughton Printing Company, 

1924), 70. 



 

229 

prominent wealthy Durham businessman, James E. Lyons, also lent support for the monument. 

“As a Confederate soldier I can see no objection to it, but on the contrary I feel a sense of 

gratitude to Mrs. Morgan (who donated the land for the Bennett Memorial) for reviving interest 

in this great historic occasion.”357 

 The local UDC were the most vocal opponents of the “celebration,” but some of 

Durham’s “well-known professional men” and Confederate veterans more quietly objected, 

believing the Bennett Place exercises were in “bad taste.” “What are they going to celebrate? . . . 

If anybody should celebrate, it should be the Unionists.” Clearly a good number of Durham’s 

White population was confused by the commission’s plans and did not like the idea of 

“commercial[izing] a sacred tragedy.”358  

 Amidst both public support and opposition, the Durham Morning Herald took up its own 

position on the Bennett Place monument: apathy. Both sides’ views, the paper concluded, held 

merit. To them it seemed odd that the state government would take on such a task, as 

traditionally the Federal government had managed parks with Civil War significance. However, 

the paper cautioned the people to not “be too serious about the Confederate loss,” claiming it was 

not a “humiliating defeat.” Furthermore, since the Federal government had shown very little 

interest in the monument and its planned dedication exercises, why should they? The Herald did 

not see any problem with the monument, and the editors did not believe that it would malign 
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southern memories of the conflict or the cause. They also could not see any benefit coming from 

it either. “We haven’t been able to get excited about it either way.”359 

 White Durham’s small culture war over the meaning and dedication of the Bennett 

monument caused enough commotion to gain attention from Federal officials. Secretary of War 

John Weeks, a Massachusetts Republican, had previously accepted an invitation from North 

Carolina Governor Cameron Morrison on behalf of the commission to speak at the Bennett Place 

monument dedication ceremony, but the broiling controversy in Durham convinced President 

Coolidge that it would be unwise for the secretary to participate. Under the impression that 

Durham’s citizens were upset over the idea of a northern politician speaking at the dedication 

ceremony, Coolidge subsequently ordered Weeks to decline the invitation as to avoid stirring up 

any sectional drama. Upon learning of the secretary’s withdrawal, R. O. Everett petitioned 

Secretary Weeks and President Coolidge to reconsider their position. Everett instructed Durham 

Mayor John Manning to call an emergency public meeting to issue public resolutions 

“unanimously and enthusiastically . . . endorsing all the plans of the Memorial Commission,” 

hoping that would convince Coolidge and Weeks that the controversy had been overstated. 

Everett assured the secretary that he would be warmly greeted by Durham’s citizens, and 

cautioned that his reneging on the invitation could have negative consequences for both parties: 

If you are deterred from coming after it has been announced to the world that you 

have accepted the invitation by reason of anonymous and other communications, 

it will reflect upon our good name and accentuate I fear any remaining sectional 

differences, which I know it is your desire as well as of every other true American 

to see once and forever obliterated. 

 

Sentimentally moved by the gesture, Weeks nevertheless stuck with his decision (actually, the 

president’s order) not to participate in the Bennett Place exercises. His declining of the invitation 
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was another example of the Federal government not wanting to stir up sectional discord over 

Civil War memory in the South.360  

 With Weeks’s withdrawal from the dedication exercises, the Bennett Memorial 

Commission had a gap in their programming that needed to be filled with a northern voice. The 

committee turned to freshman Montana Senator Burton Wheeler, who was originally from 

Massachusetts and a rising star in the Democratic Party. With Weeks’s absence mitigated, the 

commission had successfully lined up multiple speakers to represent a variety of interests: Julian 

Carr to represent the Morgan family and the Confederate soldiers; Governor Cameron Morrision 

to represent the State of North Carolina; Dr. Daniel Harvey Hill Jr. to present the view of the war 

through the lens of an “unbiased historian”; Robert M. Hughes, nephew of General Johnston, to 

represent the South; General A. J. Bowley to stand in for the US Army and War Department; 

William Sherman Fitch, representing his grandfather, General Sherman; and Senator Wheeler, 

speaking for the North.361  

 While the Morgan family were the physical monument’s sole benefactors, many 

prominent Durham citizens and businesses donated money toward the monument’s dedication 

ceremony. Two notable contributors were the North Carolina Mutual Life Insurance Company  

and Mechanics and Farmers Bank, both Black-owned Durham businesses established by 

Durham’s Black elite, including R. B. Fitzgerald, John Merrick, Aaron M. Moore, W. G. 
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Pearson, J. C. Scarborough, C. C. Spaulding, J. A. Dodson, and Stanford Warren. Interestingly 

enough, Merrick, Fitzgerald, and Moore had contributed to White commemorative projects in the 

past, including the Worth Bagley Monument Fund in 1898. These men all subscribed to Booker 

T. Washington’s constructionalist framework and mastered the idea of “the politics of no 

politics.” Historian Walter Weare argued that North Carolina Mutual Life’s economic success 

rested in Merrick’s “carefully cultivated politics,” stressing that they were businessmen rather 

than politicians. Part of these “cultivated politics” included developing uneven friendships with 

men like Julian Carr, a noted White supremacist. Merrick was known to tip his hat with a smile 

on his face to a passing White man, whilst muttering, “you son of a bitch” under his breath. 

Nevertheless, men like Merrick took advantage of White industrial capitalists’ desires to flaunt 

their wealth through philanthropic means. It seems odd that the Black elite engaged with White 

supremacists for assistance, but Merrick justified the alliance, saying, “We prefer to think of 

General Carr in terms of his benefactions, not his politics.” Merrick also developed an uneven 

friendship with tobacco magnate and philanthropist Washington Duke, a Republican who had 

not achieved the staunch level of White supremacist that Carr had, but still subscribed to Lost 

Cause ideology. When Duke announced plans at the turn of the twentieth century to erect a 

monument to “faithful slaves who protected white women” on Trinity College’s campus, 

Merrick managed to nudge him in a different direction, towards honoring “those slaves’ 

descendants” and do something for the Black community that would help them in the present. 

The effort resulted in an $8,500 gift to build Lincoln Hospital which served Black Durham for 

decades. However, the commemorative plaque inscribed at the entrance to the hospital 

maintained White supremacist hegemony, reading:  

With grateful appreciation and loving remembrance of the fidelity and 

faithfulness of the Negro slaves to the Mothers and Daughters of the Confederacy, 
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during the Civil War, this institution by one of the Fathers and Sons. Not one act 

of disloyalty was recorded against them.  

 

According to historian Leslie Brown, Durham’s Black elite tolerated racism from elite Whites in 

order to benefit from their wealth. Durham’s Black elite often touted friendly relations between 

the races, even if it was intolerable. Decisions by leaders of NC Mutual Life and the Mechanics 

and Farmers Bank to contribute to the Bennett Monument’s dedication exercises evidenced the 

constructionalist strategies the Black southerners often had to take. White commemorative 

exercises provided an easy opportunity to cultivate those uneven friendships with White elites 

that Black leaders could use to benefit their communities.362 

 The dedication ceremony on November 8, 1923, had a “military air,” albeit against D. H. 

Hill’s recommendation. Hill believed that any kind of fanfare would give credit to the Erwin 

factions’ opposition that the dedication was in fact a celebration. Indeed, the commission invited 

the Trinity College band as well as soldiers from Fort Bragg to participate in the exercises. 

Coupled with the fact that Bennehan Cameron and Julian Carr arranged to have Durham’s 

schools closed for the occasion so hundreds of children could attend, the Bennett Place 

monument dedication ceremony had pomp and circumstance comparable to any other 

Confederate monument dedication in North Carolina.363 

 The audience witnessed an extraordinary moment when the ceremony began, so much so 

that the Durham Morning Herald believed it to be headline worthy. The only known surviving 
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photograph of the dedication exercises captured this sight as well: an unidentified Black man 

seated at the edge of the stage waiting to participate in the ceremony (See Figure 5.1). The 

newspaper deemed his presence appropriate and “significant in that the event which transpired 

on the spot close by and for which the exercises were held meant the final freedom of the black 

race from slavery.” According to the North Carolina State Archives, the unnamed man was the 

son of a Black Confederate veteran who served as a laborer during the war.364   

 Black participation at a White commemorative was not the norm in North Carolina 

Confederate commemorative events, but not completely unheard of. Historian Kevin Levin 

wrote that former camp slaves “were regular attractions” at Confederate events across the South 

in the early twentieth century. The degree of their “Confederateness” was determined by “their 

ability and willingness to conform to a set of expectations among their largely white audiences,” 

specifically to defer to White memories of the war and its meaning. Confederate memorialists 

used Black people’s participation in such events to reiterate the Lost Cause’s ideal that the war 

could not have been about slavery because Black men contributed to the fight for southern 

independence. Levin argued that their participation in Confederate commemoration projected the 

ideal deferential behavior that Blacks should emulate in the New South.”365 

 However, without knowing for certain who the man was seated on the edge of the stage, 

it is impossible to say for certain what his intentions were or why he was there. What is certain, 
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is that very much like other Union commemorative events that took place in North Carolina, 

Black Americans’ presence and contributions were largely ignored in the programming.  

 During Cameron’s opening address, the commission chairman explained why it was 

important to commemorate Johnston’s surrender at the Bennett Farm. The crafted memory held 

the place as the spot where the destructive Civil War practically ended, but more importantly, it 

marked the beginning of the country’s “progressive strides to wonderful development throughout 

the whole United States, culminating in the power and influence exerted by them in the great 

world’s war for the peace and prosperity of Christendom [sic].”366 

 Following the commission chairman’s address, Julian Carr took the podium and 

explained the rationale behind placing a monument at the site of the Confederacy’s most 

significant surrender. Specifically addressing the critics who had for weeks lambasted the 

Bennett Memorial Commission for hosting a “celebration,” the former commander of the United 

Confederate Veterans articulated how the monument was not a celebration of Johnston’s failure 

but a celebration of new beginnings. The events that occurred at the Bennett farm, he explained, 

were “inseparable” from both municipal and state history. Durham’s tobacco industry could trace 

its beginnings to the common soldiers exchanging tins of Bull Durham tobacco in the Bennett’s 

yard while waiting on the generals to negotiate an end to the war. But more importantly, Carr 

declared that the site had a national significance in respect to the practical end of the war, “the 

event when North and South threw down their swords, clasped hands and pledged themselves to 

unity of purpose and co-operation of effort. . . . Peace with Honor.”367 
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 As was the case in most of Julian Carr’s speeches about the Civil War that he delivered 

across the country, southern honor was a major theme in his address at the Bennett monument. In 

keeping with Lost Cause doctrine which dictated that the Confederate soldier had not been 

defeated but merely overwhelmed by superior numbers, Carr explained that the monument 

commemorates the spot where Johnston realized and acknowledged “the pitiless logic of facts 

and ceased fighting.” Carr praised both sides for knowing at that moment that the war had ended 

“and the hour of a lasting peace had struck.”368 

 Once the South had laid down its arms, according to Carr, the South proved to be the 

most loyal section to the Union. “We challenge the duplicate of our loyalty in any defeated 

people of any age,” he declared, and added that southerners then pledged their loyalty to the 

Union. Obviously, Carr misrepresented about thirty years of postwar history in which 

conservative White North Carolinians actively worked to reverse Federal Reconstruction efforts 

and obstinately refused to take a loyalty oath, but he pointed to the United States’ most recent 

conflicts with foreign powers as evidence of the South’s eventual loyalty. “Have we been faithful 

to our pledge? History answers yes. Look at the record of our Southern boys in the Spanish 

American War, the first supreme sacrifice of which was made by a gallant son of North 

Carolina.” Additionally, Carr pointed to the recent World War when “hundreds of thousands of 

the clotted cream of Southern manhood fought shoulder to shoulder with the choicest soldier 

stock afforded by our Northern States,” and the hundreds of those northerners and southerners 

who laid buried together in France after giving their lives for the Stars and Stripes.369 
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 The Bennett Memorial Commission’s exercises on that day were described by Carr as 

more evidence of the “sincerity of the South’s purpose to keep her pledge of devotion to the 

Union,” and a monument to the reunification of North and South. But more importantly, the site 

was a physical representation of the southern soldiers’ dedication to the Lost Cause, and the 

principles for which it stood. The planned memory crafted by the commission and supported by 

Carr’s speech illustrates the South as the victors in the conflict, because everything they fought 

for-limited government and states’ rights-came to fruition at the end of Reconstruction. Victory 

was not immediate, but delayed. Of course, this commentary on the war’s result was contingent 

upon eliminating slavery as a central cause of the Civil War, which is something that Julian Carr 

often emphatically claimed was true in his speeches about the Lost Cause.370  

 The next three speakers following Julian Carr all reiterated the commission’s intended 

memory: that while they marked the spot where the Confederacy practically ended, it was not a 

celebration of defeat but of a new beginning for the southern people. Moreover, the surrender 

event that took place on these grounds in 1865 added luster to the American story. When it was 
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not outright make this statement. 
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time for North Carolina Governor Cameron Morrison to address the crowd, he said, “I am not 

here to join in celebrating the surrender of my father and his comrades in the Confederate army 

by General Johnston to General Sherman but to participate in helping North Carolina assume 

responsibility for the care and preservation of this historic spot,” recognizing that this 

commemoration was more about the birth of the New South rather than the death of the Old. 

William Sherman Fitch, the grandson of General Sherman, echoed in agreement and “expressed 

his delight at having the opportunity to be present at the unveiling of a monument in 

commemoration of the Confederate armies and a united nation.” Bennett Memorial Commission 

member D. H. Hill, Jr. was added to the program to play the role of the “unprejudiced historian” 

and gave an account of the war that brought glory to both sides. He acknowledged, albeit briefly, 

that “the slavery question” coupled with the “states’ rights question” ultimately started the war 

(somewhat contradicting what Carr had said in his speech). However, that point was quickly 

glanced over when Hill proclaimed that the Confederate sacrifices commemorated by the 

Bennett Memorial “were not in vain . . . but they rather added a prestige to American history,” 

building a new nation in its aftermath. Echoing sentiments that Carr had for years expressed in 

his duties as a professional Confederate veteran, Hill essentially argued that the Civil War and its 

reconciliation only made America even more exceptional.371 

 Major General A. J. Bowley, the commander of Fort Bragg in Fayetteville, represented 

the United States military during the dedication exercises. Bowley strongly favored the occasion 

being a “military display,” a celebration of both North and South’s martial service. He was very 

disappointed when Weeks declined the invitation to represent the War Department. Despite 

 
371 “Bennett Memorial Unveiled Thursday Afternoon with A Number of Notables Present,” 

Durham Morning Herald, November 9, 1923. 
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being a proponent of military fanfare, Bowley himself proved to be a man of few public words, 

offering only a one-sentence speech: “I congratulate the people of North Carolina on the 

evidence they have given of their true Americanism.” While short, Bowley’s words offer deep 

insight into the mind of a prominent military leader during the 1920s. He saw the Bennett 

Memorial celebration as evidence of “true Americanism,” which we can infer that he believed 

that the values that each side of the Civil War were in fact, American. This is further evidence 

that Confederate values being ingrained into turn of the twentieth century White American 

culture.372  

 Following Bowley’s definition of “true Americanism” was the main orator of the day, 

Senator Burton Wheeler. Wheeler delivered a speech that one would expect on such an occasion, 

praising North Carolinians for their patriotism at the spots where their ancestors gave up their 

fight against the Federal government, while waxing poetic about the many occasions northerners 

and southerners had since clinched their arms in brotherhood under the Stars and Stripes. 

However, the most significant aspect of the senator’s speech was a continuation of what Bowley 

mentioned in his speech about “true Americanism.” He said: 

Here in North Carolina should be one of the most fertile fields in the union to find 

men who are willing to take up the real battle of real Americanism! Here you can 

boast that in 1920 only 7,272 of your people were foreign-born, or only four-tenth 

of one per cent of your population. 99.3 percent of your people were born in the 

south, yea, 93.4 per cent were born within the borders of your state. This is an 

outstanding record. What an unusual preservation of parent-American stock. 

What does it mean to you? Is the fact within itself not a challenge to you of 

responsibilities? Does not the nation have a right to expect this much of you? 

 

 
372 “Bennett Memorial Unveiled Thursday Afternoon with A Number of Notables Present,” 

Durham Morning Herald, November 9, 1923; R. O. Everett to Bennehan Cameron, Sept 27, 

1923, telegram, Everett Papers, Folder 666.  
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Taking into account the historical context of the 1920s, Wheeler’s words on this reconciliationist 

occasion speak to the rampant nativism running through the nation at the time. Adding this 

rhetoric to the narrative being constructed during this ceremony, we can see that the memory-

makers used the occasion to further define White Americanism. For them, “true Americanism” 

was being native-born and White supremacist, something that the majority of White Americans 

could unite behind at the time.373  

  

Conclusion 

 North Carolina’s participation in Union commemorative events between 1894 and 1923 

can be best described as exercises in White reconciliation. Blue-Gray events featured a seamless 

blending of Lost Cause and Cause Victorious rhetoric that framed the memory of the Civil War 

almost exclusively on southern terms. Despite having clear measures of their 

victory-Emancipation-Union memorialists chose to base their collective memory on dubious 

claims of victory through a reunited nation. By purposefully erasing Black Americans from the 

collective memory, Union memorialists actually diminished what their fallen soldiers died for, as 

the evidence shows that a significant percentage of Union soldiers favored the emancipationist 

cause. The rhetoric espoused at commemorative exercises meant to honor the Union of the States 

were more of a reflection of Lost Cause ideology, and much of the rhetoric could just as easily 

been delivered at Confederate monument dedications. Clearly, the Confederacy lost the military 

campaign to deliver them from Union control, but their descendants decisively won the culture 

war that followed.  

  

 
373 “Bennett Memorial Unveiled Thursday Afternoon with A Number of Notables Present,” 

Durham Morning Herald, November 9, 1923. 
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CONCLUSION 

 

 “The Millennium of Their Glory” demonstrates that, between 1865 and 1929, North 

Carolinians crafted and developed memories of the Civil War to further their own collective 

interests and identities. The state’s complicated political history during the war led to a divided 

population afterward, unsure of what the conflict had meant and what should be commemorated 

moving forward. This new emerging conflict turned into a culture war eventually won by 

Confederate memorialists in the succeeding generations. Investigating North Carolina’s 

commemorative history reveals that during this period, both northern and southern Whites 

reshaped the memory of the Civil War in their commemorative exercises that placated to the 

Confederate version of the war, minimizing the reasons the conflict started it in the first place, 

specifically and deliberately obliterating Black American’s existence in the narrative. 

 Using North Carolina as an extensive case study, it is clear that White southerners were 

not merely protecting old Confederate values, but were aggressively reasserting White 

supremacy into American culture. North Carolina’s war commemoration became an example of 

active White supremacist memory-making that both northern and southern Whites were 

complicit in taking part with. Even war commemoration that should not have had anything to do 

with the Confederacy at all, like celebrating the fallen Worth Bagley and the Spanish-American 

War, became commemorations of Confederate culture. Clearly, North Carolina’s Confederate 

memorialists determined to not only defend their old values and justify their ancestors’ actions 

during the Civil War, but to show that Confederates and Americans were both cut from the cloth. 

 Black North Carolinians found value in commemorating their emancipation during this 

era to not only carve out space in the public commemorative landscape, but to develop political 



 

242 

alliances and demonstrating their worthiness as citizens. Emancipation Days celebrations were 

often confined within cultural restrictions and the politics of respectability, but Black North 

Carolinian leaders skillfully navigated those limits to achieve practical goals to elevate their local 

communities. 

 Ultimately, the evidence shows that by eradicating dissenting vernacular anti-Confederate 

memories in the decades after the war, North Carolina’s Civil War memory became a seamless 

blend of the Lost Cause and Cause Victorious myths. Therefore, nearly all Civil War monuments 

in the state are products of the White reconciliatory process. 

 This study is important because it fills in some holes in the historiography and builds on 

some groundbreaking works in the field. John Winberry, Gaines Foster, Karen Cox and Caroline 

Janney’s studies were most inspiring to this work, because they prompted more questions about 

North Carolina’s commemorative history. After studying their works, I wanted to study memory-

making as a process rather than a product, and try to be more inclusive in terms of race and 

socio-economic status.  Most of the historiography on the subject has focused on the 

commemorative practices of the White political elites (LMAs, UDC, etc.) without really 

addressing common Whites and Blacks’ attitudes towards monument-building, and their roles in 

memory-making process. Quantitative evidence, especially census and fundraising data, played a 

big role in being able to address the omission and answer some questions about how committed 

everyday people were to the commemorative cause, and who was included/excluded. 

 The Spanish-American War’s impact on developing Civil War memory has long been 

underrepresented in the historiography. Worth Bagley as a case-study provides a unique example 

of American myth-making, but reconciling the South’s sin of secession and bringing about a new 

form of White American nationalism. Worth Bagley gave North Carolina Whites (and southern 
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Whites in general) the hero they had craved for over thirty years who could eliminate their 

collective shame caused by the war. This study has advanced scholarship on this subject, and 

perhaps will be used as a foundation for future studies on Spanish-American War heroes, and if 

their mythologies were also absorbed into Confederate culture as Bagley’s was. 

 Scholars like David Blight, Caroline Janney, and Kirk Savage have written extensively 

about Blue-Gray reunions and activities, as well as Union commemoration in the North, but 

Union commemoration former Confederate states is a subject that has been long neglected in the 

historiography. “The Millennium of Their Glory” fills this hole and proves that Civil War 

commemoration is not only a southern problem, but an American problem. Hopefully, this study 

will open the door for other studies on whether or not Union commemoration in other southern 

states followed North Carolina’s practices. 

 Beyond historiographical significance, “The Millennium of Their Glory,” was created in 

the spirit of historian Carl Becker’s ideas of providing useful histories for communities. At this 

stage of the twenty-first century, American communities are still debating and coming to terms 

with the legacies of the Civil War, Reconstruction and Memorial Mania of the early twentieth 

century, studies such as this one have never been more relevant to the public. After more than a 

year of Confederate monuments taken down by citizens through government petition and mob 

action across the country, American communities will continue this public debate. On June 21, 

2020, North Carolina Governor Roy Cooper ordered the Confederate monument at the state 

capitol removed from the grounds and placed in an undisclosed location in response to the 

Juneteenth protest which saw the monument vandalized protestors stage a lynching of one of the 

cannoneer statuary. After such a monumental event, North Carolinians continue to question the 

place of Civil War commemoration, as well as erecting counter-monuments to provide a more 
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accurate narrative in the commemorative landscape. While “The Millennium of Their Glory” 

will certainly not be the final word in the scholarship or debate on North Carolina’s Civil War 

commemorative practices, hopefully it will be used to provide North Carolinians a more nuanced 

interpretation on the state’s development of its official Civil War memory, informing their 

present in hopes of developing a better and more inclusive future for the state’s commemorative 

landscape.374 

  

 
374 “Confederate Monument on Capitol Grounds Removed,” News and Observer, June 22, 2020; 

“Senate Doesn’t Include Funding for NC Capitol Monument to Black Americans,” News and 

Observer, June 24, 2021. 
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APPENDIX 

Table 1.1. North Carolina Vote on Secession Convention, February 1861 

County Votes 

in 

Favor 

Votes 

Against 

Total 

Votes Cast 

Percent in 

Majority 

Total Free 

Population 

in 1860 

Percent of 

Population 

Enslaved 

Ashe and 

Aleghany 

259 1013 1272 79.6 11546 5.0/5.6 

Anson 520 464 984 52.8 13664 51.4 

Alexander 246 598 844 70.8 6052 10.2 

Alamance 293 1101 1394 78.9 11852 30.1 

Beaufort 590 653 1243 52.5 14766 41.8 

Bertie 138 632 770 82.1 14310 58.6 

Bladen 480 460 940 51.1 11995 46.1 

Brunswick 627 61 688 91.1 8406 44.6 

Buncombe 1219 389 1608 75.8 12654 15.4 

Burke 718 273 991 72.5 9237 26.3 

Cabarrus 898 306 1204 74.5 10546 29.1 

Caldwell 186 651 837 77.8 7497 14.7 

Camden 141 290 431 67.3 5343 42.0 

Carteret 415 394 809 51.3 8186 24.5 

Caswell 692 137 829 83.5 16215 58.7 

Catawba 918 158 1076 85.3 10729 15.5 

Chatham 283 1795 2078 86.4 19101 33.2 

Chowan 204 222 426 52.1 6842 55.5 

Cleveland 1270 117 1387 91.6 12348 17.4 

Columbus 620 183 803 77.2 8597 29.9 

Craven 891 362 1253 71.1 16268 41.3 
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County Votes 

in 

Favor 

Votes 

Against 

Total 

Votes Cast 

Percent in 

Majority 

Total Free 

Population 

in 1860 

Percent of 

Population 

Enslaved 

Cumberland 

and Harnett 

1038 959 1997 51.9 24408 37.8/32.6 

Currituck 447 86 533 83.9 7415 35.1 

Cherokee 149 901 1050 85.8 9166 5.7 

Duplin 1252 71 1323 94.6 15784 46.2 

Davidson 366 1806 2172 83.1 16601 18.7 

Edgecombe 

and Wilson 

1588 17 1605 98.9 27096 59.5/37.0 

Franklin 794 79 873 90.9 14107 52.2 

Forsyth 286 1409 1695 83.1 12692 14.1 

Gates 367 141 508 72.2 8443 48.3 

Granville 1056 743 1799 58.6 23396 49.8 

Greene 457 106 563 81.2 7925 50.8 

Guilford 113 2771 2884 96.1 20056 18.7 

Gaston 864 166 1030 83.8 9307 24.0 

Halifax 1049 39 1088 96.4 19442 60.9 

Haywood 504 307 811 62.1 5801 5.4 

Hertford 239 292 531 54.9 9504 53.0 

Hyde 476 161 637 74.7 7732 37.4 

Henderson 573 647 1220 53.0 10448 13.3 

Iredell 191 1818 2009 90.5 15347 27.3 

Johnston 741 621 1362 54.4 15656 31.8 

Jones 259 71 330 78.4 5730 60.8 

Jackson 435 83 518 84.0 5515 5.1 

Lenoir 447 195 642 69.6 10220 51.2 
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County Votes 

in 

Favor 

Votes 

Against 

Total 

Votes Cast 

Percent in 

Majority 

Total Free 

Population 

in 1860 

Percent of 

Population 

Enslaved 

Lincoln 708 86 794 89.2 8195 26.4 

Martin 662 22 684 96.8 10195 44.2 

McDowell 638 217 855 74.6 7120 19.1 

Mecklenburg 1448 252 1700 85.2 17374 38.3 

Montgomery 81 870 951 91.5 7649 24.0 

Moore 135 1257 1392 90.3 11427 22.5 

Macon 250 359 609 58.9 6004 8.8 

Madison 345 532 877 60.7 5908 3.6 

Nash 989 93 1082 91.4 11687 42.5 

New Hanover 1781 210 1991 89.5 21715 48.0 

Northampton 576 327 903 63.8 13372 53.5 

Onslow 631 89 720 87.6 8856 40.2 

Orange 458 1436 1894 75.8 16947 31.1 

Pasquotank 159 426 585 72.8 8940 40.0 

Perquimmans 299 182 481 62.2 7945 52.1 

Person 593 167 760 78.0 11221 47.6 

Pitt 986 177 1163 84.8 16080 53.0 

Polk 362 123 485 74.6 4043 15.7 

Rockingham 808 570 1378 58.6 16746 38.7 

Randolph 45 2466 2511 98.2 16793 10.0 

Richmond 383 251 634 60.4 11009 51.1 
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County Votes 

in 

Favor 

Votes 

Against 

Total 

Votes Cast 

Percent in 

Majority 

Total Free 

Population 

in 1860 

Percent of 

Population 

Enslaved 

Rowan 882 1150 2032 56.6 14589 27.1 

Robeson 490 871 1361 63.9 15489 39.0 

Rutherford 970 308 1278 75.9 11573 20.9 

Sampson 972 530 1502 64.7 16624 43.6 

Stokes 204 890 1094 81.4 10402 24.0 

Surry 207 1136 1343 84.9 10380 12.3 

Stanly 85 763 848 90.0 7801 15.0 

Tyrrell 134 158 292 54.1 4944 33.6 

Union 548 483 1031 53.2 11202 20.2 

Wake 1406 1246 2652 53.0 28627 39.5 

Warren 774 33 807 95.9 15726 68.0 

Washington 238 418 656 63.7 6357 40.6 

Watauga 72 536 608 88.2 4957 2.1 

Wayne 1250 242 1492 83.8 14905 38.5 

Wilkes 51 1894 1945 97.4 14749 8.3 

Yancey 556 598 1154 51.8 8655 4.2 

Yadkin 34 1498 1532 97.8 10714 13.6 

       

Total 46509 46614 93123  992,622  

Difference  105     

 

Sources: Data compiled from “Official Vote of North Carolina,” Hillsborough Recorder 

(Hillsborough, NC), March 20, 1861; “Population of the States and Counties of the United 

States, 1790-1990,” U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau of the Census, (Smithfield, VA) 

March 1996, 116-119; Edwin Hergesheimer, “Map Showing the Distribution of the Slave 

Population of the Southern States. Compiled from the Census of 1860,” Census Office, 

Department of the Interior, (Washington, DC) September 9, 1861. 



 

250 

Table 2.1. Proposed Monuments in North Carolina (1866-1898) 

 

Monument Date Proposed Date 

Dedicated/Installed 

Time Elapsed 

(Months) 

Monument to Jacob 

Johnson (Father of 

President Andrew 

Johnson) 

June 1866 July 1867 13 

Monument to 

Cumberland 

Confederate Dead 

June 1866 December 1868 30 

Monument to New 

Hanover 

Confederate Dead 

February 1866 May 1872 75 

Monument to 

Warren Confederate 

Dead 

April 1866 August 1903 448 

Monument to 

Harnett Confederate 

Dead 

January 1867 May 1872 64 

Monument to Wake 

Confederate Dead 

February 1867 March 1872 61 

Monument to 

Craven Confederate 

Dead 

April 1867 May 1885 217 

Monument to 

Mecklenburg 

Confederate Dead 

November 1869 June 1887 211 

Monument to 

Guilford 

Confederate Dead 

November 1869 September 1888 226 

Monument to North 

Carolina 

Confederate Dead at 

the State Capitol 

May 1870 May 1895 300 
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Monument Date Proposed Date 

Dedicated/Installed 

Time Elapsed 

(Months) 

Monument to 

Caswell Confederate 

Dead 

May 1873 September 1921 580 

Monument to 

Mecklenburg 

Resolves 

May 1875 May 1898 276 

Monument to 

Cleveland 

Confederate Dead 

May 1875 May 1907 384 

Monument to Bertie 

Confederate Dead 

June 1875 August 1896 254 

Monument to 

Richard Caswell 

April 1876 September 1919 521 

Monument to 

Forsyth Confederate 

Dead 

May 1879 October 1905 317 

Battle of Guilford 

Court House 

Monument 

April 1880 May 1888 97 

Monument to Lenoir 

Confederate Dead 

May 1881 March 1882 10 

Monument to 

Cumberland 

Confederate Dead 

May 1882 May 1902 240 

Monument to Wayne 

Confederate Dead 

August 1882 May 1883 9 

Monument to 

Johnston 

Confederate Dead 

September 1883 May 1887 44 
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Monument Date Proposed Date 

Dedicated/Installed 

Time Elapsed 

(Months) 

Monument to 

Edgecombe 

Confederate Dead 

September 1883 October 1904 253 

Monument to 

Beaufort 

Confederate Dead 

April 1886 May 1888 25 

Confederate Battle 

of Bentonville 

Monument 

April 1886 March 1895 107 

Monument to Rowan 

Confederate Dead 

June 1886 May 1909 277 

Monument to 

General W. Lee 

Davidson 

April 1887 July 1905 552 

Monument to Wilson 

Confederate Dead 

October 1887 May 1902 173 

Monument to 

General Nathanael 

Greene 

March 1888 July 1915 465 

Monument to Iredell 

Confederate Dead 

May 1888 May 1906 216 

Monument to 

Sampson 

Confederate Dead 

May 1889 May 1916 324 

Monument to 

Cabarrus 

Confederate Dead 

May 1890 May 1892 24 

Monument to Anson 

Confederate Dead 

June 1890 January 1906 187 
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Monument Date Proposed Date 

Dedicated/Installed 

Time Elapsed 

(Months) 

Monument to 

Buncombe 

Confederate Dead 

June 1891 November 1905 162 

Monument to 

Robeson 

Confederate Dead 

April 1892 May 1907 181 

 

 

This study defines “Date Proposed” as a public announcement to raise funds and build a 

monument. “Date Dedicated/Installed” refers to either the ceremony to publicly unveil the 

monument or when its construction was complete in instances when no formal ceremony took 

place. I used months for a chronological measure because the exact dedication or installation 

date for each monument is not known. 

Sources: Bureau of the Census, Thirteenth Census of the United States Taken in the Year 

1910: Statistics for North Carolina Containing Statistics of Population, Agriculture, 

Manufactures, and Mining for the State, Counties, Cities, and Other Divisions, (Washington: 

Government Printing Office), 1914; “Official Vote of North Carolina,” Hillsborough Recorder 

(Hillsborough, NC), March 20, 1861. “State News,” The Alexander County Journal 

(Taylorsville, NC), May 9, 1889; “Notice to Ex-Confederacy,” Statesville Record and Landmark, 

May 3, 1888; “The Confederate Dead at Wilson,” News and Observer, October 13, 1887; 

“Confederate Veterans to Organize,” Carolina Watchman, June 17, 1886; “All Over the State,” 

Morganton Star, April 9, 1886; “Special Locals, Tarborough Southerner, September 20, 1883; 

“State News,” Goldsboro Messenger, September 3, 1883; “Gleanings Here and Elsewhere,” 

Goldsboro Messenger, August 21, 1882; “Town Improvements,” Kinston Journal, May 12, 

1881; “State News,” Charlotte Observer, September 16, 1879; Pee Dee Herald (Wadesboro, 

NC), July 23, 1879; “Confederate Survivor’s Association, Western Sentinel (Winston-Salem, 

NC), May 15, 1879; “State News,” Wilmington Journal, June 21, 1866; Greensboro Patriot, 

June 23, 1875; “State News,” Goldsboro Messenger, May 24, 1875; “State News,” Raleigh 

Weekly Era, July 31, 1873; “The Confederate Dead, Greensboro Patriot, November 25, 1869; 

The Southern Home (Charlotte), March 10, 1870; Wilmington Dispatch, January 5, 1867; “State 

News,” Raleigh Sentinel, November 9, 1866; “The Monument,” Wilmington Daily Dispatch, 

April 7, 1866. Durham Recorder, June 3; 1891; “Monument Subscriptions,” The Standard 

(Concord, NC), May 16, 1890; “Our Confederate Dead,” The Comet (Red Springs, NC), April 

28, 1892. 
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Table 2.2. Confederate Monument Proposal/Erection, Population Growth and Secession Vote 

 

 Date 

Proposed 

Black 

Growth 

Rate When 

Monument 

Proposed 

(%) 

White 

Growth 

When 

Monument 

Proposed 

(%) 

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Colored 

Percent 

Majority in 

the 

Secession 

Convention 

Vote 

Elapsed 

Time 

(Months) 

Cumberland June 1866 

10.2715 -0.983881 44.8 51.9 30 

New Hanover February 

1866 109.154 53.3325 57.9 89.5 75 

Warren April 1866 20.5776 15.4377 69.6 95.9 448 

Harnett January 

1867 13.0629 9.43527 34.2 51.9 64 

Wake February 

1867 18.1055 32.8845 45.44 53 61 

Craven April 1867 24.6845 83.1388 58.6 71.1 217 

Mecklenburg November 

1869 56.8774 28.8969 44.1 85.2 211 

Guilford November 

1869 43.7703 1.8236 27.9 96.1 226 

Caswell May 1873 12.2393 8.83559 59.7 83.5 580 

Cleveland May 1875 39.1663 75.8676 13.3 91.6 384 

Bertie June 1875 -10.5715 -1.61901 58.8 82.1 254 

Forsyth May 1879 22.553 3.30532 25.6 83.1 317 

Lenoir May 1881 31.1921 35.0594 52.5 69.6 10 

Cumberland May 1882 

49.5808 33.129 47.1 51.9 240 

Wayne August 

1882 36.3166 14.6701 48.5 83.8 9 
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 Date 

Proposed 

Black 

Growth 

Rate When 

Monument 

Proposed 

(%) 

White 

Growth 

When 

Monument 

Proposed 

(%) 

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Colored 

Percent 

Majority in 

the 

Secession 

Convention 

Vote 

Elapsed 

Time 

(Months) 

Johnston September 

1883 38.342 34.2397 31.8 54.4 44 

Edgecombe September 

1883 14.3602 -8.81511 69.5 98.9 253 

Beaufort April 1886 23.497 18.4295 43.6 52.5 25 

Bentonville 

(Johnston) 

April 1886 

-1.91561 24.5124 26.8 54.4 107 

Rowan June 1886 8.6922 25.8498 28.6 56.6 277 

Wilson October 

1887 4.73748 25.7539 41.6 98.9 173 

Iredell May 1888 0.439709 16.4995 26.1 54.4 216 

Sampson May 1889 -4.2348 19.5774 36.4 64.7 324 

Cabarrus May 1890 6.72532 28.7745 30.1 74.5 24 

Anson June 1890 6.35593 16.4619 48.8 52.8 187 

Buncombe June 1891 90.6214 55.4663 18.7 75.8 162 

Robeson April 1892 22.91 39.248 46.8 63.9 181 

 

 

Sources: Bureau of the Census, Thirteenth Census of the United States Taken in the Year 1910: 

Statistics for North Carolina Containing Statistics of Population, Agriculture, Manufactures, and 

Mining for the State, Counties, Cities, and Other Divisions, (Washington: Government Printing 

Office), 1914; “Official Vote of North Carolina,” Hillsborough Recorder (Hillsborough, NC), 

March 20, 1861. “State News,” The Alexander County Journal (Taylorsville, NC), May 9, 1889; 

“Notice to Ex-Confederacy,” Statesville Record and Landmark, May 3, 1888; “The Confederate 

Dead at Wilson,” News and Observer, October 13, 1887; “Confederate Veterans to Organize,” 

Carolina Watchman, June 17, 1886; “All Over the State,” Morganton Star, April 9, 1886; 

“Special Locals, Tarborough Southerner, September 20, 1883; “State News,” Goldsboro 

Messenger, September 3, 1883; “Gleanings Here and Elsewhere,” Goldsboro Messenger, August 

21, 1882; “Town Improvements,” Kinston Journal, May 12, 1881; “State News,” Charlotte 
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Observer, September 16, 1879; Pee Dee Herald (Wadesboro, NC), July 23, 1879; “Confederate 

Survivor’s Association, Western Sentinel (Winston-Salem, NC), May 15, 1879; “State News,” 

Wilmington Journal, June 21, 1866; Greensboro Patriot, June 23, 1875; “State News,” 

Goldsboro Messenger, May 24, 1875; “State News,” Raleigh Weekly Era, July 31, 1873; “The 

Confederate Dead, Greensboro Patriot, November 25, 1869; The Southern Home (Charlotte), 

March 10, 1870; Wilmington Dispatch, January 5, 1867; “State News,” Raleigh Sentinel, 

November 9, 1866; “The Monument,” Wilmington Daily Dispatch, April 7, 1866. Durham 

Recorder, June 3; 1891; “Monument Subscriptions,” The Standard (Concord, NC), May 16, 

1890; “Our Confederate Dead,” The Comet (Red Springs, NC), April 28, 1892. 

The Confederate Monument built at the State Capitol in 1895 was excluded in this chart 

because that monument was a statewide fundraising venture. The county Confederate 

monuments were more the products of local fundraising efforts. 

  



 

257 

Table 2.3. Elapsed Time (months) vs. Percent Majority in the Secession Convention Vote 

 

Source: Bureau of the Census, Thirteenth Census of the United States Taken in the Year 1910: 

Statistics for North Carolina Containing Statistics of Population, Agriculture, Manufactures, and 

Mining for the State, Counties, Cities, and Other Divisions, (Washington: Government Printing 

Office), 1914; “Official Vote of North Carolina,” Hillsborough Recorder (Hillsborough, NC), 

March 20, 1861. “State News,” The Alexander County Journal (Taylorsville, NC), May 9, 1889; 

“Notice to Ex-Confederacy,” Statesville Record and Landmark, May 3, 1888; “The Confederate 

Dead at Wilson,” News and Observer, October 13, 1887; “Confederate Veterans to Organize,” 

Carolina Watchman, June 17, 1886; “All Over the State,” Morganton Star, April 9, 1886; 

“Special Locals, Tarborough Southerner, September 20, 1883; “State News,” Goldsboro 

Messenger, September 3, 1883; “Gleanings Here and Elsewhere,” Goldsboro Messenger, August 

21, 1882; “Town Improvements,” Kinston Journal, May 12, 1881; “State News,” Charlotte 

Observer, September 16, 1879; Pee Dee Herald (Wadesboro, NC), July 23, 1879; “Confederate 

Survivor’s Association, Western Sentinel (Winston-Salem, NC), May 15, 1879; “State News,” 

Wilmington Journal, June 21, 1866; Greensboro Patriot, June 23, 1875; “State News,” 

Goldsboro Messenger, May 24, 1875; “State News,” Raleigh Weekly Era, July 31, 1873; “The 

Confederate Dead, Greensboro Patriot, November 25, 1869; The Southern Home (Charlotte), 

March 10, 1870; Wilmington Dispatch, January 5, 1867; “State News,” Raleigh Sentinel, 

November 9, 1866; “The Monument,” Wilmington Daily Dispatch, April 7, 1866. Durham 

Recorder, June 3; 1891; “Monument Subscriptions,” The Standard (Concord, NC), May 16, 

1890; “Our Confederate Dead,” The Comet (Red Springs, NC), April 28, 1892. 
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Table 3.1. Contributions to the Worth Bagley Monument 

 

Sources: Compiled from “Worth Bagley Monument Fund” articles printed in both the Morning 

Post and the News and Observer, between May 13 and September 24, 1898. 
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Table 3.2 Amount of Donations in Dollars to the Worth Bagley Monument  

Fund by Date 

 

  
 

Sources: Compiled from “Worth Bagley Monument Fund” articles printed in both the Morning 

Post and the News and Observer, between May 13 and September 24, 1898. 
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Table 3.3 Comparison between Number of Contributions Day’s Total Amount 

in Dollars to the Worth Bagley Monument Fund by Date 

 

 

Sources: Compiled from “Worth Bagley Monument Fund” articles printed in both the Morning 

Post and the News and Observer, between May 13 and September 24, 1898. 
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Table 3.4 Running Total Amount in the Worth Bagley Monument Fund by Date 

 

 

Sources: Compiled from “Worth Bagley Monument Fund” articles printed in both the Morning 

Post and the News and Observer, between May 13 and September 24, 1898. 
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Table 3.5. Contributions to the Worth Bagley Monument Fund From Outside North Carolina 

 

 # Contributions to Bagley Monument 

Washington, DC 43 

Virginia 27 

Michigan 24 

New York 23 

Maryland 22 

Massachusetts 6 

Alabama 5 

Texas 4 

Georgia 4 

Pennsylvania 3 

Rhode Island 2 

Illinois 2 

Florida 2 

West Virginia 1 

Tennessee 1 

Oregon 1 

Ohio 1 

Nebraska 1 

Lousiana 1 

Kansas 1 

Connecticut 1 

China 1 
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 # Contributions to Bagley Monument 

Hawaii 1 

 

 

Sources: Data for Table 3.1 is compiled from “Worth Bagley Monument Fund” articles printed 

in both the Morning Post and the News and Observer, between May 13 and September 24, 

1898. 
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Figure 4.1. The Canvass Committee’s Path 

 

Source: “Unveil Monument on May Twentieth,” (Raleigh) News and Observer, April 14, 1907; 

News and Observer, April 21, 1907; “For the Unveiling,” Raleigh Times, May 7, 1907; Richard 

Mattson “The Evolution of Raleigh’s Black American Neighborhoods in the 19th and 20th 

Centuries” (November 1988), 13-16, 23, 

https://rhdc.org/sites/default/files/EvolRaleighAfricanAmericanNeigh.pdf 

 

 

  

https://rhdc.org/sites/default/files/EvolRaleighAfricanAmericanNeigh.pdf
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Figure 5.1. Photographs of the Bennett Memorial Dedication Ceremony and the Headlines of the 

Durham Morning Herald, November 9, 1923 

 

 

Sources: “Unveiling of Bennett House Memorial, Near Durham, 1923,” North Carolina State 

Archives, accessed August 1, 2021, https://archives.ncdcr.gov/doc/search-doc.; “Bennett 

Memorial Unveiled Thursday Afternoon With A Number of Notables Present,” Durham 

Morning Herald, November 9, 1923; Dusty Wescott, Historic Photos of Raleigh-Durham 

(Nashville, TN: Turner Publishing, 2007), 87. 

  

https://archives.ncdcr.gov/doc/search-doc
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