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AS CLEMENT A. EVANS, the Confederate general turned Methodist minister, 

mounted the makeshift pulpit and surveyed his surroundings on April 27, 

1890, Atlanta’s Grant Park appeared more like a military camp than a public 

pleasure ground. Rows of white tents were erected on the greensward and 

hundreds of aged veterans milled about them, or huddled over campfires, as they waited for 

the sermon that would bring the weekend-long Confederate reunion to a close. Evans began 

his address with an appeal to the bond that the twinned hardships of the Civil War and Recon-

struction had forged between him and his audience: “We were comrades in camp, in march, 

in battle; comrades through all that we have suffered since; comrades today in our common 

faith, and I trust we shall be comrades forever.” As he enchanted his audience with promises of 

a prosperous future, Evans urged his listeners to maintain their “old-time integrity, simplicity, 

chivalry and Faith.” Though “the war did not end just as we expected,” he explained, “the God 

of battles has been with us and He is turning upon us a present wealth of blessing in peace that 

shall fulfil our most patriotic hope.” It was through the combination of an established white 

southern identity and material progress that the South would achieve a cultural victory in place 

of the military victory that had eluded it twenty-five years prior.1

Evans married a glorified past with a utopian future, echoing a central theme of the New 

South movement. The drive to modernize the region’s economy that emerged in the final de-

cades of the nineteenth century relied heavily on nostalgia for a fictive Old South peopled by 

honorable whites and so-called “contented” Black slaves. As New South boosters championed 

a model of industrialization and urbanization that mirrored that of the North, they needed to 

reassure their fellow white southerners that embracing modernity did not require forsaking 

their cultural identity. They did so by drawing upon the mythology of the Lost Cause, the re-
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visionist narrative of the Civil War that eased the sting of defeat by romanticizing antebellum 

society, lionizing the Confederate dead, and valorizing the South’s decision to go to war by 

erasing slavery as the central motivating factor. Combining their message of progress with 

this emergent civic religion allowed advocates to frame the New South not as a rebuke of the 

past, but as its validation. This is not to say that such promises were merely empty rhetoric. 

Boosters, too, sincerely believed that certain features of the Old South needed to be preserved 

to establish a stable postwar society that maintained a rigid racial hierarchy. At the same time, 

idyllic depictions of the antebellum South were useful in promoting sectional reconciliation 

following the Civil War and attracting desperately needed outside investment from the North. 

Advocates for a New South sought to balance the region’s attachment to the past with their 

drive for change.2

Evans’s message was not unique in terms of content, but it reveals the important role that 

space and place played in New South boosters’ efforts to reassure the white public that the 

social structures of the Old South would remain amid the drastic changes of the postwar period. 

Established in 1883, Grant Park was deliberately constructed as a space in which the Old and 

Unidentified visitors at Lake Abana in Grant Park, Atlanta, Georgia, 1895. 
Photograph from Atlanta History Photograph Collection.
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New Souths converged. The park framed modernity as a means of maintaining antebellum 

culture rather than a divergence from tradition. Its naturalistic design, characterized by dense 

stands of native trees and fragrant beds of wildflowers, stood in contrast to the ever-expanding 

city. It was a parcel of Atlanta’s prewar landscape preserved from encroachment, and entering 

the park was like visiting an idealized past. This sense was heightened by physical reminders of 

the Civil War within the landscape. Rifle pits and breastworks—remnants of the city’s wartime 

defense—were still visible along the park’s wooded hills. These design choices invited white 

visitors to engage with a historical narrative of the Lost Cause. Simultaneously, behavioral 

regulations, both formal and informal, compelled visitors to maintain the antebellum period’s 

racial and gender hierarchies. Together, these features conflated the region’s Confederate history 

with southern identity by transporting white Atlantans to an imaginary past.

Crucially, the park’s effect went beyond simply reaffirming the white public’s sense of be-

longing within a broader southern culture. It instructed visitors on how to reconcile notions 

of one’s self based on nostalgia with the emergent future-oriented society in which they found 

themselves. Through the unique visual perspective made possible by its geographical location 

and topographical features, Grant Park functioned as a didactic landscape in which city leaders 

and designers taught Atlanta’s residents how to engage with the past as inhabitants of a New 

South. In short, the park reinforced a white conception of southern identity and explicitly 

linked that identity to an agenda of modernization.3

The early history of Grant Park helps us better understand the role that cultural memory played 

in service of the New South movement. More importantly, it reveals how a particular conception 

of southern identity—one premised upon white patriarchal authority—was promoted by, and 

codified within, the physical environment. Understanding this process allows us to more criti-

cally engage both how the land informs our sense of self and what it means to be a southerner.

ATLANTA WAS BOOMING when Grant Park was established in 1883. Thanks to an influx of 

northern capital, the city had been rebuilt quickly after the combined work of retreating Con-

federates and advancing Union forces left most of it in smoldering ruins in September 1864. 

Less than twenty years later, an urban environment that replicated northern forms—complete 

with new brick buildings and miles of streetcar lines—had risen from the ashes, allowing the 

city’s promoters to frame their hometown as an exemplar of New South success.4 

Sidney Root, a successful antebellum merchant who spent the war circumventing the Union 

blockade on behalf of the Confederacy, contributed to this process of modernization as he over-

saw the design and improvement of the park from his position as president of the city’s newly 

established park commission. While the scenes of sylvan beauty that he envisioned may, on their 

surface, seem at odds with Atlanta’s sprawl of brick and steel, naturalistic parks were considered 



Summer 2021 // Built/Unbuilt • 87

staple features of any would-be metropolis of the era. The opening of New York City’s Central 

Park in 1858 not only vaulted its designers, Frederick Law Olmsted and Calvert Vaux, to national 

fame but initiated a wave of urban park building that swept the country for the remainder of the 

nineteenth century. Olmsted’s firm alone designed, built, or consulted on park projects in at least 

thirty-five US cities between 1869 and 1900. In keeping with this trend, Root sought to utilize the 

“fine natural advantages” inherent in the hundred-acre tract in the city’s southeastern suburbs by 

incorporating its rolling hills, thick groves of trees, and natural springs into his design.5

Root attempted to maintain the original character of the land, but nonetheless went about 

“engrafting art upon nature.” Between 1883 and 1888, several acres of woodland were cleared 

to make way for broad expanses of lawn, streams were redirected or bridged, walking paths 

and carriage roads were cut into the hills, and a large artificial lake was constructed. But Root 

ensured that these changes were in harmony with the rest of the environment. He had no 

qualms with diverting a road to spare an especially noble tree and all new planting was done 

with species native to the region’s forests. His goal, he explained, was to “simply aid nature.”6

The result was a landscape that recalled Atlanta’s prewar history, a time in which the burgeoning 

settlement was, in the words of local doctor and chronicler of Atlanta’s history John Stainback 

Wilson, nothing more than “a city in the woods.” When they were adapted to postwar Atlanta, 

the picturesque design principles that undergirded nineteenth-century parks created a space that 

corresponded with popular understandings of the city’s origin as a frontier settlement carved from 

the notional “wilderness.” Residents could look upon the park’s wooded tracts and imagine the 

same environment that, according to one of Atlanta’s nineteenth-century promotional publications, 

the “axe of the pioneer” worked to clear during the city’s founding in the 1830s. White members 

of the public more closely associated the park’s scenery with the past when they juxtaposed it 

with the rapidly expanding city. To many, it seemed as if a section of the countryside had simply 

been preserved in the face of urban advance. When Atlanta Constitution reporter Wallace P. Reed 

travelled to the park in 1899, he noted that his fellow visitors were struck by the contrast between 

the “natural” greenspace and the artificial environment of the rest of modern Atlanta. “Even 

the most thoughtless,” he explained, “had a hazy impression that ‘man made the town and God 

made the country’ when they saw the green hills and valleys before them.” By reaffirming this 

distinction between the natural and the human-built, Grant Park promoted the idea that it was 

possible to travel between two Atlantas: one antebellum and pastoral, the other postbellum and 

modern. One could see the past in unspoiled nature while the future was made manifest in the 

built environment. By preserving nature, the park preserved the past.7

Root filled the landscape with allusions to Atlanta’s history, particularly those that valorized 

the city’s wartime experience. In anticipation of a Union siege during the war, Confederate 

leaders had forced the local enslaved population to build a series of military fortifications on 
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Atlanta’s outskirts. The ruins of the defenses were still visible within the grounds of the park. 

Root recognized them as a unique attraction and was determined to incorporate them within 

his improvement plans, especially the remains of a hilltop fort in the park’s southeast corner.8

He enlisted the help of his close friend Colonel Lemuel P. Grant to help restore the four-gun 

battery. In addition to his role as the park’s benefactor and namesake, Grant had overseen the 

construction of Atlanta’s defenses during the war. He provided the documents needed to ensure 

that the fort was “restored exactly upon its original plan.” Root then wrote to Governor John 

B. Gordon, himself a former Confederate officer, requesting decommissioned guns from the 

state arsenal in order to “make the old fort look as near like it did during the war as possible.” 

Gordon responded with a gift of four brass cannons to the park commission in 1887.9

Root did not limit himself to historical accuracy, however. He used the restored fort to make 

Grant Park a sanctified landscape of the Lost Cause. He named it Fort Walker in memory of 

“the gallant son of Georgia who crimsoned the soil with his life’s blood” during the Battle of 

Atlanta. He then filled it with various war relics that he collected and encouraged members of 

the public to make their own contributions. The fort soon became a communal reliquary for 

mementos that celebrated the Confederate defense of the city. Members of the public donated 

bullets, cannon balls, and unexploded ordnance to “give the place a warlike appearance.” One 

citizen even contributed a human skull that they had unearthed on a nearby battlefield. This 

collection promoted a retelling of the war that cast the South’s motives in the best possible 

light. By amassing Civil War detritus within a former fort that memorialized a purported mar-

tyr, while actively disregarding the Black labor that built the fort, Root framed the conflict as 

one fought by “confederate heroes who made . . . a fierce defense against fearful odds” rather 

than a rebellion in the name of preserving slavery. Imbuing physical objects with symbolic 

Fort Walker in Grant Park, 1895. Photograph by W. H. Parish 
Publishing Company, from Atlanta History Photograph Collection.
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meaning and preserving them in a public space provided this narrative with permanency and 

further reach. As one Atlantan explained, the artifacts were essential for the “new and younger 

generation” to understand “the stupendous struggles that their fathers endured.”10

Fort Walker functioned similarly to another space of the Lost Cause located in Grant Park. The 

Cyclorama of the Battle of Atlanta, a massive panoramic painting that showcased a single moment of 

the city’s siege on July 22, 1864, was permanently located in Grant Park in 1892 after completing a 

national tour. Historian Daniel Judt points out that the ambiguity of the exact moment depicted 

by the Cyclorama allowed for interpretations of a northern or southern victory, depending on the 

audience. Consequently, Atlantans who saw the painting were encouraged by local newspapers 

and promotional material to view it through the lens of the Lost Cause. This space, combined with 

Fort Walker, allowed Grant Park to sustain a white southern identity premised upon a glorified 

past and perpetuate it among future generations by giving that past physical form.11

This spatial manifestation of the Lost Cause increased the mythology’s staying power among 

members of the public. More so than a Confederate monument placed on the town square or a 

sentimental novel set on an antebellum plantation, Grant Park immersed white Atlantans in a 

bucolic southern past. Not only did these visitors see the past in the park’s idyllic scenery and 

hear it in the songs of birds that replaced the din of the city, but they lived the past while within the 

grounds. Confederate reunions and Memorial Day celebrations, like the one that brought Evans to 

Atlanta in 1890, were hosted by veterans’ organizations in the park throughout the final decades of 

the nineteenth century. Audiences that included veterans and the wider public listened as orators 

drew upon the park’s history to solidify a white southern identity defined by Confederate heroism. 

Governor Gordon, for example, used the scenery to emphasize the bravery and sacrifice of Atlanta’s 

defenders during a reunion of Confederate veterans in 1887. “There is not a square yard . . . on these 

hills,” he told the former soldiers, “that is not rich in the blood of your comrades.” Gesturing to 

specific locations throughout the park, he relied on the greenspace to bring his story to life: “Here 

was planted the artillery. There stood the infantry in solid lines. There charged the cavalry; and all 

around us the advancing and retreating federals and confederates left monuments in the bodies of 

their dead.” By grounding his narrative of the war in the landscape, Gordon transformed abstract 

themes of heroism and sacrifice into a space sanctified by fallen martyrs.12  

Veterans frequently visited the fort during their reunions for a chance to interact with Root’s 

war relics. In doing so, they recalled their wartime experiences according to the Lost Cause 

narrative. Several former soldiers at the fort in 1898 were overcome with nostalgia as they 

looked over the scenery and recounted how “a gallant comrade had fallen near this spot; how 

another had gallantly defended the colors of his company, or a third had been made captive.” By 

facilitating such romanticized retellings of the war, the park not only maintained Confederate 

memory but affirmed it as a central component of modern southern identity.13 
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THE DEFEAT OF THE CONFEDERACY and the abolition of slavery generated extreme anxiety 

among white southerners regarding the roles of women and African Americans in postwar 

society. Both the Civil War and Reconstruction had drastically altered antebellum gender re-

lations by forcing women to provide for their families in the absence of their husbands while 

abolition disrupted formally institutionalized white supremacy. These shifts were compounded 

by the rapid rise of southern cities, as urban life presented white women and African Americans 

with unprecedented opportunity for economic self-determination, personal mobility, and 

community development. One had only to look at the bustling commercial establishments on 

Decatur Street that catered to Black clientele or the factories that increasingly employed young 

white women to see that the social conventions structuring life in antebellum Atlanta had been 

drastically altered. Consequently, civic leaders and New South proponents sought to reestablish 

the antebellum hierarchies of race and gender that they equated with a stable society in order 

to impose order upon chaotic change. Grant Park aided in this effort in Atlanta by providing 

a controlled environment that limited the impact of shifting gender dynamics and facilitated 

social interaction according to antebellum norms. Like all nineteenth-century urban parks, 

it was governed by rules, both explicit and implicit, that were intended to conform visitors 

to middle-class standards of behavior. Additional de facto regulations, however, ensured that 

activity within Grant Park mirrored the social hierarchies of the Old South.14

Grant Park was a public space in which white women could congregate free from male chap-

erones and Black Atlantans could enter on their own accord, realities that were unimaginable in 

the antebellum South. But Grant Park was also one arena, among many, in which Atlanta’s white 

middle-class men and women worked together to recreate the social conditions of the past. Much 

in the way that historian Karen L. Cox describes white women’s central role in disseminating the 

Lost Cause through public organizations, the behavior promoted by Grant Park represented an 

“interplay of traditional definitions of womanhood with the new expanded public role of southern 

white women.” The park was part of what historian Georgina Hickey refers to as a “network of 

female spaces” through which middle- and upper-class white women created an accepted public 

presence for themselves while reinforcing fundamental tenets of the archetypal southern lady: 

moral purity, innocence, beneficence, and need for male protection—all values that stemmed 

from antebellum plantation life and, therefore, rested on a foundation of white supremacy.15

The all-male park commission advertised Grant Park as a “safe and delightful place of re-

sort for ladies and children unattended by an escort.” This statement acknowledged women’s 

increased autonomy but also assumed their persistent vulnerability in the public sphere. As 

feminist geographer Leslie Kern explains, building public spaces upon the perceived threat 

that the city poses to female residents “serves to direct women’s fear outwards” and reinforces 

their reliance on patriarchal institutions for security. In Atlanta, as in the cities throughout 
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the New South, the two primary threats white women faced were understood to be the moral 

decay that resulted from estrangement from the home and the sexual aggression believed to 

have proliferated in the wake of Black autonomy. Grant Park purported to insulate female 

visitors from both. The park commission instituted explicit regulations to make visitors 

conform to bourgeois conceptions of respectability and make the park, in the words of one 

promoter, a “safe, free and pleasant resort” by prohibiting profanity, “impure conduct,” and 

alcohol consumption. Shielded from the perceived indecency found throughout the rest of 

the city, white women could remain secure in their roles as the conduits of the conservative 

values associated with the Old South.16

Activities that took place within the park reinforced antebellum gender roles as well. Picnics, 

a primary means through which Atlanta’s middle-class white women interacted with Grant 

Park, reinforced domesticity as central to southern womanhood. They varied in size, ranging 

from small gatherings of friends to dinners for hundreds of children put on by Sunday school-

teachers. According to the local press, hosting an outing for a visiting guest allowed young 

women to exhibit the “social graces and the arts of life” characteristic of southern gentility, 

for example, while teachers could fulfill their matronly duties by making “lemonade by the 

gallon for her crowd of little ones.” While the teachers’ active labor was a departure from the 

ideal of the antebellum southern lady, who was spared the drudgery of household chores by 

the oppressions of slavery, it was rendered acceptable by the continued reliance on Black labor. 

As 92 percent of Atlanta’s domestic workers were Black women in 1890, it was common to see 

them in the park while employed by white families as nurses or caretakers. Similarly, Black 

women were the only demographic considered suitable to staff the ladies’ restroom in the park. 

When Jacob Haas, Root’s successor as president of the park commission, was accused of priv-

ileging Black applicants over white ones for the job, he dismissed the claim as ridiculous. “No 

white woman has ever applied for the position of matron at the public comfort building,” he 

explained, as “it is a servant’s place.” Unable to reverse the results of emancipation, Atlanta’s 

New South leaders used Grant Park to obscure the reality of Black freedom by rendering the 

visibility of African Americans within the grounds contingent upon formal subordination. In 

doing so, they simultaneously reassured white women that the racial hierarchy on which their 

cultural identity rested would remain in place despite the unfamiliarity of modern urban living.17

The park similarly reassured Atlanta’s white men of their place in southern society by providing 

a space in which they could reaffirm their role as head of the family. Numerous articles published 

in the Constitution throughout the 1880s and 1890s pitched outings to Grant Park as a means of 

preserving a father’s relationship with his family even as the demands of urban life increasingly 

encouraged individuality and socializing outside of the home. “Such days are good things for 

a man with a family,” one explained, “a family picnic is better to the domesticated man than a 
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hundred picnics where other families mix up and spoil things.” While modern Atlanta presented 

men with an abundance of ways to spend their work and leisure hours away from their wives 

and children, city leaders used Grant Park to reinforce the assumption that their proper place 

was at the head of their households. In this way, the park served to reassure white men that their 

primary roles as patriarchs could be sustained in the New South. While the contours of their daily 

lives may have changed, the fundamental structure of the white family unit remained intact.18

Recreating the antebellum gender roles of white women and men required strict adherence to 

the racial hierarchy of the Old South. While their professional responsibilities formally relegated 

African American women to positions of subordination within the park, those responsibilities did 

nothing to restrict the activities of other Black Atlantans who might enter the space as visitors. 

Accordingly, the space was governed by implicit rules that erased Black agency. Neither the deed 

that transferred the property to the city nor local laws barred African Americans from entering 

the park, but there was a clear expectation that those who did would show deference to white 

visitors. As Reed explained in his 1899 article, “Few negroes go to the park,” while those who did 

belonged to the “better class of their race.” He believed that “roughs,” or the Black Atlantans that 

openly challenged white authority, avoided places “where they are certain to meet great numbers 

of our best people.” The repercussions of not adhering to these social expectations were severe. 

Bob Hunter, for example, met violence when he attended a baseball game in the park in 1890. 

After confronting a group of white youths who had pelted him with dirt clods, he was chased into 

An outing at Grant Park, 1908. Photograph from Georgia Archives, Vanishing Georgia Collection.
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the woods and beaten. The boys fractured his skull before the assault was broken up and Hunter 

was turned over to the police. The expectation of docility toward white visitors, backed up by 

the threat of violence, resulted in a space governed by an unambiguous racial hierarchy. When 

paired with the respectability formally sanctioned by the park rules, white women experienced a 

semblance of the social stability said to have existed before the war.19

Despite the park’s attempts to conform visitors to elite ideas of respectability, white work-

ing-class women favored the dancehalls and commercial establishments downtown. Their 

preference for recreation deemed distasteful by their middle- and upper-class counterparts 

resulted in heightened scrutiny of their behavior by the city’s reformers in the early 1900s as 

religious leaders publicly decried cheap amusements as gateways to prostitution and police 

regularly raided saloons that served female patrons. Efforts to deny Black autonomy were 

equally fruitless. Rather than relegate African Americans to positions of subordination, the 

park’s strict environment pushed them elsewhere. African American neighborhoods such as 

Sweet Auburn flourished, as did Black businesses and social institutions. White rage over the 

persistence of Black autonomy culminated in an eruption of violence in 1906. On September 

22, following weeks of unfounded rumors of Black assaults on white women pushed by the 

local press, thousands of white Atlantans rampaged through the city’s downtown in search of 

victims, beating or shooting any African American they came across while destroying Black-

owned businesses. The mob specifically targeted spaces where Black and white Atlantans 

mixed, such as the city’s crowded streetcars and the two entertainment districts along Decatur 

and Peters Streets, making clear that they considered attempts to simulate antebellum social 

conditions in venues such as Grant Park to be insufficient. At least twenty-five people were 

killed and, in an expression of disdain for what they perceived as the New South’s excessive 

racial accommodation, the mob piled many of the bodies at the feet of a memorial to Henry 

Grady, the movement’s most famous spokesman.20

THE EFFORTS OF ATLANTA’S LEADERS to use Grant Park to hold members of the public to 

antebellum social conventions generated mixed results, but the space nonetheless helped white 

Atlantans reconcile their cultural connection to the past with their dedication to New South 

progress. Maude Annulet Andrews, a columnist for the Constitution, tapped into this process 

when she rode a streetcar to the park in 1888. As she left the city and entered the rural suburbs, 

she sensed that she was travelling back in time. The car’s steam-powered engine struck her as 

“an unsuitable mode of transportation” once it left the urban environment and entered “God’s 

great hills and valleys.” Yet it was this same modern technology that rendered the landscape 

of the past accessible: the products of New South progress ferried visitors to the Old. At the 

same time, these technologies required them to be transient. The park’s distance from the 
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city meant the public could access the space only temporarily before having to catch another 

trolley home, reflecting the New South’s relationship with the past. The Old South was to be 

remembered, revered, and revisited, but not inhabited permanently.21

Andrews’s nostalgia grew stronger once she entered the park’s naturalistic scenery. As she walked 

along meandering paths through the woods, she turned over leaves in search of fairy umbrella frog 

stools and ink balls, plants which she described as “magical treasures known to my childhood.” 

But as she reached Fort Walker, the highest point in the park, her perspective changed. From 

here she conceptualized the city—the clearest manifestation of New South progress—not simply 

as existing side by side with the Old South, but as a direct outgrowth of its legacy.22

Standing on the heights of the fort, Andrews looked below at the “valley of blood which hath 

ever been the path to great earthly things,” before shifting her gaze to the city that appeared as a 

“phoenix rising from the ashes.” Viewed amid such reminders of the past, Atlanta’s skyline em-

bodied the victory that the Confederacy had failed to deliver. It was, in Andrews’s words, a “world 

of prosperous peace . . . whose sons and daughters [had] thrown off the mantle of despairing 

idleness and turned their strong hands to the making of a diadem that will crown their mother the 

ruling queen of all America.” This visual perspective positioned the material prosperity promised 

by New South boosters as the region’s path to redemption. Industrialization and urbanization 

would succeed where the attempt to establish an autonomous Confederate nation had failed.23

While Andrews found hope in the vision of Atlanta’s metropolitan future that she glimpsed 

from the park, she also took comfort in the elements of the past that surrounded it. “Still, there 

Avenue within Grant Park, 1890. Photograph by Art Publishing Company, 
from Atlanta History Photograph Collection.
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is yet . . . some reminder of the days that have been,” she explained. In the valleys to the east, she 

saw fields of cotton, outstretched like sheets of snow, with overflowing bolls seemingly bent low 

under the weight of the “past anguish and bloodshed caused by their wealth.” Amid the crops, 

she could make out Black workers tending to the harvest, their labor still tethered for many white 

southerners to the symbols of bygone antebellum prosperity. Andrews interpreted this sight as 

evidence that key elements of the old order had endured despite the radical changes wrought by 

the Civil War. She was reassured by the thought that the Black laborer she stood above remained 

the “same . . . now as thirty years ago—black, faithful, still a slave in his heart as he picks the white 

cotton for the white man.” The same perspective that positioned the New South movement as the 

means of elevating Atlanta to its rightful place among the great cities of the United States also 

assured the city’s white citizens that the social structure of the Old South would be maintained. 

It told them that the abolition of slavery did not mean racial equality. The end of the war may have 

brought drastic changes to southern society—and modernization promised even more—but New 

South advocates insisted that central features of the past would remain in place. Grant Park pushed 

white Atlantans like Andrews to conceptualize this continuity.24

Promoting the idea of social continuity through the built environment also ensured that 

the inequities of the antebellum era persisted into the present. The forms of white supremacy 

that Andrews propounded from the heights of Fort Walker, for example, not only comforted 

white Atlantans such as herself, but subjected Black southerners to generations of violence, 

dispossession, and prejudicial treatment.

By replicating romanticized conditions of antebellum society, Grant Park promoted one 

conception of southern identity as authentic. Southerners, according to this telling, were those 

who carved civilization from the wilderness. Southerners were men who fought for a noble 

cause and sacrificed heroically on its behalf. Southerners were genteel women who maintained 

their families despite hardship. Southerners were white. New South boosters attempted to 

render that identity immutable by integrating it into the land itself. In doing so, they set the 

terms for a new battle that has been, and continues to be, waged across the public spaces of the 

South. Like Lost Cause iconography, the public parks built across the region during the final 

decades of the nineteenth century generally privileged white claims to a true southern identity 

above all others and advanced those claims far into the twentieth century. One needs only 

to observe the continued efforts of southern activists and lawmakers to remove Confederate 

monuments from public grounds—and the claims of their defenders that doing so constitutes 

an assault on southern culture—to understand both the lasting impact of this project as well as 

the contested nature of its central premise. Despite the efforts of New South leaders to build 

a society based on their preferred historical memory, the question of how southerners should 

remember the Civil War and the era that preceded it was far from settled.  
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