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Oh! you who sleep in Flanders Fields, 

Sleep sweet - to rise anew! 

We caught the torch you threw 

And holding high, we keep the Faith 

With All who died. 

 

We cherish, too, the poppy red 

That grows on fields where valor led; 

It seems to signal to the skies 

That blood of heroes never dies, 

But lends a lustre to the red 

Of the flower that blooms above the dead 

In Flanders Fields. 

 

And now the Torch and Poppy Red 

We wear in honor of our dead. 

Fear not that ye have died for naught; 

We'll teach the lesson that ye wrought 

In Flanders Fields. 

 

Moina Michaels, November 1918 
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Abstract 

 

The Great War was a global conflict that engulfed participant nations, including 

Canada, on a scale never before seen. Most Canadian households had a personal 

connection to the war. After the Armistice, communities in Canada and throughout the 

British Empire erected memorials to those who lost in the great conflagration. Each 

memorial has its own story of development which is intrinsically linked to the 

community that built it. Nearly a century later, these war memorials still stand in central 

places, serving as historical documents full of clues about the people who built them. 

This thesis examines the process of memorial construction in five New Brunswick 

communities in the wake of the Great War. Woodstock, St. Stephen, Fredericton, Saint 

John and Moncton represent southern New Brunswick’s three major urban centres and 

two rural centres.  Each community built a memorial unique in shape, design, and 

history; yet each fulfills a similar commemorative purpose.  These five memorials 

collectively remember individual soldiers lost and became mechanisms for public and 

private grief. Great War memorials are public manifestations of a community, province, 

and nation in mourning.  This case study of how five New Brunswick memorials came 

into being sheds light on a process that took place in thousands of communities, large and 

small, across what became the British Commonwealth. 
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Introduction 

 

The fifth season of ITV’s critically acclaimed period drama Downton Abbey, set 

in 1924, begins with the townsfolk of Ripon wanting to erect a memorial to those who 

fell in the Great War. The committee enlists the help of Lord Robert Crawley, Earl of 

Grantham, as their patron, and his butler Mr Carson as chairman. The season follows the 

lives of the Crawleys and their servants: their misfortunes, their joys, and their sorrows, 

but the war memorial question is never far from their minds. On a visit to Downton, Lord 

Gillingham—Lady Mary Crawley’s suitor—declares that a war memorial is a wonderful 

idea because it would give a “solid focus for [people’s] grief and gratitude.”  

Mr Carson and Lord Grantham involve the whole house—upstairs and 

downstairs—in the decisions regarding the memorial. They have discussions and debates 

about where the memorial should go, who should be commemorated on it, and what form 

it should take. In the end, they erected a simple monument in the centre of the village and 

it made a very suitable memorial to those who died in the Great War.1 

This may seem a frivolous way to begin a thesis on such a serious, emotional, and 

personal topic as war memorials. However, the discussions, debates, and heartaches that 

plagued the residents of Downton are very much reflective of the real-life conversations 

that were taking place in postwar Woodstock, St Stephen, Fredericton, Moncton, and 

Saint John. 

                                                           
1 Julian Fellowes, Downton Abbey Season 5 (ITV: London, 2014). 
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War memorials are worthy of academic study because they are indicative of the 

time in which they were built. They commemorate a terrible event in history that changed 

the way society thinks and acts. The Great War was undoubtedly a watershed moment in 

history and the memorials built to commemorate that war reflect how postwar Canadians 

felt about the conflict. They also remind contemporary societies about the values of 

Canadians in the 1920s. The erection of war memorials provided an opportunity for 

collective activity. They offered communities—or a portion of them—the opportunity to 

act collectively to make some sense of the long war they had just suffered through. 

Traces of that process were left behind in newspaper articles, editorials, letters to the 

editor, and other archival documents which reveal much about Canadian communities, 

both urban and rural, in the immediate aftermath of the Great War. 

This thesis adds to a growing body of historical literature about commemoration 

by analyzing five specific New Brunswick examples: Woodstock, St Stephen, 

Fredericton, Moncton, and Saint John. This study found that these five memorials were 

the product of the time and place in which they were built. It builds on Jonathan F. 

Vance’s 1997 landmark work, Death So Noble: Memory, Meaning and the First World 

War, which examines the process of commemoration across the country.2 

The five memorials examined in this thesis are documents left behind by an 

earlier generation which offer clues about the New Brunswick communities in which they 

stand. Each community had the same destination in mind. Their goal was to 

commemorate the loss of family and friends, and to pay tribute to the sacrifices made in 

                                                           
2 Other works important to this thesis are Alex King, Memorials of the Great War in Britain: The 

Symbolism and Politics of Remembrance (Oxford: Berg, 1998); Philip Longworth, The Unending Vigil: 

The History of the Commonwealth War Graves Commission (Barnsley, South Yorkshire: Pen and Sword 

Limited, 1967.); Adrian Gregory, The Silence of Memory: Armistice Day, 1919-1946 (Oxford: Berg, 1994). 
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their cause. All of the memorials convey the same message and are meant to evoke the 

same emotions and sentiments. In that respect, each memorial is a chapter in the story of 

physical commemoration. Beyond their common message, there is very little that links 

the five memorials in terms of how they were built or the debates that raged over their 

design, location and funding. The process behind each memorial is very much 

emblematic of the town that erected it.  

 In rural New Brunswick, exemplified here by county centres at Woodstock and St 

Stephen, the major debate concerned the geographic range that the memorials should 

represent. In cities, the process included far more political and personal drama, often 

delaying the construction and causing consternation in the communities. There was far 

more public engagement in the rural parts of the province, if the number of letters to the 

editor published in local newspapers is any indication. This could suggest lack of local 

news, or it could point to broader community participation in discussions over how and 

where to commemorate the war. While the design and construction process was different 

in the five communities, they shared a common vision of purpose. Each built what they 

called “Soldiers’ Memorial Monuments” or “War Memorials.” All five were built as 

memorials to the ordinary soldiers lost in the Great War, in contrast to early 19th century 

monuments built by previous generations as tributes to a specific figures and great 

victories, including  Nelson’s Column in London, and Napolean’s Arc de Triomphe in 

Paris. 

Canada has its own examples of heroic commemoration such as Sir Isaac Brock’s 

Monument celebrating his victory at the Battle of Queenston Heights near Niagara during 

the War of 1812. The grand monument is a 56-metre tall column topped with an 
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enormous statue of Brock,3 reminiscent of Nelson’s Column in Trafalgar Square, 

commemorating one man’s wartime achievement and loss. These massive and expensive 

tributes to great captains contrast sharply with what New Brunswickers sought to 

commemorate in their memorials. Of course there was an early 20th century precedent for 

commemorating collective sacrifice. In the wake of the South African War, some 

communities, including Saint John, erected memorials to those who died in that conflict. 

The monument at Riverside Park, for example, memorializes the seven dead community 

members and lost loved-ones from Saint John. However, memorials to the Boer War are 

not numerous; they are usually found in communities that raised combat units and 

suffered casualties. South African War memorial acknowledgement of common soldiers 

reflected the emergence of an increasing 20th century emphasis on the value of individual 

citizens. Two decades later, unprecedented death tolls of the Great War prompted the 

massive surge in memorial building across Canada and many other affected Western 

nations.4 

As documents, memorials to the Great War offer evidence of a desire to 

commemorate sacrifice and loss.  Postwar Canada had already created ways to celebrate 

victory and achievement. In the 1920s and 1930s, Ypres Day, April 22, was celebrated as 

an unofficial holiday in honour of the Canadian Army’s 1915 defensive victory in the 2nd 

Battle of Ypres. Ypres Day coincided with St George’s Day, which celebrates the patron 

saint of England.  Instead, this study finds that those who fundraised, designed, and built 

New Brunswick’s Great War memorials had very personal and intimate motivations to 

                                                           
3 “The Battle of Queenston Heights,” Friends of Fort George, http://www.friendsoffortgeorge.ca/brocks-

monument/battle-of-queenston-heights/index.html, accessed March 16, 2015. 
4 Alan Borg, War Memorials: From Antiquity to the Present (London: Leo Cooper, 1991), xi. 
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find a way to mourn and remember loved ones lost. The same phenomenon is evident in 

commemorative activities elsewhere in the Commonwealth. Alex King’s book Memorials 

of the Great War in Britain: The Symbolism and Politics of Remembrance5 provides an 

extensive study of the British context, and Mark David Sheftall examines the rest of the 

Commonwealth in his study Altered Memories of the Great War: Divergent Narratives of 

Britain, Australia, New Zealand and Canada. 6 

The Great War resulted in unprecedented loss of life. The sheer scale of the losses 

prompted the Commonwealth War Graves Commission’s policy not to repatriate the 

dead, families were not given the opportunity to grieve as they might have liked. Local 

memorials allow families the chance to see their sons’ or daughter’s names engraved 

permanently, and they serve as de facto headstones. In many locations, those who lost 

loved ones in the war played key roles in the commemorative process. Communities were 

also concerned with assigning meaning to their loss. They chose to remember the 

sacrifices that their soldiers made in defence of common Canadian and international 

values, freedom, and rights. The evidence laid out in the chapters below suggests that 

national pride took a back seat to the desire to commemorate the individual soldier and 

his sacrifices.  

 The debates and discussions that took place in these communities are as important 

as the memorials they constructed. The most prevalent debate was whether or not to erect 

a building and dedicate it to the dead, or to commission a memorial in their memory. All 

five of the communities in this study chose to erect a statue, often in opposition to what 

                                                           
5 Alex King, Memorials of the Great War in Britain: The Symbolism and Politics of Remembrance 

(Oxford: Berg, 1998). 
6 Mark David Sheftall Altered Altered Memories of the Great War: Divergent Narratives of Britain, 

Australia, New Zealand and Canada (London: IB Taurus, 2009). 
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veterans’ groups wanted them to do. This was out of a desire to make the memorials 

distinctive, and to prevent them from blending into the skyline of the town. The 

memorials were all placed in a prominent location in the community, giving them 

physical importance. 

 Given their prominence in Canadian communities, it might be assumed that war 

memorials were built by higher levels of government paying glorious tribute to 

nationhood, heroism and victory. This is not the case. In four communities in this study, 

the memorials are funded by public subscription and even in the case of Woodstock with 

municipal government funds. The outpouring of private money indicates that individuals 

were passionate about the projects.  

 Unfortunately, primary sources related to the construction of New Brunswick’s 

war memorials are limited. In most cases, the records of the committees were not 

archived. The exception is Woodstock, where the Carleton County Council deposited 

some of the documents relating to the erection of their war memorial in the Provincial 

Archives of New Brunswick. In Moncton, meeting minute record books exist in the fonds 

of the chapter of the Imperial Order of the Daughters of the Empire, who organized the 

monument. In the mid-1960s, Lawrence Hayward, a researcher based in Ontario, 

collected an extensive series of documents about great Canadian sculptors, some of 

whom were hired by New Brunswick communities to build their memorials. Hayward’s 

collection therefore sheds light on the process and is examined below. Most importantly, 

local newspaper recorded the often rich community discussion surrounding memorial 

construction. Most of the archival paper trail assembled for this thesis came from local 

newspapers published in the 1920s. 



7 
 

 Canadians today cast their eyes on war memorials through the lenses of history, 

culture, and collective memory each within national and international dimensions. Their 

vision is filtered through events, writings, and ideologies since the 1920s. However, this 

study suggests that in the immediate aftermath of the war, citizens in these five New 

Brunswick communities understood their memorials differently from how their 

descendants now see them. Therefore, the first chapter of this thesis considers the unique 

narrative concerning commemoration. The remaining chapters are dedicated to the 

process of commemoration in Woodstock, St Stephen, Fredericton, Moncton, and Saint 

John respectively. The war memorials studied in this thesis are but a very small sample of 

the memorials raised in New Brunswick, and across Canada, in the 1920s. It was a 

pervasive phenomenon spurred on by emotion and grief. Memorials to the Great War are 

physical reminders of communities, provinces, and a nation in mourning. 
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Chapter 1: The Commemoration of the Great War in Writing 

 

Looking back on Canadian Great War commemoration from a century’s distance 

cuts across history, culture, public memory and the wider process of Great War 

commemoration overseas and around the Commonwealth. Commemoration is a personal 

act which, in the context of war memorials, became a public one. The phenomenon has 

been documented across the Commonwealth, but is understudied in Canada. The 

literature about commemoration in Britain and the Commonwealth shows that the 

Canadian context is not all that unique. Shedding light on this New Brunswick case study 

through the lens of the international commemorative movement gives prominence and 

importance to early 20th century New Brunswickers. 

Much of the literature about the Great War is summarized and analyzed in Paul 

Fussell’s 1975 book The Great War and Modern Memory. This seminal work argues that 

it is central to understanding both the war and the post-war period in the English-

speaking world. Fussell argues that British society—at least up to the 1970s—was, in 

some way, a memorial to the Great War. The afternoon closing of pubs, for example, was 

a creation of the Defense of the Realm Act to discourage munitions workers from wasting 

their afternoons with pints. Cigarette smoking, wristwatches, the use of paper banknotes, 

and in memoriam notices are all vestiges of the Great War.1 Fussell’s work has itself 

become a lieu de mémoire of the Great War.2 Pierre Nora’s work on the history of 

memory argues that memory only exists in lieux or “sites” because memory is reliant on 

space and a material trace of a specific event such as a monument, an archive, or the 

                                                           
1 Ibid., 315. 
2 Leonard V. Smith, “Paul Fussell’s The Great War ad Modern Memory: Twenty-Five Years Later,” 

History and Theory 40 (May 2001): 241. 
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pages of a book.3 Fussell’s book has served as a narrative of the past and an explanation 

of how it is remembered.4 If Great War memorials are physical manifestations of grief, 

then the books and poems of postwar writers are their grief on paper. 

 Most of the literature surrounding the commemoration of the Great War focusses 

on the development, nature, meaning, and events of Remembrance (or Armistice) Day. 

Aidan Gregory’s 1994 work The Silence of Memory: Armistice Day 1919-1946 is a good 

example of this trend. Gregory reveals interesting information about the development of 

the early Armistice Day ceremony in London, and says that less than a month before 

November 11, 1919, it was not even being considered as an appropriate date for 

commemoration.5 Nonetheless, the two-minutes’ silence—or Silence, as it was often 

capitalized in the interwar period—was first held on November 11, 1919. The King urged 

his subjects to pay tribute to those who had fallen during the four years of the Great War, 

and there were public gatherings at various locations though permanent war memorials 

had yet to be built. Many British citizens observed the ‘invented tradition’ as they went 

about their daily business. All transport came to a halt, telephone exchanges stopped 

putting through calls, textile mills ceased machinery work, and in many schools, students 

were called to a special assembly to mark the occasion.6 Many of these invented 

traditions are transported sooner or later to New Brunswick. 

                                                           
3 Pierre Nora, “Between Memory and History: Les Lieux de Mémoire,” Representations 26 (Spring 1989): 

13. 
4 Smith, 254. 
5 Aidan Gregory, The Silence of Memory: Armistice Day 1919-1946 (Oxford: Berg, 1994), 1-2. 
6 Ibid., 13-17. 
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In Britain, the unveilings of war memorials became a popular subgenre of silent 

cinema.7 The first such film was of the unveiling of the Cenotaph in Whitehall on 

Armistice Day 1920 which also included the burial of the Unknown Warrior in 

Westminster Abbey. These films show pageantry, parades, and symbolism that bear 

striking resemblance to modern-day Remembrance Day ceremonies in Canada, and the 

United Kingdom, which indicates that these rites and rituals—a sort of civic religion—

have not changed significantly since their inception.8 They are also similar to the kinds of 

ceremonies seen at unveilings in Canada and New Brunswick. 

 In the British tradition, churches played a large role in wartime commemoration. 

This is reflected in the fact that Britain’s major day of commemoration is not Armistice 

Day, but the Sunday before it, Remembrance Sunday. Gregory spends a whole chapter of 

his book outlining some of the rituals, changes, and rites that the Church of England 

instituted to commemorate “those who were Killed in Action or Died of Wounds and 

Sickness during the Great War.”9 Remembrance Sunday was not as well-attended as 

Easter Sunday or the first Sunday of Advent. Conversely, however, collections were 

taken on Remembrance Sunday were far higher.10 This illustrates that though the services 

may not have been well attended, those who did attend made significant financial 

contributions presumably in memory of those they lost in the Great War. Since 1945, 

Gregory argues, Armistice Day has become a different ritual. It no longer carries the 

                                                           
7 Toby Haggith, “The Dead, Battlefield Burials and the Unveiling of War Memorials in Films of the Great 

War Era,” in British Silent Cinema and the Great War, ed. Michael Hammond and Michael Williams 

(Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011), 148. 
8 Ibid., 148. 
9 Ibid., 186; note 10, page 208. 
10 Ibid., 192. 
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“mystical conviction” that it once did, and it is now heavily influenced by the Second 

World War and other subsequent conflicts.11  

 Alan Borg’s 1991 book War Memorials: From Antiquity to the Present is a large-

scale study of war memorials across time and space. His book provides useful insight into 

the history of commemoration and memorialization. He reveals that the 1920s produced 

the greatest number of war memorials and argues that this is because of the 

unprecedented death toll of the Great War. Furthermore, and more important to this 

thesis, he argues that modern memorials emphasize the sacrifices of war rather than a 

specific victory.12 The study of war memorials in the New Brunswick context is further 

evidence to support Borg’s point. 

 “Remembrance is part of the landscape,” begins Jay Winter’s influential book 

Sites of Memory Sites of Mourning: The Great War in European Cultural History. “War 

memorials dot the countryside, in cities, towns and villages, in market squares, 

churchyards, schools, and obscure corners of hillsides and fields.”13 War memorials and 

cemeteries are ubiquitous and vital parts of northern France and Flanders, and Winter’s 

book deals with these sites of memory as sites of mourning. Winter argues that European 

memorials—which have not attracted much attention from scholars—fall into three 

distinct categories: first, on the Home Front before the Armistice; second, in churches 

                                                           
11 Ibid., 225-27. 
12 Alan Borg, War Memorials: From Antiquity to Present (London, Leo Cooper, 1991), xi-x. 
13 Jay Winter, Sites of Memory Sites of Mourning: The Great War in European Cultural History 

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995,) 1. 
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and civic sites after the war; and third, in war cemeteries.14 One of the most salient people 

in the construction of war memorials, particularly in Britain, is Sir Edwin Luytens.  

 The two most important British war memorials, the Cenotaph at Whitehall and the 

Memorial to the Missing at Thiépval on the Somme, were designed and built by Sir 

Edwin Lutyens.15 Unveiled on November 11, 1920, the Cenotaph is in the heart of 

London and is the focus of Remembrance Sunday events to this day. The word 

‘cenotaph’ comes from the Greek for ‘empty tomb’16, and Lutyens’ memorial achieves 

just that. It is unadorned with Christian, romantic, or patriotic symbolism and, therefore, 

Winter argues, has been able to draw more people to it in acts of pilgrimage than any 

other war memorial.17  

 The other of Lutyens’ most famous memorials is that on the Somme. The 

Memorial to the Missing of the Battle of the Somme at Thiépval (often just called 

Thiépval) memorializes the terrible Battle of the Somme which was one of the most 

disastrous battles that Britain had ever seen. Over 350,000 British men were killed over 

the course of the five-month long battle, of which 73,000 were never found; their names 

are inscribed on the inner walls of the massive memorial at Thiépval. The memorial itself 

is a massive red brick arch on the top of a hill from which one can see for miles. In the 

middle of the arch is the ‘Tomb of Remembrance’ which features prominently in every 

Commonwealth War Graves Commission18 cemetery. From the tomb one can look down 

                                                           
14 Ibid., 79. 
15 Ibid., 102. 
16  κενοτάφιον = kenotaphion kenos meaning being ‘empty’, and taphos, ‘tomb’ 
17 Winter, 103-05. 
18 The Commonwealth (once Imperial) War Graves Commission is the organization charged with the care 

of all of the war graves belonging to Commonwealth soldiers worldwide. It is in charge of the maintenance 

of over 1.5 million headstones and is also the largest horticultural organization in the world. 
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into the field below and see two small cemeteries: a British one on the right and a French 

one on the left. The vast majority of the British headstones read “A Soldier of the Great 

War—Known unto God;” the French ones read simply “Inconnu.” Lutyens’ memorial on 

the Somme is grand, and it speaks to the grandeur of the battle that took place there; it is 

“an extraordinary statement in abstract language about mass death and the impossibility 

of triumphalism.”19 

 Memorialization and commemoration were international themes that spread 

rapidly after the Armistice. Physical memorials in Britain are well explored in Alex 

King’s 1998 book Memorials of the Great War in Britain: The Symbolism and Politics of 

Remembrance. King argues that memorials were used as “focal points for collective 

activity,”20 a new collective activity that was to become an important and sacred part of 

post-war society. War memorials, suggests King, canonize the common people. The 

imagery, language, and figures associated with memorials—and therefore with the people 

whom they commemorate—demands that the dead should be respected and that their 

actions and sacrifices in the war should be valued, commemorated, and remembered.21 

Engraving the names of the fallen on the memorial sanctifies the dead and elevates them 

above the living. Great War memorials are the first example of civilian monuments that 

had the names of the fallen on them; previous to this, as a rule, only military monuments 

would have names engraved on them.22 The debates that King highlights in various parts 

of Great Britain are similar to the debates happening in New Brunswick. The widespread 

                                                           
19 Winter, 107. 
20 Alex King, Memorials of the Great War in Britain: The Symbolism and Politics of Remembrance 

(Oxford: Berg, 1998), 12. 
21 Ibid., 173. 
22 Ibid., 184-85. It should be clarified, that although there were war memorials erected to other conflicts 

(mostly the Crimean and Boer Wars) these monuments are few and far between and the widespread 

practise of memorialization only begins after the Great War. 
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thoughts, concerns, and emotions about commemoration are international, and it is 

important to realize that Canada and New Brunswick were not alone in their grief and 

desire to have closure. 

 Jonathan F. Vance’s book Death So Noble: Memory, Meaning, and the First 

World War, published in 1997 has become the pinnacle in the canon of the literature of 

commemoration. Vance’s work provides a large-scale look at the Canadian memory of 

the Great War in the 1920s and 1930s. He claims that commemoration in this period was 

not limited to ceremonies at memorials but was part of culture. Vance also focusses, like 

Gregory, on the role that churches played in commemoration. “There were no stauncher 

supporters of the [Great War],” Vance argues, “than Canada’s clergy.”23 It is, therefore, 

logical that they were also very influential in its commemoration. In the introduction, 

Vance insists that the commemoration of the First World War in Canada is far different 

from the commemoration of the Second.  The Great War is remembered for the Canadian 

defense of Ypres in 1915, the victory at Vimy in 1917, and the Last Hundred Days in 

1918. The Second World War is often remembered for the mess at Hong Kong and the 

disastrous raid on Dieppe.24 It is important to keep this distinction in mind because the 

two conflicts are often conflated in commemorative events, causing confusion. 

 The Great War is often cited as the birth of a “vibrant pan-Canadian nationalism,” 

which, Vance argues, is an inherently flawed argument. The conditions of warfare may 

have contributed to some feeling of nationalism, but the weakness of this myth lies in the 

post-war, peacetime reality. Immigrant communities were unable to see themselves as a 

                                                           
23 Jonathan F. Vance, Death So Noble: Memory, Meaning, and the First World War (Vancouver: 

University of British Colombia Press, 1997), 35. 
24 Ibid., 10-11. 
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part of this pan-Canadian nationalism; it brought them no further emancipation, and their 

rights were not extended after they came home from the battlefield.25 Aboriginals who 

took up the Call to Arms were greeted upon their return to similar circumstances as 

immigrants. In francophone Canada, the Conscription Crisis of 1917 was too difficult and 

important to forget.26 

 In order to internationalize the narrative of commemoration, Mark David Sheftall 

undertook a study of commemoration in Britain and her former Empire. His goal in 

treating all of these countries together is to enable the investigation to extend to those 

subjects that go beyond the national context, especially in the cases of countries that 

define themselves as “trans-national.”27 Sheftall argues that in Canada—just as in 

Australia and New Zealand—the Great War provided the ‘Colonies’ with a rite of 

passage: it allowed them, due to their costly contribution to the war effort, to transition 

into ‘nations’ “loyal to, but not subordinate to, the British Motherland.”28 Sheftall goes to 

great lengths to tell the reader that Canada was behind Britain and the rest of the Empire 

in terms of commemoration. The National War Memorial in Ottawa was not unveiled 

until 1939, yet in 1920, Britain was interring her Unknown Warrior at the West Doors of 

Westminster Abbey. Canada’s overseas memorial at Vimy Ridge was not unveiled until 

                                                           
25 Ibid., 257-58. 
26 Ibid., 259. For more information on Canadian Aboriginals and their role in the Great War, see Timothy 

C. Winegard, For King and Kanata: Canadian Indians and the First World War (Winnipeg: University of 

Manitoba Press, 2012). 
27 Mark David Sheftall, Altered Memories of the Great War: Divergent Narratives of Britain, Australia, 

New Zealand and Canada (London, I.B. Taurus, 2009), 2. 
28 Ibid., 5. 
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July 27, 1936.29 Locally, however, Canadian towns and cities were quick out of the gate. 

Woodstock, for example, began plans for its memorial on November 15, 1918. 

 At the vigil service for the commemoration of the centenary of the Great War held 

at Westminster Abbey, Professor Sir Hew Strachan said, “So evident are the memorials 

to the war in our communities and on the battlefield that we can forget that they were not 

there in 1914.”30 Despite their prominence on the Canadian landscape, there is very little 

written about war memorials themselves. One exception to this is Robert Shipley’s 1987 

book To Mark Our Place: A History of Canadian War Memorials. It is not an academic 

publication, and that shows, but it provides an interesting account of the memorials built 

around the country. The book makes unsubstantiated and nationalistic claims without 

consideration for other, more plausible, scenarios. For example, Shipley suggests that the 

reason that there are more memorials close to the American border is because the 

communities in the 1920s and 1930s were attempting to distinguish themselves as 

Canadian and not American. Shipley uses the memorial in St Stephen to illustrate his 

argument. 31  He does not acknowledge the more likely idea that this is because 80 

percent of the Canadian population lives within 100 kilometres of the American border. 

Despite the book’s flaws, it is an important one because it provides a much needed—

though dated—look at the memorials themselves. 

 Canadian scholars have largely overlooked memorials to the Great War. There is 

no broad survey, or case study of memorials in a geographic area. One of the only 

                                                           
29 Ibid., 140-41.  
30 Hew Strachan, Address, A Solemn Commemoration on the Centenary of the Outbreak of the First World 

War, Westminster Abbey, London, August 4, 2014. 
31 Robert Shipley, To Mark Our Place: A History of Canadian War Memorials (Toronto: NC Press 

Limited, 1987), 113. 
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academic works on Great War memorials in Canada is Alan R. Young’s article “‘We 

throw the torch’: Canadian Memorials of the Great War and the Mythology of Heroic 

Sacrifice” which was published in the Journal of Canadian Studies in 1989. Young uses 

three examples to argue that Canada’s war memorials display, almost uniquely, a theme 

of heroic sacrifice.32 This is consistent with the findings in New Brunswick. Young’s first 

example is the Canadian “Book of Remembrance” which was completed in 1942 and is 

housed in the Chapel of Remembrance in the Peace Tower in the Parliament Buildings in 

Ottawa. The names are organized according to year and each year has a specific motif; 

for 1915, the motif is that of St George slaying the Dragon. The symbolism of St George 

links directly back to the Second Battle of Ypres, which took place partly on St George’s 

Day, April 23, 1915.33 Young argues that the fact that St George is used in a Canadian 

context in the Book of Remembrance indicates that Canada is “[n]o longer the ‘child’ of 

‘mother’ England, Canada has become an equal.”34 

 Young also argues that the same theme of heroism is displayed in Canada’s 

National War Memorial, which was unveiled in 1939 in Ottawa.35 In his speech at the 

unveiling, King George VI explained the symbolism of the monument. His Majesty’s 

words bear repeating: 

Not by chance both the crowning figures of peace and freedom stand side by 

side. Peace and freedom cannot long be separated…. Without freedom, there can 

be no enduring peace, and without peace, no enduring freedom…. To win peace 

and to secure freedom Canada’s sons and daughters enrolled for service during 

the Great War. For the cause of peace and freedom 60,000 Canadians gave their 

lives, and still a larger number suffered impairment of body or mind. This 

                                                           
32 Alan R. Young, “‘We throw the torch’: Canadian Memorials of the Great War and the Mythology of 

Heroic Sacrifice,” Journal of Canadian Studies 24, no. 4 (Winter 1989-91): 13. 
33 St George is the patron saint of England who, according to legend, gallantly slayed the dragon; he is the 

epitome of British chivalry, militant Christianity, and is the most powerful English symbol of heroism 
34 Young, 14. 
35 Ibid., 16. 
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sacrifice the National Memorial holds in remembrance for our own and 

succeeding generations.36 

The idea that soldiers died a heroic death, a death which allowed a free and peaceful 

society to thrive is merely an echo of the rhetoric that was the norm in wartime by 

authors, politicians, and those in uniform alike.37 

 Young’s final example of this heroism is depicted in many Canadian war 

memorials: the crucifixion. Nowhere is this clearer than in the memorial of Preston, 

Ontario (now part of the city of Cambridge). The memorial is of a helmeted soldier with 

his arms stretched out as though being crucified. The link between wartime sacrifice and 

death and the Crucifixion of Jesus is a natural one to make, especially in a society that 

used Christianity as a justification for war.38 The crucifixion motif was manifested on the 

Western Front in the widely-believed rumor that a Canadian soldier was crucified to a 

barn door by the Germans.39 Crucifixion is found not only in Canadian war memorials, 

but in thousands of cemeteries in Europe. Sir Reginald Blomfield’s Cross of Sacrifice 

adorns every Commonwealth (formerly Imperial) War Graves Commission cemetery 

with more than 40 graves. It is a stone cross overlaid with a bronze sword. Young argues 

that it represents the “noble, virtuous soldier as… a type of crucified Christ, for, like 

Christ, he has suffered bodily wounds, he has died that others may live, and he has earned 

through his sacrifice a place in heaven.”40 

                                                           
36 Quoted in Ibid., 17. 
37 Ibid., 17. 
38 Ibid., 18. 
39 Ibid., 19. There is no factual evidence of this ever taking place; nonetheless, it has been repeated many 

times in various literature about the war.  
40 Ibid., 19. Some New Brunswick towns, such as Rothesay, would use Blomfield’s Cross of Sacrifice as 

their war memorial. Others, like nearby Saint John, considered it as a possibility. 
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 Founded by Fabian Ware, the largest commemorative organization in the world is 

the Commonwealth (formerly Imperial) War Graves Commission (CWGC). Formally 

instituted by Royal Charter in 1917, the CWGC is responsible for the care of 1,695,000 

graves of soldiers from the Commonwealth who have died in armed conflict.41 There is 

only one monograph written about the history of the Commission, and it lacks the rigours 

of scholarly literature; however, it is written by former McGill University professor, 

Philip Longworth.42 Produced for the fiftieth anniversary of the establishment of the 

Commission, The Unending Vigil: The History of the Commonwealth War Graves 

Commission, provides an interesting and engaging look at the history of the organization 

and reveals the various disputes and disagreements that surrounded many of the 

Commission’s decisions.  

The two major debates in the early days of the Commission were the use of a 

headstone instead of a cross and the ban on repatriation. Many people, including Lady 

Florence Cecil, the wife of the Bishop of Exeter, felt the “hope of the cross” might help 

parents and loved ones bear their loss. However, because the Commission was 

responsible for the graves of the whole Empire and wanted them to be uniform, they 

chose to commemorate with a headstone. This was out of respect for the large numbers of 

non-Christian soldiers who came from India and China. 43 The Great War was the largest 

conflict the world at seen, and the CWGC—or any other organization or country—could 

                                                           
41 Philip Longworth, The Unending Vigil: A History of the Commonwealth War Graves Commission 

(Barnsley, South Yorkshire: Pen and Sword Books, Limited, 1967), 27, v. 
42 It is worth mentioning Julie Summers, Remembered: The History of the Commonwealth War Graves 

Commission (London: Merrell Publishers Limited, 2007) which was published in association with the 

CWGC. It consists mostly of photographs, but does provide a 30-page historical sketch. David Crane 

published a non-academic study of the genesis of the commission, Empires of the Dead: How One Man’s 

Vision Led to the Creation of WWI’s War Graves (London: William Collins, 2014). 
43 Ibid., 47-50. 
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not possibly organize the repatriation of over 800,000 soldiers to countries all over the 

world. The CWGC was also responsible for tending to each soldier’s grave. This was—

and remains—an arduous task, and would be quite impossible if individual graves were 

spread in small communal cemeteries all over the world.44  

The Imperial War Graves Commission bore—and still does bare—responsibility 

for the graves of all of the British Empire’s war dead. In 1917, the Commission made the 

decision that all  Great War dead would be commemorated equally. There would be no 

distinction between privates and officers, paupers or princes. Equality in death remains 

one of the tenants of the CWGC, the desire to make sure that everyone is commemorated 

regardless of rank or status is reflected in the construction of war memorials in New 

Brunswick where organizing committees took great care to make sure that everyone was 

included. This was the Commission’s most important decision and the other rational 

reason behind the choice not to repatriate soldiers’ remains.45 Repatriation, according to 

the Commissioners, would create a distinction between the rich and the poor. The 

decision was finally accepted and it created a flood of ‘battlefield tourists’ or pilgrims 

who travelled to France and Belgium to see where their loved ones had fought and to 

kneel at their gravesites.46  

                                                           
44 This is not to say that there are no graves in countries not marked physically by war. There are, for 

example 14,347 Commonwealth soldiers buried in Canada. These are either soldiers from later conflicts 

who are deserving of a CWGC headstone or Canadians who fought overseas and died in Canada shortly 

after a war because of disease or wounds. Soldiers who caught the Spanish Flu in 1918 and who made it 

home and subsequently died, were buried at home with a CWGC headstone. CWGC Annual Report 2012-

2013 http://www.cwgc.org/learning-and-resources/publications/annual-report.aspx. 
45 One of Queen Victoria’s grandsons, HH Prince Maurice Victor Donald Battenberg is buried in Ypres 

Town Cemetery. His headstone is exactly the same as those around it. 
46 Philip Longworth, The Unending Vigil: The History of the Commonwealth War Graves Commission 

(Barnsely, South Yorkshire: Pen & Sword Books, Limited, 1967), 33-47. 
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Not everyone could afford to travel abroad, so war memorials became soldiers’ 

graves, places where their families could gather and see their name carved in stone and 

mourn collectively. David W. Lloyd describes the phenomenon in his book Battlefield 

Tourism: Pilgrimage and the Commemoration of the Great War in Britain, Australia and 

Canada, 1919-1939. 47 Battlefield tourism was very popular in the immediate years after 

the war, and various travel books extolled the virtues and beauty of post-war Belgium 

and Flanders. The practice caused controversy. Some complained that travel companies  

profited off the devastation and loss of the war despite the fact that many of the bereaved 

felt a sense of closure and peace after having seen the destruction.48 Large-scale 

pilgrimages were organized in conjunction with unveilings of war memorials, including 

St Julien, the Menin Gate, and Thiépval.49 In the Canadian context, the largest pilgrimage 

was in 1936 when the Canadian National Vimy Memorial was unveiled. As many as 

8,000 Canadian pilgrims, including 6,000 veterans, went to France to see King Edward 

VIII dedicate the memorial to the Canadian dead. This unveiling was a milestone in 

Canadian identity: the King was in France as the King of Canada, O Canada was played 

directly after God Save the King, and the honour guard was made up of uniquely 

Canadian veterans.50 The Vimy monument itself is not nationalistic, however, the 

unveiling ceremony indicated a bubbling nationalism coming to the surface.  

                                                           
47 David W. Lloyd, Battlefield Tourism: Pilgrimage and the Commemoration of the Great War in Britain, 

Australia and Canada, 1919-1939 (Oxford: Berg, 1998), 105. 
48 Ibid., 106. Scores of private tour guides still make a living in Northern France and Belgium showing 

people to former battlefields and tracking family members’ actions during war. 
49 Ibid., 125-26. 
50 Ibid., 198-206. This would be the King’s only overseas engagement; he would abdicate the throne in 

December of that year in favour of his younger brother Albert (George VI) amidst a marriage scandal 

between Edward and the twice-divorced American, Mrs Wallis Simpson. 
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Great War commemoration came in more forms than memorials. In several 

countries around the world, particularly Canada, Great Britain, Australia, and New 

Zealand, the red poppy is a ubiquitous and, for some, powerful symbol of sacrifice and 

remembrance. In his book, The Poppy: A History of Conflict, Loss, Remembrance & 

Redemption, Nicholas J. Saunders explores the history of the poppy as a commemorative 

symbol and argues that its use as a personal act of remembrance is important to the 

postwar commemorative framework.51 

This overview of writing dealing with commemoration of the Great War reveals 

the lasting impact of that devastating conflict. Public interest in the subject in Canada and 

the English speaking world shows no sign of decline. Understanding how it is 

remembered and commemorated and provides the national and international context in 

which New Brunswick’s war memorials were built.  

                                                           
51 Nicholas J. Saunders, The Poppy: A History of Conflict, Loss, Remembrance & Redemption (London: 

Oneworld Publications, Limited, 2013). 
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Chapter 2: Woodstock War Memorial, 1918-1923 

“A grave for my son” 

 

Some Canadian towns and villages responded swiftly to the 1918 Armistice and 

the sudden arrival of peace by organizing public commemoration and memorial 

construction. The citizens of Woodstock, New Brunswick were inspired to pay tribute to 

their friends who had made the ultimate sacrifice overseas. Woodstock’s war memorial 

took shape differently than the other communities considered here in that the elected 

Carleton County Council erected and funded it exclusively. Despite this, the citizens of 

Carleton County were intensely engaged with the process and discussion over what shape 

it would take, and what it meant to them. 

Woodstock was—and still is—the shiretown of Carleton County, a rural county in 

western New Brunswick. The county is largely rural and potato farming has long been 

the dominant source of employment in the area. Woodstock is the largest town, and 

smaller areas include Hartland, Peel, and Aberdeen. The business of the county was dealt 

with by the county council which met on a semi-annual basis, usually in January and 

June. Each geographic parish elected a representative to the council and it was chaired by 

the Warden. 

On November 15, 1918, just four days after the Armistice, Rev. Frank Baird, the 

local Presbyterian minister, wrote to the Carleton Press and suggested that the town turn 

the area south of King Street, which recently burnt, into a park and that they put up a 

memorial in the centre of it and call the whole thing the “Soldiers’ Memorial Park.”1 On 

the same day, B.N. Nobles wrote to Woodstock’s other newspaper, the Carleton Sentinel 

                                                           
1 Frank Baird, Letter to the Editor “A Suggestion,” Carleton Press (Woodstock, N.B.), November 19, 1918. 

Rev. Frank Baird would become the Moderator of the Presbyterian Church of Canada, so the fact that he is 

the first person to suggest a war memorial in Woodstock makes it historically significant. 
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and argued that “every town and village throughout the land” should have a monument to 

its “soldier patriots.” He suggested several locations on street corners and public squares, 

but was adamant that any memorial put up must beautify the town.2 The Press, a weekly 

newspaper, published a response to Baird’s letter by G.E. Balmain on November 19, who 

wrote “the entire public is… in approval of some lasting memorial in memory of and 

which will record the name of each and every soldier from this county who has given his 

life for us.” Balmain suggests that the town and county councils join to organize a 

memorial in front of the County Court House.3 John A. Lindsay agreed with the idea to 

erect a memorial, but was concerned with the price that it would cost. He thought that the 

best and most cost-effective place would be the corner of Main and Chapel Streets, in 

front of the newly-built library.4 

 Recognizing that the public would be interested in the memorial, the Press 

published an editorial on December 3, 1918 telling members of the public that the pages 

of that paper were open to their suggestions and that the “matter may be made a living 

issue” until the decision was made. The editorial also said that many members of the 

public would like to see a room endowed for soldiers at the Fisher Memorial Hospital.5 

This opened up the debate about whether the memorial should have any specific purpose. 

A second editorial in the subsequent issue said that letters had been flooding in with the 

unanimous opinion that they should construct a memorial and pay for it by public 

subscription.6 A ‘Veteran’ wrote to the Sentinel expressing how pleased he was that there 

                                                           
2 B.N. Nobles, Letter to the Editor “Their Patriotism and Courage Should be Commemorated,” Carleton 

Sentinel (Woodstock, N.B.), November 15, 1918. 
3 G.E. Balmain, Letter to the Editor “A Fitting Memorial,” Press, November 26, 1918. 
4 John A. Lindsay, Letter to the Editor “The Proposed Memorial,” Press, November 26, 1918. 
5 Editorial, “A Fitting Memorial,” Press, December 3, 1918. 
6 Editorial, “The Soldiers’ Monument,” Press, December 10, 1918 
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was “agitation” for a memorial and suggested that such a memorial be erected in the most 

public place in town.7  

 All of the Letters to the Editor, which is the only way in this case to determine 

public opinion, called on the Carleton County Council to facilitate the memorial. On the 

morning of the first day of Council’s biannual meeting on January 21, 1919, the Press 

reminded councillors of their responsibility to consider the memorial. The editorial also 

noted that the newly-elected Woodstock Town Council was expected, at their meeting in 

February, to appoint a subcommittee to look at the memorial question. The county 

committee would work jointly with the committee from the town.8 On January 23, 1919, 

Rev. Baird and Mr Balmain appeared in front of the County Council to make their pitch 

for a memorial, and suggested that it somehow include a room where war trophies could 

be displayed. The Council then did exactly what the Press wanted them to do and 

appointed a committee of five to “look into the matter of some memorial” to those who 

died in the Great War. That committee, made up of Councillors Stevens, Phillips, Keith, 

Clark, and Perry, was to report back to the Council’s next meeting in June.9  

 The Sentinel jumped on the campaign quickly and, seemingly without prompting, 

ran a piece asking families and loved ones to fill out the provided form and mail it in so 

that they would have a complete record of those from Carleton County who died in the 

Great War.10 The advertisement ran for the first time on December 6 and subsequently 

appeared on December 13, 1918; January 3, 10, and 17; and February 14, 1919. There is 

                                                           
7 “Veteran,” Letter to the Editor “‘Veteran’ Makes Timely Suggestion,” Sentinel, December 6, 1918. 
8 Editorial, “The Soldiers’ Memorial,” Press, January 21, 1919. 
9 Carleton County Council Meeting Minutes, January 23, 1919, RS 147 A/1/e, Carleton County Council 

Records, Provincial Archives of New Brunswick, Fredericton, New Brunswick. 
10 “Send names of Soldiers,” Sentinel, January 31, 1919. 
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no indication that the Sentinel was asked to do this, nor that the sub-committee of County 

Council had even considered whether or not they would inscribe the names of the dead 

on the memorial. The Press was proud of the county’s work and suggested many ways in 

which the sub-committee could proceed, including a memorial hall that the Great War 

Veterans Association (GWVA) could use, a wing of the hospital, or any one of the 

number of suggestions that had come into the newspaper that week.11 

  

Figure 1: Rev. Frank Baird, Presbyterian minister in Woodstock who would later become 

Moderator of the Presbyterian Church of Canada, circa 1922. MC 241 MS1/2, PANB 

 Reverend Baird appeared at Town Council in February 1919 on behalf of 61 local 

veterans to make a plea to “recognize the sacrifices and work done by our men who went 

                                                           
11 Editorial, “Good Work by Council,” Press, January 28, 1919. 
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to the front.” “We owe them,” he said, “one great debt.” He suggested a three-fold 

method of repaying that debt: a memorial to those who died, a memorial to those who 

survived, and financial aid to the Great War Veterans Association (GWVA). He lauded 

the project currently underway to construct a memorial to those who died, but thought 

that they also had to do something to protect and thank the returned men. Balmain felt 

strongly about the cause and said that the town was in desperate need of a building with a 

large auditorium and that it might be a good idea to take two birds with one stone. In 

response, Mayor Thomas Nodden appointed Councillors Smith, Brown and Gallagher to 

a sub-committee to work with their counterparts from the county.12 

 To inspire the public, Woodstock’s most prominent citizen, Judge John L. 

Carleton, wrote to the Sentinel to encourage the efforts of his “fellow citizens” and to 

advocate for a monument and not a building. He claimed a monument was better because 

it featured artwork, and art alone, according to Justice Carleton, could “adequately 

translate [the] lofty sentiments” that the citizens of Woodstock wanted to convey. He 

argued against a memorial hall because it would require too much upkeep and become a 

burden to the citizens of Carleton County. The other proposal was a wing on the Fisher 

Memorial Hospital; Judge Carleton advocated against this as well because a Soldiers’ 

Wing would soon lose its distinctiveness and would just become another part of the 

hospital. Judge Carleton closed his letter by asking for the opinions of the families of the 

fallen. What did they want? “What did they think would be the most fitting 

remembrance?”13 

                                                           
12 “Important Session of Town Council,” Sentinel, February 14, 1919. 
13 Judge John L. Carleton, Letter to the Editor, “Soldiers’ Memorial,” Sentinel, February 21, 1919. 
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 The joint committee sent a column to both weekly newspapers, and the Hartland 

Observer, outlining the three proposals and asking the public to send their preferences to 

the chairman, Councillor H.D. Stevens, so that the committee could gauge public opinion 

before it made its recommendations to the County Council in June.14 The Press reported 

a month later that very few people had responded, but that the committee met with some 

of the families of the fallen and that the response was overwhelmingly in favour of a 

monument. Only one family voted for a memorial hall and one for an addition to the 

hospital. The committee was still in the process of compiling all of this information and 

submit it to the county and town councils.15 In order to ensure proper commemoration, 

committee wanted one memorial for all of the men from Carleton County and rejected the 

proposals from Hartland and Brighton, who wanted to erect their own memorials.16 

 On June 18, 1919, the joint committee presented their proposal to the County 

Council. Having  

obtained all the information possible as to the wish of the persons most interested and 

find the great majority are in favour of a Soldiers monument the same can be secured for 

the sum of $5,000 completed as per design submitted by Mr O.S. Tarbox. Therefore your 

committee recommend that means and action be taken this occasion for the erection of 

said monument between the walks in front of the Court House Woodstock.17  

Initially, Councillor Keith, from Brighton, was the only person to oppose the proposal. 

He wanted no part of a memorial in Woodstock, instead favouring a memorial in 

Hartland and having Brighton’s contribution go there. Despite this, Councillor Stevens 

moved, seconded by Councillor Benn, that the Council accept the recommendations of 

the committee. Keith was upset. He could support an annex to the hospital because it was 

                                                           
14 H.D. Stevens, Letter to the Editor “Memorial to Carleton Co. Heroes,” Press, March 11, 1919; Sentinel,  

March 17, 1919. 
15 Editorial, “The Soldiers’ Memorial,” Press, April 8, 1919. 
16 “Town Council,” Press, April 15, 1919. 
17 CCC Meeting Minutes, June 18, 1919, RS 147 A/1/e, CCC Records, PANB. 
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served as a memorial to the dead as well as being useful to the living. Two other 

councillors agreed with Councillor Keith and because of the debate and contention, 

Councillor Smith moved, and Councillor Melville seconded, an amendment that they take 

the decision at the January 1920 session. The debate became personal and councillors 

argued over who had more relatives buried overseas and that that gave them more right to 

an opinion than others. They were reminded that the families of the soldiers preferred a 

monument over a hospital wing. An amendment to the amendment called for the decision 

to be taken immediately, it was moved but ruled out of order. The first amendment, to 

delay the whole decision until January, was then put forward and carried.18 

 This was not a very popular decision, the community wanted the memorial to be 

erected as soon as possible and did not like that the County Council seemed to be wasting 

time. The Sentinel slammed the decision saying, “the County of Carleton has no reason to 

feel pride over the way in which some of its representatives dealt with the proposed 

Soldiers’ Memorial.” According to the newspaper, Council already had enough time to 

consider the memorial and they had treated it in a “flippant manner.” The Council was 

most worried about the cost of such a memorial. But the Sentinel asked, “Where would 

these gentlemen of the Carleton County Council; these sapient legislators, these stern 

economists be, were it not for those 50,000 odd soldiers’ graves in France and 

Flanders?”19 

 T.W. Carter, a veteran of the First Contingent, wrote to the Sentinel to express his 

displeasure at the actions of County Council. He said that his friends who died overseas 

                                                           
18 Carleton County Council Report, Press, June 24, 1919, July 1, 1919 
19 Editorial, “‘Lest We Forget,’” Sentinel, June 27, 1919. 
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would be ashamed at the “wrangling” over how to commemorate them. Carter was not in 

favour of a hospital wing, claiming it would bring back bad memories for those who were 

in military hospitals. He thought that the only appropriate way to commemorate the war 

dead was to erect a monument and inscribe their names on it in gold.20 

 At the January 21, 1920 meeting of the County Council, the war memorial 

committee put forward a recommendation that the Council “purchase a monument to be 

erected on the county lot in the town of Woodstock.” Councillor Morgan, from Hartland, 

did not sign the recommendation because he was not at Council when it was previously 

discussed. Morgan also suggested that the whole matter needed to be debated again for 

the benefit of those who were not present previously. He was not in favour of a county 

memorial, because the local GWVA felt that a local monument in Hartland would be 

better. Councillor Miller, who represented Aberdeen, voiced a similar sentiment, as did 

Councillor Smith of Brighton. 

 Councillor Stevens, the chair and councillor from Woodstock, was not pleased to 

have to rehash the whole debate and reminded Morgan that they were not building a 

monument for the GWVA, but for the “dead boys in France and Flanders.” He could not 

understand why anyone would be opposed to commemorating the over 200 war dead 

from Carleton County. The debate continued in a relatively civil manner for the whole 

morning until Councillor Keith claimed that Stevens had offended him by calling him 

unpatriotic. Councillor Watson, from Richmond, reminded the men that they were 

heavily criticized in June for not proceeding with the memorial and that they could not 

                                                           
20 T.W. Carter, Letter to the Editor, “The Soldiers’ Memorial,” Sentinel, July 11, 1919. 
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further postpone the question. With that, the motion was passed with the representatives 

from Hartland, Aberdeen, Brighton, and Simonds opposed.21 

 Council adjourned until two o’clock that afternoon when the committee reported 

that they had signed a contract with O.S. Tarbox from St Stephen for the completion of a 

monument for the price of $5,700, which was to be erected to “the satisfaction of the 

committee” by June 20, 1920. Each district councillor was then charged with the 

responsibility of collecting the names of the war dead from their regions and submitting 

them to the Secretary-Treasurer by February 20.22  With that, the decision was made: 

There was to be a county war memorial in Woodstock and the names of all of the men 

from Carleton County who died in the Great War were to be inscribed upon it. 

 The decision to build a monument in the county seat did not end the bickering. 

B.N. Nobles, who wrote one of the original letters to the newspapers advocating for a 

monument, wrote back to the Press to say that the County Council had chosen the wrong 

site. He had advocated a site between Grover Street and Main Street, saying that it would 

beautify an ugly part of town and would stand out amongst the other structures there. 

Instead, the Council decided to put the monument on the lawn of the County Court 

House, further congesting an already busy part of town and thus taking away from the 

purpose and distinctiveness of the monument.23 Unfortunately for Nobles, the contract 

                                                           
21 “Carleton County Council Report,” Press, February 3, 1920. That is Councillors McIntosh, Miller, 

Morgan, Smith, Keith, Shaw, and Peters. 
22 CCC Meeting Minutes, January 22, 1920, RS 147 A/1/e, CCC Records, PANB. 
23 B.N. Nobles, Letter to the Editor “Suitable Site for Monument,” Press, February 3, 1920. 
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was signed, and it stipulated that the monument was to be on the county lot, thus 

solidifying it as the county, and not the municipal, monument.24 

 The Monument Committee published an appeal in both the Sentinel and the Press 

for citizens to send in the details of their loved ones so that their names could be 

engraved on the monument.25 They also revealed the design of the monument by 

publishing a photo in the newspapers which was accompanied by a short article 

describing the statue which was based on a design furnished by a New Brunswick soldier 

who served at the front. The whole monument was to be 23 feet high and weigh 40 tons 

and would have all the names of the soldiers carved on black polished granite panels. The 

major Canadian battles were also to be engraved on plinths above the honour rolls.26 

 Meanwhile at the Canadian Monument Company, Tarbox was not working as 

quickly as the county wanted him to. He wrote J.C. Hartley, the county’s Secretary-

Treasurer, in March to tell say that they had had a terrible winter and were not able to do 

anything on the monument so far.27 At the June 1920 meeting of Council, Councillor 

Anderson, the new chairman of the Soldiers’ Memorial Committee, reported that he had 

been in contact with Tarbox who blamed the lack of work on a strike and set a tentative 

date of completion for September. The Council also decided on a specific site for the new 

monument on the south-east corner of the county lot.28 The memorial never came. 

                                                           
24  Contract, Records Relating to County War Memorials, 1920-1928, RS 147 M/5, Carleton County 

Council Records, PANB. 
25 “Request from Monument Committee,” Press, February 3, 1920. 
26 “The Soldiers Monument,” Press, March 30, 1920. “The Memorial to Carleton County’s Honored 

Dead,” Sentinel, March 19, 1920. 
27 Letter from O.S. Tarbox to J.C. Hartley, RS 147 M/5, CCC Records, PANB. 
28 “Carleton County Council Report,” Press, June 29, 1920. 
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 Tarbox was summoned to the next County Council Meeting, held in January 

1921, to explain why the memorial was late. He reported that the stone cutters went on 

strike, requiring him to pay them $1.00 an hour which drove his price up. When he took 

the contract, he had anticipated constructing the monument for $5,700 and take a profit of 

$1,000. With the wage hike, Tarbox could now produce the memorial for $7,500 and not 

take a profit at all. He reported that if the Council wanted a new contract they would have 

to budget $10,000- $12,000 ($160,000 today) in order to get what they wanted.29 Council 

gave the Soldiers’ Memorial Committee full power to act as they saw fit in order to deal 

with the problem.30 

 On April 25, 1921, Hartley notified Tarbox that because he had failed to live up to 

his end of the contract, the “Municipality of Carleton, N.B. decline[s] to accept the 

monument.”31 The Soldiers’ Memorial Committee decided to contact H. McGrattan and 

Sons from St George and suggested that they take over the contract. McGrattan’s said 

that they could fulfill the order with the same design as Tarbox’s for a price of $6,300 

($83,441.00 today).32 The contract was signed, and the monument was to be completed 

on or before September 30, 1921.33 Councillor Anderson reported the change and the new 

contract to Council at the June meeting, and there was little resistance to ratifying the 

decision.34 

                                                           
29 “Carleton County Council Report,” Sentinel, January 28, 1921. All currency conversions are done using 

the Bank of Canada’s Inflation Calculator, http://www.bankofcanada.ca/rates/related/inflation-calculator/.  
30 “Carleton County Council Report,” Press, February 1, 1921.  
31 Letter from J.C. Hartley to O.S. Tarbox, RS 147 M/5, CCC Records, PANB. 
32 Letter from C.W. McGrattan, May 2, 1921, RS 147 M/5, CCC Records, PANB. 
33 Contract between the Municipality of Carleton and H McGrattan & Sons, May 9, 1921, RS 147 M/5, 

CCC Records, PANB. 
34 “Carleton County Council Report,” Press, June 28, 1921. 
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 The new monument arrived in time and was erected the last week of October 

1921. The committee scheduled the unveiling for November 7.35 “All returned soldiers 

[were] expected to be present” and assemble at the armouries and be ready to parade to 

the monument.36 Veterans took heed and came in large numbers, over two hundred 

paraded and another thousand people were present at the unveiling. The ceremony, which 

was described as the “most impressive ceremony ever seen in this county,” was organized 

by a special committee of the GWVA. The band of the 67th Regiment, the local milita 

unit, provided the music; the Warden of the County gave an address, and the monument 

was revealed by the young daughter of Burdette Harmon, who was killed in the Great 

War.37 While the flag fell, O Canada was played and “every church bell in town was rung 

for two minutes.” 

Lt Burdette Harmon had an outstanding service record. He enlisted on September 

23, 1914 at the original call to arms, listing his occupation as a civil servant. Lt Harmon 

served with distinction throughout the war, serving with the Manitoba Depot Battalion, 

and was seconded to the 56th Squadron of the Royal Flying Corps. He was awarded the 

Military Cross, the Distinguished Conduct Medal, and the Cross of St George from the 

Russian Empire. Lt Harmon is buried at Villers Bretonneux Military Cemetery in the 

Somme. He is the most decorated soldier on the Woodstock memorial, which is likely 

why his daughter was asked to unveil it. 

                                                           
35 “Monument on Court House Grounds,” Sentinel, October 28, 1921. 
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Warden Melville said in his speech at the unveiling that he felt himself inadequate 

to speak about the soldiers’ monument, but wanted to express his heartfelt sympathies 

and condolences to the families of those who lost a loved one. After a short reflection he 

unveiled the monument “in the name of God, the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit; 

and as the mouthpiece of the people of the County of Carleton.” J.C. Hartley read the 

Honour Roll, which had been inscribed on the monument, and wreaths were laid on 

behalf of several organizations including the GWVA, the Independent Order of Odd 

Fellows, the Pythians, and the Women’s Institute. Melville’s expression of sympathies to 

the families of the fallen is indicative of the emphasis of commemorating the individual 

soldiers. 

 The monument itself was exactly what it was meant to be: 25 feet high and 

weighing 40 tons. It was made of the best granite from St George and “was clear of all 

blemish.” The sub-die has eight raised panels where the names of the fallen soldiers were 

engraved and the upper die is inscribed with the words “In honored memory of the men 

of Carleton County who laid down their lives in the Great War. Their names liveth 

forever more.” The granite base was topped with a sculpture Canadian soldier whose 

“startling expression of determination crowns the whole monument.” 

 In his speech at the unveiling, Judge Carleton lauded the sacrifices of the young 

men who died in the service of their country, saying that “on the page of history, 

intertwined with the Maple Leaf, has been set the valor of St Eloi, Festubert, Vimy, the 

Somme, Cambrai, Mons, Passchendale [sic] and the Ypres salient: a nobility of 

achievement written in sweat, suffering and blood.” He pledged that those assembled 
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would adhere to the principles for which the soldiers fought and that the memorial would 

remain “in perpetual memory, ad majorem Dei gloriam—for the greater glory of God.”38 

 

Figure 2: Woodstock Soldiers’ Memorial, Carleton County Historical Society, November 

12, 1941. 

 The memorial was erected, dedicated, and unveiled; that should be the end of the 

story. However, there were complications in terms of how much Carleton County owed 
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to McGrattan and Sons. In a letter to the Honourable JBM Baxter—a native of Saint 

John, and federal Minister of Customs and Excise—dated November 23, 1921, the 

County Council asked if they were required to pay the three percent sales tax that 

McGrattans thought they owed. The sales tax on a $6,300 monument equalled almost 

$200. County Council thought that since the monument was “in memory of our sacrifices 

in the great war [sic]” that they should be exempt from paying the sales tax.39 

 It is unclear whether or not the Minister ever responded, but the Memorial 

Committee did not pay the bill. H. McGrattan wrote on May 18, 1922, saying that they 

had not received payment for the sales tax and that they would like to hear from the 

Committee about the matter.40 Hartley thought that Council had already authorized the 

expenditure and that the chairman had dealt with the matter. However, upon further 

consultation with the chairman, it turned out that that was not what happened, and that it 

was up to Hartley to send the funds. Hartley was authorized to write a cheque for $200 if 

McGrattan and Sons were willing to “execute a release of all further claims.”41 This did 

not satisfy the company, who responded, saying that $200 would not be a burden to a 

municipality the size of Carleton. E.F. McGrattan wrote that the Soldiers’ Memorial 

Committee had said that they would pay the sales tax, but that they had failed in their 

word. Furthermore, after completion of the monument, Judge Crocket from Fredericton42 

examined the work and found that one of the names of the battles had been misspelt. The 

error meant that McGrattan and Sons had to redo the name, which, of course, was at a 

                                                           
39 Letter from J.C. Hartley to the Honourable J.B.M. Baxter November 23, 1921, RS 147 M/5, CCC 
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considerable cost to the company. However, the error was a result of a mistake in the 

documents sent to the company by the Soldiers’ Memorial Committee. McGrattan closed 

his letter by saying “We feel that we have been unfairly treated in the matter and as we 

gave a first class job and it was quite satisfactory to the Committee and the public, and 

are only asking what we are justly entitled to and do not propose to settle for anything 

less.”43  

 Hartley was embarrassed about the whole situation. He responded to McGrattan 

and Sons saying that he was sorry that they saw the matter in such a light. However, he 

was not in a position to do anything but send them the $200 which Council had 

authorized. Hartley wrote that he had shown McGrattan’s letter to a member of the 

Soldiers’ Memorial Committee who suggested that Hartley send the money. Hartley 

enclosed a cheque for $200 to McGrattan and Sons and indicated that if there was 

anything further, McGrattan was more than welcome to come to the next County Council 

meeting and make his case. It would be a pity, Hartley thought, to spoil their warm and 

pleasant relationship over a legal proceeding.44 

 The Council sent the money that they believed they owed to McGrattan’s, and 

thought the matter was closed. McGrattan and Sons did not agree. On December 22, 

1922, the same E.F. McGrattan sent Carleton County Council a letter saying that they 

were nearing year’s end and were trying to get their accounts in order. As such, Carleton 

County still owed them $50 in order to repair an error on the stone that was a result of the 
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documents given to McGrattan’s. At the January 1923 meeting, McGrattan’s letter was 

read, and the council decided not to act on the opinion that they had settled the account.45 

 The larger problem was that three names had been left off. In June 1922, Council 

heard a letter from the local GWVA branch, asking the council to add William Cooper’s 

name to the monument. Council also heard from a Mr Winslow, who reported that two 

other names had also been forgotten. Council gave the Memorial Committee the authority 

to act on the matter and to decide whether or not the memorial could accommodate the 

three extra names.46 H.D. Stevens, the former chairman, took some of the heat for this 

mistake and he published an article in the Press saying that he was not responsible for the 

errors. He believed that he had done his due diligence in asking the public for names. 

Cooper’s name was submitted after the memorial had been completed, and it was 

therefore too late to make any additions.47 The three names were added to the top of the 

first column of the monument. The three men forgotten—William Cooper, John 

Henderson, and John Stuart—died after the call for names was released. They were not 

purposely omitted, but Woodstock’s swift organization meant that some casualties had 

not yet been counted. 

 The Town of Woodstock and Carleton County were very quick to begin the 

process of memorialization. It was first suggested on November 15, 1918 and formally 

adopted by the County Council in January 1919. To contextualize the movement, the 

temporary Cenotaph at Whitehall, London, was erected for Peace Day, June 28, 1919 

when the Treaty of Versailles was signed, officially signifying the end of Britain’s war 
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with Germany. It was made of wood, and was originally meant simply to provide a focus 

around which Peace Day celebrations could take place. Only after the festivities was 

there a movement in the House of Commons to retain the structure and to have it done in 

stone as a permanent feature of downtown London.48 Indeed, the decision to build the 

permanent Cenotaph was only taken on July 1, 1919 at the request of Prime Minister 

David Lloyd George.49 

 Woodstock’s two newspapers, the Sentinel and the Press, record widespread 

public engagement with the monument and the process of its construction. This 

engagement provides an insight into the desires and controversies in the community. 

Letters to the Editor are the only way to gauge public opinion from a distance of a 

hundred years. These letters came from people from various levels of society: some 

wanted their voice to be heard, others were veterans who wanted to make sure that their 

friends were respectfully commemorated, and others still had real weight and social 

influence. Judge Carleton and the Rev. Frank Baird were prominent and respected people 

in the municipality at the time and their opinions were voiced in public and in the 

newspapers, which is something that other municipalities did not do. 

 The Soldiers’ Memorial Committee considered all of these suggestions and 

opinions and also called for more. This makes Woodstock somewhat unique in the 

province. Citizens of Saint John, for example, were welcome to write to the Globe and 

the newspaper would make a decision as to whether or not it was going to publish the 

opinion. However, the councillors on the committee in Woodstock sought the public’s 
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opinion and wanted an open and transparent process. Transparency was achieved by 

publishing the proceedings and discussions of the Soldiers’ Memorial Committee and 

making sure that, through the newspapers, citizens of the town knew what the plans were 

and what they could expect in the new monument which was a passionate subject for the 

whole county. 

 The vast majority of the war memorials in the province, and all of the others 

examined in this thesis, were funded at least partially—if not fully—by public 

subscription. This was not the case in Woodstock. There is no mention in any of the 

newspapers or in the minutes of the Carleton County Council of anyone being solicited 

for money. Instead, the County paid for the whole monument, at the cost of $6,300 

($71,200). Woodstock spent considerably less on their monument than other 

municipalities did, perhaps because they had all of the work done locally and did not 

have a famous artist design the sculpture. The desire to stay local, though never 

acknowledged by either the committee or the newspapers, was likely to keep costs down 

as well as to support local businesses and artists. The memorial committee could have 

done whatever it wanted, especially since it was their money; despite this, they solicited 

the responses of the county, which indicates that they understood the emotional 

connection to the monument. 

 The emotional attachment to the monument, and to the men for which it stood, is 

seen in two major and heated debates that took place at the County Council meeting. In 

one debate, urban councillors accused rural ones of being unpatriotic because they 

wanted the memorials to be more localized; in the other debate, councillors argued about 

who had suffered the most personal loss from the war. This demonstrates a personal, 
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intimate, and emotional connection to the memorial. This is important because it shows 

the real reason behind the memorials, and it is justification for the expenditure of huge 

amounts of money on non-utilitarian works of public art. 

Post-war Canadians felt a sense of national pride about the exploits of the 

Canadian Expeditionary Force in the Great War. Judge Carleton said that the names of 

Canadian battles: St Eloi, Festubert, Vimy, Passchendaele, and Ypres, would soon 

become Canadian symbols as strong as the maple leaf.50 They were proud of their sons 

and loved ones, and their chief intent behind building war memorials was not in 

glorification of national symbols, but to allow them a place to mourn their dead and to 

ensure that their sacrifices were not in vain. 

The biggest debate in Woodstock was the location of the memorial. Many people, 

including several councillors, did not want it to be put on county land. They wanted the 

monument to be more local, intimate, and personal. The memorial’s location gives the 

public an accessible space to gather, and this space became the focus of county 

ceremonies and displays of remembrance. Had the monument been placed in a smaller 

municipality, it would not get the same foot traffic that it does in the centre of 

Woodstock, nor would it have the appropriate amount of prestige.  

 There were widespread disturbances—economic, social, and in the labour force—

during this period. Soldiers had trouble readjusting to civil society, and the government, 

in many cases, did a poor job of helping them. Woodstock is the only case in which these 

issues created problems in the context of erecting a soldiers’ memorial. The foundry that 
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had been first contracted to construct a memorial, Tarbox’s, suffered from a strike that 

forced Tarbox to raise the wage to $1.00 an hour.  In 1919, groups of veterans rioted in 

Hamilton, Toronto, Vancouver, and Calgary; in Winnipeg, thousands of people went on 

strike for various reasons and many veterans walked out with their fellow workers in the 

General Strike. For veterans, the major issue was the fact that civilians at home prospered 

from the war; veterans, however, were left with a meagre $1.10 a day and were not given 

the civil re-establishment they were promised.51 It is interesting that only once is there 

evidence of such disturbances in connection with war memorials.  

 Woodstock provides an entry point for the study of war memorials in New 

Brunswick because it was the first community to build a memorial. More importantly the 

process there foreshadows the debates, discussions, and passion that occurred throughout 

the province, or at least the predominantly Anglophone southern half. Looking at 

Woodstock in isolation captures the specific needs, desires, emotions, and perhaps the 

politics of one place. It also illuminates the larger process of commemoration in New 

Brunswick, Canada and the Commonwealth in the 1920s.
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Chapter 3: The Soldiers’ Memorial in St Stephen, New Brunswick, 1919-1926 

Quiet they Rest 

In This High Hope Supreme 

That We For Whom they Died 

Shall Keep the Faith 

In Woodstock, the war memorial debate took place in a public forum.  Local 

newspapers published the committee meeting proceedings and aired their dirty laundry. 

In St Stephen, the other rural centre considered in this study, the opposite was true. A 

Permanent Memorial Committee was established and acted in secret for many months. 

Just when the townsfolk thought that nothing would be done about the ‘war memorial 

question,’ the memorial committee published a report on their progress and appealled for 

funding. The memorial purpose and message in St Stephen were the same as in 

Woodstock and throughout the rest of the province. The monument erected in the social 

and economic hub of Charlotte County was built in “memory of the men who made the 

supreme sacrifice in a war which was waged to end war.” 

St Stephen is a small border town on the St Croix River. It is the largest centre in 

Charlotte County, though it is not the county seat. Charlotte County encompasses the 

southwestern corner of the province and is largely rural. St Stephen did not have a large 

population in the early 1900s. Its industry was largely dominated by the Ganong 

Brother’s Chocolate Factory.  

The first consideration of a ‘soldier’s memorial’ in Charlotte County was in 

January 1919. The Women’s Canadian Club announced that they would be organizing a 

fundraiser in late January to garner support for a memorial of some kind. The club had 

not yet defined what form the memorial would take, or even whether it would be a 



45 

 

physical memorial—a monument or a building—or an intangible one such as a 

scholarship.1 A bridge party and dance was held on January 27 and tickets were 50 cents. 

There was great encouragement from the Women’s Canadian Club for members of the 

community to attend, and other fundraisers were in the early planning stages.2 It was 

clear that the people of Charlotte County felt strongly that there ought to be some 

memorial organized to pay tribute to their friends who died for their country. 

At the same time as the Women’s Canadian Club was beginning their campaign 

for a memorial, the Charlotte County Council held their regular January meeting. Much 

of the discussion concerned how to commemorate the fallen of the Great War. St 

Andrews, the county seat, was already discussing their memorial, which the County 

Council admired, and they encouraged the rest of the county towns and villages to do the 

same. However, they recognized that some of the smaller communities would not have 

the resources to do justice to their war dead. As in Woodstock, the Charlotte County 

Council strongly believed that there was a need for a county memorial so that the various 

parishes and small municipalities would not feel the financial burden of appropriately and 

respectfully commemorate their fallen. The Council resolved to “take immediate steps [to 

erect a suitable monument] by appointing a memorial committee consisting of the whole 

council and an executive committee of five members of [the] council, to start a campaign 

throughout the county to raise funds to provide a monument to be erected on the county 

lot in front of the court house at St Andrews.”3 
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46 

 

There was support for the County Council’s decision. A concerned party wrote a 

letter to the Courier on February 27, 1919 stating their desire for a permanent memorial 

so that it would be “worthy of those who have given their lives in the struggle and worthy 

of the cause for which they fought.” The writer also argued that it should be artistic and 

should cost the county proper money to build it. “A.D.” wanted the memorial to 

withstand the test of time and that, “when handsome stone buildings shall have taken the 

place of wooden houses, [residents of St Stephen] will still point to [the memorial] with 

pride.” The writer urged the committee to find an expert sculptor and to make sure that 

the town gets “a memorial as good as its intentions.”4 While it is not explicitly stated in 

the letter, it is very likely that the “A.D.” in question was none other than A.D. Ganong, 

the President of Ganong Brothers, Limited. It is of note that “A.D.” specifies that the 

memorial should be in St Stephen. Until this point, there was only discussion of it being 

at the county seat in St Andrews. 

There is no further mention in the St Croix Courier of a memorial being erected 

by either the County Council or the Women’s Canadian Club. On Thursday, July 31, 

1919, a small ad appeared in the newspaper, advertising, once again, a permanent 

memorial. It read:  

PERMANENT MEMORIAL 

Mr E.W. Ward, Manager of the Bank of Montreal, St Stephen, has been 

appointed treasurer of the Permanent Memorial Association, formed for 

the purpose of erecting a memorial in the town of St Stephen to the men 

who gave their lives in the Great War. Cash contributions are solicited 

for this cause and should be forwarded to Mr Ward.5 
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The advertisement ran for the subsequent two issues. This is the first mention of a 

Permanent Memorial Association and also the first official mention of a memorial being 

built specifically for the town of St Stephen. In all further references, the Permanent 

Memorial Association was called the Permanent Memorial Committee (PMC). 

On August 21, 1919, the week after the last fundraising advertisement ran, the 

Courier published a short article about the first meeting of the PMC. The major decision 

of the committee that day was that they were going to build a permanent memorial in St 

Stephen. A finance committee was struck to secure estimates and plans, while a 

subcommittee consisting of N. Marks Mills, Capt. G.P. Ryder, and J.L. Haley was 

formed to consult with the local branch of the GWVA to “ascertain what form they 

desired…”A representative of the GWVA was present at the meeting and reported that 

they had decided to construct a building and rent parts of it out in order to pay for its 

upkeep. It was suggested—it is unclear by whom—that a monument be constructed 

directly in front of the proposed GWVA building. 6  

Despite the movement in St Stephen, there were those who thought that St 

Andrew’s really was the better location. In a letter to the editor of the St Croix Courier, 

published on December 11, 1919, a taxpayer from St George wondered what happened to 

the “resolution passed” by the county council that January. The author lauded the 

movement in St Stephen, but noted that smaller communities did not have the means to 

put up a suitable monument themselves. The author felt strongly that every “man who 

wore the King’s uniform and helped win the victory for right should have his name on 

record.” The only way to do this, the author argued, was to build a memorial large 
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enough for the whole county. The taxpayer agreed with the County Council in that the 

monument should stand in the shiretown if for no other reason than because the county 

already owned the land and could be held responsible for its upkeep. The author also 

stated that the memorial should cost no more than $6,000 and that it should be billed 

directly to the taxpayers of the county and the towns.7 No response to this letter was ever 

printed, nor was any action taken to erect a memorial in St Andrews. 

On Wednesday, December 17, 1919, a meeting of the PMC was held in St 

Stephen, with president A.D. Ganong in the chair and J.M. Flewelling as recording 

secretary. The proceedings were summarized and reported in the St Croix Courier on 

Christmas Day, 1919. H.J. Gordon, manager of the Bank of Nova Scotia, presented an 

estimate and plans from Milne, Coutts & Company of St George. They estimated that the 

stone for the base of a memorial would cost $6,500 and a sculpture or figure to go on top 

would be another $1,000. Ganong thought that the cost of a suitable building would be 

$50,000. Sgt. Vernon Grimmer of the GWVA reported that the matter had been discussed 

at the general meeting and that they intended for the building to be used not only for 

GWVA offices but to be available for rent to the town for its offices. The proposed 

building would have other rooms for rent as well as multi-purpose facilities for the 

general use of the population of the town and surrounding areas. This, Grimmer 

estimated, would save the town officials $500 per annum.8 

There was some discussion and debate at this meeting over what form the 

memorial should take. C.E. Huestis thought they should construct a building with a 
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monument in the front, topped with a bronze figure; Capt. M.C. Buchanan, on the other 

hand, thought that it might be best to plan to erect the monument and to construct the 

building au fur et à mesure, depending on their funding. Ganong felt that it was 

imperative that the monies come from the citizens of the town directly; Huestis agreed 

and felt that “there are enough grateful people in town to raise money for anything the 

returned men desire and that would only be a small return for what they owe.” The 

meeting ended with a resolution moved by Robert D. Ross and seconded by Dr H. Cook: 

“That a war memorial be erected.”9 

The committee remained silent, but busy, for the next couple of months, it ran a 

short article the Courier was on March 4, 1920 to remind the public that plans were still 

underway to erect the memorial to the “young men of [the] town who had part in our 

defense in the great war [sic]…”10 The following day, the Courier published a more 

substantial, albeit short, piece outlining some of the details of a recent meeting of the 

PMC. They passed a resolution saying “that a monument be erected for fallen soldiers 

[and that… they] undertake to raise a building fund for the Great War Veterans 

Association.” Furthermore, they passed a resolution to raise $25,000 ($290,000) over the 

subsequent five years to carry out those resolutions. Finance and education 

subcommittees were charged with developing plans to raise the funds as quickly as 

possible and were asked to report back to the committee as a whole in short order. There 

was no doubt “that the amount [would] be easily raised, as everyone [felt] his duty to 

those who fought and died for their salvation.”11 

                                                           
9 “Permanent Memorial Plans Discussed,” St Croix Courier, December 25, 1919. 
10 “The Permanent Memorial,” St Croix Courier, March 4, 1920. 
11 “Permanent Memorial,” St Croix Courier, March 5, 1920. 
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On Friday, March 5, 1920, representatives from the GWVA and the St Stephen 

Board of Trade met to discuss the plans for the new memorial and building. The building, 

it was discovered, would have to be owned by the Dominion GWVA because individual 

branches could not own property themselves. The GWVA wanted the building to have an 

ornate façade to pay tribute to those buildings that were destroyed in France and Belgium 

by the war. They also suggested that bronze tablets be affixed to the building itself, thus 

eschewing the need for a separate memorial. A.D. Ganong disliked this plan, arguing that 

it put the whole project into a new light. It was not logical for the building to be owned 

by the Dominion GWVA, and therefore he suggested that the town own it. Ganong also 

disliked the idea of memorial plaques, claiming that they did not to justice to the men 

who had fallen. He argued that a proper, free-standing, memorial was the way to proceed. 

He also argued that that a building could be lost to fire or some other disaster, but that a 

monument would remain in place forever. 

The members of the GWVA were less concerned with a monument and more 

concerned with the building. Despite fears that membership was dwindling and that the 

GWVA was not going to be able to sustain itself past the current generation, many 

members felt that they could put a little bit of money up front for the building. The 

Permanent Memorial Committee would then have $25,000 to raise, in addition to their 

original fundraising target. Hardy N. Ganong thought that the GWVA should stay out of 

the planning stages and that the PMC should be in charge of constructing, planning, and 

funding the memorial because it was more than the GWVA could handle. The meeting 

was adjourned on the motion that a committee would look into whether or not the Town 

of St Stephen would be willing to give up its current offices and spaces for a building 
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operated by the GWVA.12 Despite the apparent willingness to entertain the idea, a 

building was not within the scope of what the PMC was willing to build, and it was never 

mentioned in any serious way again. 

Veterans in St Stephen were concerned with the usefulness and the practicalities 

of a building and wanted that as the primary memorial to the dead. This senitment is 

echoed across the country where many municipalities, organizations, and institutions 

wanted to create more living, practical, memorials. They wanted something that was 

going to be used, rather than something that would just stand there.13 The proponents of 

utilitarian memorials argued that a cenotaph, which serves no daily useful function, was 

wasteful and that memorials to the dead should in some way help the society for which 

they died. Many believed that utilitarian monuments were a way to “capitalize on public 

sentiment” and build something that the community needed, but which they could 

otherwise not afford. This was particularly common amongst veterans groups, including 

the GWVA, who were not really concerned with memorialization; not because they did 

not care, did not think it important, or wanted to forget, but because they were more 

concerned with practical issues that plagued returned soldiers such as employment, 

housing, and healthcare. The majority of the GWVA’s mandate was to support the wives 

and families of soldiers killed overseas. Those in favour of aesthetic memorials wanted 

the memorial to serve one purpose and one purpose only: commemoration.14 

                                                           
12 Memorial Project Advacend [sic] A Stage,” St Croix Courier, March 11, 1920. 
13 For a good discussion of war memorials of all shapes, sizes, and forms, see Chapter 7, Jonathan F. 

Vance, Death So Noble: Memory, Myth and the First World War (Vancouver: University of British 

Colombia Press, 1997). 
14 Vance, 204-05. 
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On April 1, 1920, despite requests from the GWVA to augment their fundraising 

initiative, the PMC decided to stick with their goal of $25,000. The “big drive” for the 

funding was organized to coincide with the anniversary of the Second Battle of Ypres, 

April 20 to 23. The PMC hoped that the anniversary would find everyone “ready and 

willing to contribute to the extent of their ability.” Various members of the committee 

organized the lists and arranged the funds to be collected. In conjunction with the 

fundraising, cards were prepared so that those who donated to the cause could mark down 

where they prefer the memorial to be erected.15 

On April 22, 1920, the fifth anniversary of the Second Battle of Ypres, the PMC 

ran an advertisement on the front page of the Courier with the headline “Lest we forget” 

and a large Union Jack on the right hand side. It began with an appeal: “We sometimes 

wonder if all of us realize the great obligation we are under to the boys who were in 

France, fighting out battles against the Hun. If we do, now is our opportunity to give 

expression to our appreciation in an effectual manner.” The Permanent Memorial 

Committee officially announced their intention to raise a “moderate sum of $25,000” in 

order to erect the memorial. In order to do this, canvassers would be taking to the streets 

to raise the money with “the sounding of bells and whistles all over town.” The townsfolk 

were beseeched to “greet them gladly and generously… [and to give] cheerfully to this 

last call of the war.” 16 The following week, a reminder was placed saying “Now’s the 

time, Now’s the hour” and appealed the town to “let gratitude for heroic services prompt 

[them] in [their] giving.”17 The “moderate sum” that the PMC endeavoured to raise was 

                                                           
15 “Permanent Memorial,” St Croix Courier, April 8, 1920. 
16 “Lest We Forget,” St Croix Courier, April 22, 1920. 
17 “Now’s the time, Now’s the hour,” St Croix Courier, April 29, 1920. 
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indeed quite the opposite. In the mid-1920s, $25,000 was a huge sum of money, but it 

was not unattainable, nor was it out of line with what other communities spent on their 

memorials. 

The PMC, it would appear, was disappointed in the canvassing and fundraising. 

The citizens of the town were unwilling to donate to the cause as much as they had 

forecasted. Though the collectors were “duelly engaged” in their work, they were unable 

to collect the money required during those three days and would continue the campaign 

the following week.18 The lack of enthusiasm for the proposed monument was likely due 

to two factors: its price and its form. M.N. Cockburn19 believed that such expenditure on 

a monument, which had no practical use, to be ill-planned. He thought it a better idea to 

add a “Soldiers Memorial Wing” to the local Chipman Memorial Hospital. A memorial 

wing to the hospital would provide a solution to a pre-existing issue—that of lack of 

space in the hospital—and it would enable them “in a small way, to do for humanity what 

our soldier boys have done in the great war [sic].” Though he did not agree with the form 

of the memorial as the PMC had planned it, Cockburn thought that the campaign itself 

was important and donated to the cause. Nonetheless, if the PMC and the citizens of the 

town thought his idea better and decided to change their plans, Cockburn was willing to 

increase his donation by fourfold.20  

For the next four years, the St Croix Courier published nothing about the 

Soldiers’ Memorial. Though quiet in the newspapers, the PMC was busily working on the 

details of the monument and consulted the St Croix Branch of the GWVA about the 

                                                           
18 “Soldiers’ Memorial Fund,” St Croix Courier, May 6, 1920. 
19 It is unclear whether Cockburn is male or female; I have used the male pronouns for simplicity. 
20 “The Soldier’s Memorial,” St Croix Courier, May 6, 1920. 
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specific shape and form of the memorial. At their meeting on January 15, 1923, each 

member present gave their opinion, and there was a consensus that there ought to be a 

“Soldier placed on the Memorial in some position or another.” They also went on record 

to say that they did not want the base of the memorial to be made of red granite, 

presumably a more neutral colour was desired.21 In May 1924, the PMC issued an appeal 

for citizens to submit the names of their loved ones who had died in the Great War so that 

they could be engraved on the new memorial. Unlike Woodstock, the St Stephen PMC 

was only interested in commemorating men from the town proper: the list of names was 

not to include anyone from St Andrews, St Croix, Milltown, or Upper Mills. The 

committee was emphatic, however, that the list of names be complete, as the memorial 

was “the last token of esteem that can be shown to our beloved and honoured dead.”22  

The committee appears to have been steadily active for the summer months of 

1924, and the public was growing anxious to see their new memorial. On November 13, 

the Courier published an article to remind the general public that the PMC was busy and 

that their money would go to good use. The committee had secured a design for the 

bronze sculpture which was to top the memorial, after having rejected several, and was 

securing the contract for a large base. Collectors were sent out the following week to 

gather subscriptions and to encourage new ones.23 

The sculpture, and its designer, is one of the most interesting aspects of the 

Soldiers’ Memorial in St Stephen. Frances Norma Loring was born in October 1887 in 

Idaho and was first exposed to sculpture in Geneva, Switzerland where she attended the 

                                                           
21 Great War Veterans Association Board Minutes, January 15, 1923, MC 2838, F 20266, St Croix Branch 

No. 9 Royal Canadian Legion, St Stephen Fonds, Provincial Archives of New Brunswick, Fredericton. 
22 “The Last Call for Names of Dead,” St Croix Courier, May 1, 1924. 
23 “The Boys Still Sleep While Memorial Awaits,” St Croix Courier, November 13, 1924. 
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world-famous École des Beaux Arts. In 1907, she enrolled at the Chicago Art Institute 

where she met her life-long studio partner Florence Wyle.24 Together, Loring and Wyle 

were known as “The Girls” and purchased Christ Church Deer Park as their studio. The 

congregation had outgrown the space and moved elsewhere, but the building got a new 

lease on life when The Girls moved in.25 They were famous for their lavish parties at the 

church-turned-studio, which were notorious in the neighbourhood.26 In the early 1920s, 

Loring was a convener of the War Memorial Committee of the Ontario Society of Artists 

which gave referrals to qualified sculptors, provided judges for design competitions and 

gave advice to committees in choosing memorial sites.27 

The St Stephen Memorial was not the first, nor would it be the last, that Loring 

designed. Her biographer, Rebecca Sisler, states that Loring loved designing these 

because she could experiment with various forms and materials, and because they were 

on constant public display.28 Once she heard that a memorial was being constructed in St 

Stephen—how she heard of the memorial remains a mystery—Loring created a model of 

a young Canadian soldier “sorrowing for his lost comrades, a cross at his feet, his rifle 

silent.” She packed the small model into a cereal box, and caught a train to St Stephen 

where she presented her design to the Permanent Memorials Committee.29 Chairman 

Ganong admired Loring for her artistry and sincerity of expression. She gave a “heart-

                                                           
24 Rebecca Sisler, The Girls: A Biography of Frances Loring and Florence Wyle (Toronto and Vancouver: 

Clarke, Irwin and Company, Limited, 1972)19-20. 
25 Ibid., 5-7. 
26 Ibid., 10-11. 
27 Vance, 204. 
28 Sisler, 29. Elspeth Cameron wrote a much longer and more expansive double biography of Loring and 

Wyle which was published in 2007. She provides no information which is not recorded in Rebecca Sisler’s 

1972 volume and so, I have chosen to use Sisler’s as my secondary source for Loring’s life. 
29 Ibid., 30. Sisler’s book has one major flaw: the absence of any sources whatsoever. It is therefore 

impossible to tell where she may have gotten the information, but it is repeated almost verbatim in 

Cameron’s work and so it appears as though it has been accepted as historical truth. 
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rendering tribute to ‘our poor lost boys’” and made the committee weep, which was 

exactly her intention. After her presentation, she whipped out a contract for them to sign. 

Ganong suggested, however, that the committee wait till morning to sign anything, which 

they did, but “by the time morning came, reaction had set in—and [Loring] got the job.”30 

Loring made the full-sized mold and sent it to Belgium to be cast in bronze.  

Meanwhile, the contract for the granite base on which Loring’s sculpture would 

stand had been awarded to H. McGrattan and Sons of St George—the same company that 

constructed the monument in Woodstock. In September 1925, the Committee expected 

the unveiling to be on Armistice Day, but plans fell behind schedule.31 Seven months 

later, on June 20, 1926, the memorial was unveiled with much splendour and pomp, the 

likes of which St Stephen had not seen before. The local GWVA were invited to have a 

large presence, and its president encouraged all available returned soldiers to 

participate.32 A preparatory announcement ran on June 17 to let the public know that 

flags would be half mast, roads would be closed, and to encourage people to come in 

great numbers. The unveiling was set for three o’clock the next Sunday afternoon.33 

The warm sunshine gladdened the earth, the busy world paused for an 

hour to pay tribute, and it was felt though the spirits of the beloved boys 

who sleep ‘In Flanders Field’ must have felt something in the spirit that 

prevailed in St Stephen Sunday afternoon at the unveiling of a handsome 

monument to the memory of our glorious dead. 

Thus began the article describing the unveiling of the war memorial that had been erected 

on Water Street across from the “old Golden Fleece.” The article described the day, the 

                                                           
30 Ibid., 30. 
31 “Soldier Memorial Contract to St George,” St Croix Courier, September 3, 1925 
32 Board Minutes, June 14, 1926, MC 2838, F 20266, PANB. 
33 “Unveiling Ceremony for Soldiers’ Memorial on Sunday Afternoon,” St Croix Courier, June 17, 1926. 
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atmosphere, and the ceremony that was put on for the unveiling.34 The Courier published 

the inscription on the memorial along with the Order of Service. The inscription on the 

monument reads: 

To the Memory 

Of our Heroic Dead 

Who Fought for the Liberties 

Of Canada and the Empire 

And of Humanity 

1914-1918 

Quiet they Rest 

In This High Hope Supreme 

That We For Whom they Died 

Shall Keep the Faith 

Along with this inscription are the names of the 87 men from St Stephen who died in the 

Great War and who were buried overseas. One hundred and thirty veterans were present, 

mostly in civilian dress, but a guard of honour stood sentry. The monument was unveiled 

by Lt Col. M.C. Buchanan, MC, the Officer Commanding of the York Regiment and 

Major P.E. McLaughlin, President of the St Croix Branch of the GWVA. The “Roll Call 

of the Heroic Dead” was read by Lt J.M. Fraser and 87 crosses were placed at the foot of 

the memorial. O Canada, the God Save the King, and the hymn “O God Our Help in 

Ages Past” were led by the band from Calais, Maine, there being no other band on the 

river at that time. The mayors of both St Stephen and Calais were present as well as 

representatives from the American Legion and Consulate and Corporal William Metcalf, 

VC, MM with Bar. Gunner Gordon F. Nicholson gave an address.35  

 In his speech, Nicholson emphasised that the memorial was not meant to “extol 

the glories of war” but to pay tribute to the “memory of the men who made the supreme 

                                                           
34 “Last Tribute to True Worth—Soldiers’ Memorial Unveiling,” St Croix Courier, June 24, 1926. 
35 Ibid.; Order of Service from the Unveiling of the St Stephen Soldiers’ Memorial, Hill Family fonds MC 

1001 MS20-D-1, PANB. 
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sacrifice in a war which was aged to end war.” “They suffered and fought,” Nicholson 

said, “for Truth, Right and Christian civilization against the forces of falsehood, might 

and barbarism.” This rhetoric, though it sounds harsh to the twenty-first century ear, was 

common in the time in which they were said. The British Empire and her allies had just 

fought a long, bloody, disastrous war against the Germans and German aggression; 

therefore, it is understandable that they would continue to see their foes as barbaric and 

heathen. Gunner Nicholson ended his passionate address by imploring the crowd “here 

and now we owe it to them to determine that our lives shall be our Memorial, lives spent 

in the furtherance of the work which they began, in doing our part in order that Liberty, 

Truth, and Justice shall not perish from this earth.”36  

 
Figure 3: Unveiling of the St Stephen Soldiers Memorial, June 20, 1926. AGO.119588. 

Art Gallery of Ontario, Toronto. 

                                                           
36 “Last Tribute to True Worth—Soldiers’ Memorial Unveiled,” St Croix Courier, June 24, 1926. 
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 The focal point of the memorial, of course, was Frances Loring’s sculpture of a 

soldier with arms reversed. It was popular to have a sculpture of a soldier on memorials 

because it was they whom the memorial commemorated. However, from an iconographic 

point of view, the figure does not represent the dead, but those who mourned for them 

first, and perhaps foremost, their fellow comrades. It is an appropriate military gesture 

and is prevalent across the country and the world, often being used as a monument 

sculpture in France and Britain.37 Notably, a similar figure was used for the memorial to 

the South African War which was erected in 1902 in Saint John, New Brunswick. 

 

Figure 4: Loring's sculpture. AGO.119587. Art Gallery of Ontario, Toronto. 

                                                           
37 Alex King, Memorials of the Great War in Britain: The Symbolism and Politics of Remembrance 

(Oxford: Berg, 1998), 135. 
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 Loring’s sculpture was popular; so much so that it was copied by several different 

municipalities, both in Canada and in the United States, almost certainly without the 

permission, or even knowledge, of the Town of St Stephen. One example is the memorial 

in Augusta, Maine, which is almost a carbon copy of the Soldiers’ Monument. While the 

sculpture for St Stephen was being cast in a foundry in Belgium, the organizers of the 

war memorial in Augusta received a considerable donation from a wealthy citizen who 

was on his deathbed. There was a mad rush to get the memorial completed, and there was 

not enough time to go through a selection process and order a unique memorial of their 

own; therefore, they ordered a copy of Loring’s sculpture. The plan was to put it on a 

base, just like St Stephen, and they would have a beautiful memorial in time for the 

benefactor to see it in place. It was not that simple. Loring had designed a Canadian 

soldier, and the appearance of a soldier from the Canadian Expeditionary Force differed 

significantly from those of the American Expeditionary Force. Augusta could not 

possibly use the same figure as St Stephen had. Loring was determined to help, and so 

she got on a plane to Belgium.  

 The offending feature of the sculpture was the rifle and in order to get the details 

right Loring needed an authentic American First World War rifle. She had the American 

government send one to Brussels ahead of her, which caused an international incident 

because the Belgian government would not allow American firearms into the country. 

Belgium embargoed the gun and Loring had to charm the government to allow her access 

to the rifle for a couple of hours so that she could do the necessary work. Once complete, 

she packed the statue for shipping which was itself plagued with various delays. It arrived 
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in Augusta on the day of the unveiling and was erected quickly. The ceremony began, on 

time, at eleven o’clock, in time for the benefactor to see it standing.38 

 It is interesting that despite the trouble that the PMC had in raising the funds to 

build the St Stephen Soldiers’ Memorial, there is never any mention of the committee 

being behind on their payments, owing the granite company or Miss Loring any money, 

or scaling down the project. Unlike most of the rest of the cases in the province, there is 

never any financial statement listed in the newspaper. In most other municipalities, the 

committee in charge of organizing the memorial would publish lists of people who had 

donated recently. The reason for this was three-fold. First to thank them for donating, 

second to shame others into doing the same, and third to provide the public with some 

update about how much further was left to go. This did not happen at all in St Stephen. 

While the reasons for this are unclear, it is likely that most of the money came from the 

Ganong family themselves. The monument stood in front of Elm House on land donated 

by the Ganongs.39 

 A.D. Ganong was the president of the committee, and Hardy N. Ganong was 

involved in various ways. The Ganong family ran the most lucrative business in town, 

Ganong Brothers, and were the source of the majority of the wealth and prosperity in the 

community. That is not to say that the rest of the town was destitute; it is only to say that 

they were far wealthier than anyone else. During the same period as the Soldiers’ 

Memorial was being built, the Ganong family built a school in St Stephen in memory of 

the patriarch of the family. This indicates not only that the family had a significant 

                                                           
38 Sisler, 35-36. 
39 Chocolate Museum Archives, St Stephen, New Brunswick. 
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resources, but that they were willing to donate to various causes. It is also interesting and 

telling that A.D. Ganong had so much influence and power in the decision-making 

process. If he did not like a proposal or an idea, he made his opinion clear, and his wishes 

were carried out. He was a prominent and well-respected citizen and philanthropist for 

many causes, but the level of his influence in this particular matter suggests that he and 

his family were likely the primary benefactors of the memorial. The Ganongs’ 

involvement in the building of the monument is noteworthy though hardly surprising. It is 

surprising, however, that there is only one name on the monument whose occupation 

links him unequivocally to the Ganong Brothers’ factory: Private Walter Worrall listed 

his occupation as candy maker. This is not to say that there are no other Ganongs’ 

employees on the memorial, but Private Worrall is the only one who can be linked with 

certainty. 

 In his book, To Mark our Place: A History of Canadian War Memorials, Robert 

Shipley uses the memorial in St Stephen to argue his point that memorials of the Great 

War form a second border with the United States. He says that they express a national 

sentiment that is unique to Canada. This nationalism and the fact that a large number of 

memorials are found in proximity to the American border, Shipley infers, is a way of 

shaming the United States for not entering the was as quickly as Canada.40 Shipley’s 

argument is overly nationalistic and simplistic, and his use of the St Stephen memorial as 

an example is misguided and backwards. There is no indication that the PMC purposely 

placed the memorial near the American border; in a small town like St Stephen, 

everywhere is near the border, especially downtown at the water’s edge. Furthermore, 

                                                           
40 Robert Shipley, To Mark Our Place: A History of Canadian War Memorials (Toronto: NC Press Ltd., 

1987), 113. 
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Calais, Maine was actively involved in the unveiling ceremony: the mayor was there, and 

the Calais Band provided the music, so it is hardly likely that the PMC intended to snub 

Maine. Also of note, and clearly Shipley either did not know this or chose to ignore it, 

was the fact that Loring’s sculpture was used as the model for the monument in Augusta. 

Shipley also ignores the well-established fact that the vast majority of Canadians live 

within 90 minutes of the American border. 

 The discussion about St Stephen’s monument is in juxtaposition to the debate in 

Woodstock. In Carleton County, most of the county councillors were adamant that the 

monument was memorial to all of the men from the county who died in the Great War. In 

St Stephen, it was very clear that this was a municipal monument and not a regional or 

county one. In reality, this was not the case. An analysis of the names on the monument 

shows that there were men from twenty other communities on the monument, including 

men from four different towns in the United States. This, of course, could be explained 

by the fact that people are mobile, and just because someone was not born in St Stephen 

proper does not mean that he or she was not living there. 

 The decision to include only those from St Stephen on the monument caused the 

smaller communities stress of Charlotte County and concern. Every community, no 

matter how small, wanted to be able to pay tribute to its soldier dead in a way that 

seemed fitting and respectful. Communities did not want to be seen as being cheap or 

unwilling to memorialize the fallen. In Woodstock, this was solved by building a county 

memorial. In St Stephen, this problem was ignored by the PMC. They chose to be insular 

in only commemorating men from St Stephen. Their verdict contrasts sharply from the 

discussion in Carleton County where representatives of Aberdeen and other small towns 



64 

 

opposed to the county memorial. Despite this juxtaposition, the desire and need of the 

communities is the same: respectful commemoration. 

 The two examples of small town New Brunswick show that in one way or 

another, they were chiefly concerned with whom to commemorate. This debate, however, 

extended only as far as geography.  In St. Stephen as in Woodstock here was no doubt 

that every man lost would get their name on the monument, regardless of rank or social 

status. The names on St. Stephen’s memorial—indeed the names on all the memorials in 

New Brunswick when they are listed—are inscribed in alphabetical order and not 

separated by rank. This is in keeping with the general sentiment in the Empire that 

everyone is equal in death and further speaks to the emphasis on individual loss. 
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Chapter 4: Fredericton’s Cenotaph, 1920-1923 

They died the noblest death a man can die 

 

Memorialization in larger New Brunswick communities ran slightly differently 

than in rural locations. Geographic boundaries were clear and the debates and discussions 

reflected the each city’s political, social and personal dramas. In Fredericton, the idea for 

a memorial came only a few weeks after the Armistice, when the Fredericton Chapter of 

the Society of St Andrew sent a memorandum to the City of Fredericton to organize a 

memorial to the fallen of the Great War. The Society also pledged $1,000 to “any fund 

which may be raised for that purpose.” The resolution was received by Mayor R.B. 

Hanson with the request for it to be presented to Council at the next meeting.1 It is 

unclear exactly how Council proceeded with the memorandum as there is no mention of 

it in the minutes of the City Council. The motion fell off the table and was not 

reconsidered for another sixteen months. 

 On February 14, 1920, a small editorial was printed in the Daily Gleaner 

advertising a public meeting to consider the “desirability of erecting some form of 

memorial to our brave countrymen who fell in the great war [sic].”2 The organizers, who 

are unnamed, were disappointed with the turnout at the meeting, there being about forty 

people present. As in St. Stephen, initial discussions surrounded how to memorialize the 

dead. Veterans present at the meeting were in favour of a Soldiers’ Home or some other 

memorial building that would be of specific use to them; others, however, favoured a 

memorial statue.  

                                                           
1 R. B. Hanson Papers, MC 1247 MHN-1-Item 9, Provincial Archives of New Brunswick, Fredericton, NB. 
2 “To Consider War Memorial,” Daily Gleaner (Fredericton, N.B.), February 14, 1920. 
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 Mayor Hanson acknowledged the initiative of the Society of St Andrew and 

mentioned that they had, indeed, raised the money they had pledged and was happy to 

deposit it in the appropriate fund. Justice Oswald Crocket—Justice of the Supreme Court 

of New Brunswick, future Puisne Justice of the Supreme Court of Canada, and member 

of the Society of St Andrew—said that in the sixteen months since the Society passed 

their resolution, no one had done a thing to organize a memorial. Therefore, at the public 

meeting on February 14, 1920, he moved that a “permanent and suitable memorial be 

erected” in honour of the men from Fredericton who died for their country. The motion, 

seconded by A.R. Slipp, passed unanimously. 

 The next order of business was to appoint a committee to organize the monument 

and see it through to completion. The War Memorial Committee ended up being a who’s 

who list of citizens of the city with Mayor Hanson; Justice Crocket; Dr C.C. Jones, 

Chancellor of the University of New Brunswick; Lady Maria, Countess of Ashburnham; 

and John Richardson, Lord Bishop of Fredericton heading up the roster.3 The prominence 

of the members of the committee is indicative of Fredericton’s society at the time; they 

would turn into a closed book and the secrecy involved would cause hard feelings 

amongst various groups in the city. 

 Like all discussions of memorials in urban centres, Fredericton soon stumbled on 

the issue of how far to cast the net of inclusion. As the provincial capital, Fredericton’s 

potential role went much wider than just the local community. At the public meeting, Dr 

W.C. Crocket, MLA—brother to Justice Crocket—wondered if there was any intention to 

                                                           
3 The other members were William Richards, Alderman J.A. Reid, Alderman H.A. Smith, Alderman F.L. 

Cooper, Mrs W.J. Osborne, Mrs N.C. Dougherty, Judge Barry, G.N.C. Hawkins, Col. T.G. Loggie, J.J.F. 

Winslow; J.T. Jennings, R. F. Randolph, and W.D. Gunter. 
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make the proposed memorial a provincial one. He suggested that the newly appointed 

committee explore the idea of having all the counties in the province contribute to a 

central, provincial memorial. This proposal was met with some approval despite the 

logistical difficulties, which were compounded by Carleton County’s commitment to 

their memorial in Woodstock. Various forms for the memorial were also discussed at the 

meeting. William Richards favoured a provincial Soldiers’ Home that would be used to 

serve the needs of returned soldiers. Mrs G.C. VanWart and Mrs M. Harvey thought that 

they could renovate and rededicate Government House—at the time a hospital for 

returned soldiers—and transform it into a memorial home instead of the permanent 

forces’ headquarters. While theoretically a good idea, Mayor Hanson reported that the 

building was being transferred to the Dominion Government and so any changes to 

Government House were off the table.  

 Colonel Montgomery Campbell, OBE suggested “the memorial should be a 

memorial purely and simply and nothing else.” He thought that raising money for 

something that the community already needed was a cheap way out and that it would 

diminish the commemorative value of the memorial. Campbell thought that the city 

should be able to raise money for what it needed and that it ought to raise the war 

memorial separately. The public meeting sent a resolution to City Council for them to ask 

the Provincial Legislature for permission to raise “a substantial grant” in order to raise a 

memorial to the fallen of the Great War. While they did not specify the amount in the 
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memorandum to the City, the public meeting discussed an amount around $15,000 

($166,500).4 

 When “A Returned Soldier” read the proceedings of the meeting in the Daily 

Gleaner, he immediately put pen to paper and wrote a letter to the editor which was 

published on February 26, 1920. The returned soldier argued passionately for the erection 

of a non-utilitarian monument. He argues that a monument is a “Memorial to the Dead” 

and that a building would be a “Memorial to the Living.” The veteran cites the early 

memorial at Thélus commemorating the Canadian victory at Vimy Ridge as an example 

of a memorial to the dead which should be sacred and “stand for people of a later 

generation.” The returned soldier believed that the vast majority of his fellow men would 

agree with him and that a monument, more so than a memorial building, would cause 

people to pause and reflect on those who died.5 

 At their semi-annual meeting, held in July 1920, the York County Council 

considered the idea of joining with the City of Fredericton’s memorial project. Justice 

Crocket presented to the County Council saying that the proposed cost of the memorial 

was $23,000 ($255,000) and that $15,000 of which would be raised by public grants: half 

from the City of Fredericton and half from the County of York. Council heard Col. T.G. 

Loggie, Dr Jones, Mr Justice Barry, and Lady Ashburnham and promised to consider the 

proposal carefully.6 County Council meetings lasted two or three days, and the day after 

the memorial committee was heard, Council discussed the proposal and rendered their 

decision. Councillor Alexander Brewer thought that the county should assist with the 

                                                           
4 “A War Memorial Committee Named,” Gleaner, February 21, 1920. 
5 “The Soldiers Memorial,” Letter to the Editor, Gleaner, February 26, 1920. 
6 “York County Council Are Asked to Co-operate in the Suggested War Memorial,” Gleaner, July 7, 1920. 
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scheme because it was important that a memorial be erected, and he feared that if it were 

left to individual municipalities, it would not get done. Council was generally in favour of 

cooperating with the city though various parishes and churches were erecting their own 

memorials. Councillor Kelley stated, hyperbolically, that “from time immemorial” it had 

been tradition to erect memorials to the fallen. Though there is little evidence to support 

this, the sentiment remains that people had a desire to commemorate the Great War. 

Despite the general support for the proposal, Councillor Seymour thought that the county 

could not manage such a project. Councillors Manuel, Stairs, and Cowperthwaite thought 

that the York County Council ought to be focussing on the needs of the living and that 

they could, at another time, support a memorial proposal. Councillor Christie moved, 

seconded by Councillor Murray, that the Council was not prepared to help the City with 

the memorial. The motion was carried unanimously.7 

 From July 1920 until May 27, 1922, the Daily Gleaner is entirely silent on the 

proposed memorial. On May 27, the committee published an appeal for the names of “all 

soldiers or nurses who were natives of or domiciled in Fredericton” and who died in the 

Great War. The intention, though not explicitly stated, was to have their names engraved 

on the new memorial.8 Shortly after this notice was published, the War Memorial 

Committee wrote to the Fredericton branch of the GWVA inviting them to send two 

representatives to the committee. The GWVA sent a response thanking the committee for 

the invitation but, that since all of the decisions had already been made, “the Association 

                                                           
7 “County Council Decline to Entre Upon War Memorial Scheme at Present Time,” Gleaner, July 8, 1920. 
8 “Soldiers’ Memorial,” Gleaner, May 27, 1922. The names on the memorial were only those from the 

Fredericton of the day. The fallen from Nashwaaksis, Devon, Marysville, Douglas, and Barker’s Point were 

not invited to be a part of the monument. Those towns were left to their devices to commemorate their war 

dead. Some—like Marysville and Barker’s Point—did just that; others, such as Nashwaaksis, did not. 
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[saw] no useful purpose” in appointing representatives. The cenotaph was already 

ordered and the GWVA had already expressed their opposition to the design.9  

 The War Memorial Committee worked hard over the summer, and the Daily 

Gleaner published a report of their meeting held on September 18, 1922. They spent most 

of their time discussing the best methods for engraving the names they had collected onto 

the base of the monument. The committee also wanted to engrave the names of the major 

Canadian engagements onto the memorial.10 In the end, they decided to engrave the 

names of the dead onto a bronze tablet which would then be affixed to the new memorial. 

The tablet with the inscription “In honoured memory of the men of Fredericton who laid 

down their lives in the Great War 1914-1918 and whose names are here gratefully 

recorded by their fellow citizens.” Below the names were the words: “They died the 

noblest death a man can die fighting for God and right and liberty.” The site, on the 

triangle of King, Queen, and Church Streets, was being inspected in preparation for the 

concrete base.11  

 Despite the committee’s apparent eagerness to begin construction, work did not 

start on the memorial until June 1923, when the foundation was placed on the chosen site. 

The war memorial site in downtown Fredericton was provided by the Bishop and Chapter 

of Christ Church Cathedral. The committee wanted to have the memorial ready for 

Governor General Julian Byng’s visit on July 3, but they realized that that was going to 

be impossible. They announced that the unveiling would coincide with the fifth 

                                                           
9 “G.W.V.A. Are Not to Be Represented on The Committee,” Gleaner, June 16, 1922. 
10 “War Memorial Plans Discussed by Committee,” Gleaner, September 19, 1922. 
11 “Tablet Design for War Memorial Has Been Approved,” Gleaner, October 21, 1922. 
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anniversary of the Battle of Amiens in early August.12 The memorial committee, or rather 

the workmen, did not work quickly: it took a month for the foundation to be placed and 

the material to arrive from the Thompson Monument Company in Toronto.13 

 August came and went, and the memorial remained incomplete. The reasons for 

the tardiness are unclear, but it seems that it was likely a joint issue between the 

memorial committee and the workmen. There was no indication of dissatisfaction from 

the community or the memorial committee, and it is unclear where the editors of the 

Daily Gleaner fell on the issue. However, in late October 1923 the Memorial Committee 

announced that they would unveil the monument, which was in place and on display, on 

November 11. They were still in the planning stages of the ceremony, and they were 

preparing for an orator and for the Fredericton branch of the GWVA to participate in 

some way.14 Despite their unwillingness to speculate about what might take place at the 

unveiling, the Memorial Committee managed to secure the Honourable E.M. MacDonald, 

the Minister of Defence, to unveil the monument and to give the dedicatory address.15 

 Returned soldiers, whether members of the GWVA or not, were encouraged by 

the Commanding Officers of the local units—namely the York Regiment and the local 

Canadian Machine Gun Brigade—to meet at the Armouries before the ceremony, in 

uniform, so that they could actively participate in the ceremony and then proceed to 

decorate the local graves of the men who died in the Great War. People affiliated with the 

Red Cross Societies were invited to join the former members of His Majesty’s Forces and 

                                                           
12 “Starting Work on Foundation of War Memorial,” Gleaner, June 22, 1923. 
13 This is the same company that facilitated the monument in Moncton. Unfortunately, no records of the 

work of the company, or even the company itself, have survived. “Placing Base for the War Memorial,” 

Gleaner, July 23, 1923. 
14 “War Memorial to be Dedicated Armistice Day,” Gleaner, October 27, 1923. 
15 “The Minister of Defence to Unveil War Memorial,” Gleaner, October 29, 1923. 
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participate in the ceremony.16 The members of the GWVA were on board with all of the 

plans for the ceremony and invited all former servicemen, including those from Devon, 

Marysville, and Nashwaaksis to join them at the ceremony. They also unanimously 

agreed to attend church at the Cathedral before the ceremony.17 

 The new memorial was cut from white granite and faces the eastern part of the 

green, towards the Cathedral. The die (or base) weighs 26 tons, and at the time was 

thought to be the largest piece of granite seen in Canada. The shaft rose to a total height 

of 25 feet. In front of the memorial is a rifle, and an empty tomb overlooked by a large 

granite cross draped with a wreath of laurels. The major Canadian engagements were 

inscribed on the sides of the shaft, and it is topped with the arms of the City of 

Fredericton and the Province of New Brunswick. Unlike the other memorials analysed in 

this thesis, there is no sculpture of a soldier or allegorical figure; indeed, there is very 

little sculpture at all, except for an empty tomb at the very base. This is an important 

feature, and one that is missing from many memorials around the province. In fact, the 

presence of the tomb makes the Fredericton memorial a true cenotaph as opposed to a 

war memorial. The word ‘cenotaph’ comes from the Greek kenotaphion meaning empty 

tomb.18 While other memorials in the province serve the same purpose as a cenotaph—

and are often called cenotaphs—they are properly war memorials because they lack an 

empty tomb. New Brunswickers in the 1920s knew the difference and observed the 

distinction, only Fredericton’s monument was ever publically called a cenotaph, and it is 

the only one in the province. 

                                                           
16 “The Unveiling of the Cenotaph,” Gleaner, November 7, 1923. 
17 “War Veterans to be at Unveiling with Two Bands,” Gleaner, November 7, 1923. 
18 κενοτάφιον kenos, meaning "empty", and taphos, "tomb" 
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Though the committee had confirmed the presence of the Minister of Defence at 

the unveiling ceremony, he was unable to attend. On November 10, the Daily Gleaner 

announced, in the context of a large announcement about the ceremony, that Sir J. 

Douglas Hazen was to officiate the event and give the address. He was an entirely 

appropriate substitute; Sir J. Douglas Hazen was New Brunswick’s representative in the 

Dominion Cabinet during the war until he left politics to become Chief Justice of the 

Supreme Court of Canada in 1917. Two of Hazen’s sons fought in the Great War, and 

one was killed in action. 19 

 “Ever since the creation, human blood has been the price of liberty and we thank 

God that we have bred in Canada men who, knowing the price, were prepared to pay it in 

order that freedom might live, or institutions might be preserved and that we might 

continue to be an integral part of the British Empire,” began Hazen’s address to the 

crowd gathered that Sunday afternoon to participate in the ceremony. Lt C.R. Hawkins, 

vice-president of the GWVA, read the names of the 109 men engraved on the memorial 

and Bugler Seymour Tyler sounded the Last Post. The triangle was blocked off, and seats 

were provided for the families of the fallen men. Delegations from the Provincial Chapter 

of the Imperial Order of the Daughters of the Empire, the Ashburnham branch of the 

Canadian Red Cross, and a massed choir of choristers from the city churches were treated 

as guests of honour. Mr Justice Crocket presided over the ceremony which began at 2:30 

with “O God our Help in Ages Past,” the Lord’s Prayer, and a dedicatory prayer led by 

the Very Rev. Scovil Neales, Dean of Fredericton. 

                                                           
19 “Fredericton’s War Memorial which will be Dedicated Tomorrow One of Finest in Canada,” Gleaner, 

November 10, 1923. 
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 Justice Crocket gave the opening address calling on those present to “remember 

the patriotic fervour which swept [the] province… [and to] remember how nobly [the 

soldiers] fought and how gloriously they died.” After Crocket’s inspiring and moving 

speech, Hazen gave his speech and the ceremony closed with “For All the Saints Who 

From Their Labours Rest;” the Benediction, recited by the Very Rev. F.L. Carney, Dean 

of the Roman Catholic Diocese of Saint John; and finally by the singing of the National 

Anthem.20 

 Hazen felt himself unworthy to speak at the event honoured to unveil the 

“beautiful” monument to the 109 men from Fredericton who died in the Great War. 

Hazen was effusive in his praise for the monument saying that no other monument 

“appeals more strongly to me than does that which has been unveiled here today.” He 

compared the sacrifices of the men who went overseas to the sacrifices of the Loyalists 

who had come to the province a century previous. He said that they responded to the call 

to arms with courage and fought to keep their “liberties, their democratic institutions, 

their families, their hearths, and their homes from destruction.” Hazen also reminded the 

crowd of how close the war had come to them, pricking their memories about the German 

submarines that had crossed the ocean to attack Canada, and the vessels that were 

destroyed only miles from Saint John. He exhorted on the benefits of the war, saying that 

the sacrifices of the fallen were worth it, not only because of the liberties and rights for 

                                                           
20 “‘We Thank God that We Have Bred in Canada Men Who, Knowing the Price, Were Prepared to Pay It 

In Order that Freedom Might Live,’ Declared Sir Douglas Hazen at War Memorial Dedication,” Gleaner, 

November 13, 1923. 
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which they fought, but also because of the benefits and economic prosperity that it 

brought to this country.21 

 The memorial cost $12,302.12 ($167,700), half of which was paid for by public 

subscription, and half of which was given as a grant by the City. Despite its location in 

the capital of the province and the prominence of the memorial committee, the cenotaph 

cost far less than some of the others across the province. The style and simplicity of the 

memorial reflects the lower cost and is indicative, perhaps, of the memorial’s design and 

purpose as a cenotaph. 

 The Fredericton Cenotaph has since been officially inaugurated as the first 

provincial war memorial in the country. This seems fitting when one considers that early 

in the process, Justice Crocket and his colleagues asked both the provincial government 

and the York County Council for financial support to make the Fredericton cenotaph a 

general one for the province. That request was denied, but ninety years later, the original 

vision of the Fredericton War Memorial Committee was honoured, and the cenotaph was 

made a provincial one in November 2009. The government of the day sought to make a 

broader statement honouring the province’s dead of all wars during the height of 

Canada’s mission in Afghanistan. 

 

                                                           
21 Draft Speech, J. Douglas Hazen Fonds MG H 13, Box 16, File 6, University of New Brunswick Archives 

and Special Collections, Harriet Irving Library, University of New Brunswick, Fredericton, New 

Brunswick. 



76 

 

Chapter 5: Moncton’s Soldiers’ Memorial Monument, 1921-1922 

They Are Not Dead, Except When We Forget Them 
 

Women have long played the key role in mourning war dead. This phenomenon 

dates back to ancient Greece where female relatives of the dead would provide the 

‘accompaniment’ to the deceased, crying hysterically, pulling their hair, and beating 

themselves.1 Women were instrumental in mourning the dead of the Great War, often 

leading the community to ensure that the dead were  properly commemorated and 

honoured. In the twentieth century, women in Canada and other English speaking nations 

often carried out this work through the Imperial Order of the Daughters of the Empire 

(IODE). The IODE, formed in 1900, is a women’s charitable organization dedicated to 

public service. In many communities across the province and country, IODE branches 

were instrumental in organizing and fundraising to support the returned men and pay 

homage to those who did not. The national IODE fundraised extensively for a scholarship 

for returned soldiers and the children of fallen soldiers to be able to attend university. The 

scholarships still exist as the IODE War Memorial Scholarship, open to all Canadians. In 

addition to this extensive nationwide fundraising campaign, individual chapters of the 

Order took it upon themselves to raise funds for physical monuments. The Soldiers’ 

Memorial in Moncton is one such memorial. 

 The first consideration for a memorial in Moncton was in a meeting of the Lt Col. 

Boyd Anderson Chapter of the IODE. One of many branches in the city, it was named in 

honour of a Monctonian who served with distinction for four full years. On May 18, 

1921, a special meeting of the Chapter was held in which the women discussed a 

                                                           
1 Peter Toohey, “Death and Burial in the Ancient World,” in The Oxford Encyclopedia of Ancient Greece 

and Rome vol. 2, ed Michael Gagarin (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), 363. 
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“monument in memory of the fallen soldiers in the Great War.” The suggestion was 

discussed at length, and Dora Mae (Mrs Fred) Burden moved that they start the process 

of getting prices and consulting the Mayor and Council. A committee was struck, to be 

chosen by Ida (Mrs Irvine) Malcolm, Regent. It was suggested that Mrs Boyd Anderson, 

be asked to sit on the committee.2  

 The next day, a delegation from the Chapter appeared at the City Council meeting 

and asked for the City’s support for their proposal. The City was supportive and indicated 

that they should go ahead with their work and fundraising.3 Mrs Malcolm, Mrs Boyd 

Anderson, and Mrs Burden suggested that the monument be made of granite and that the 

names of “all the boys from Moncton who ‘sleep in Flanders fields’” should be inscribed 

on the base of the monument. They discussed several potential sites and Victoria Park 

was the most favourable.4 The specific site for the memorial was left to the discretion of 

the City Council.5 The Chapter estimated that the cost of such a memorial would range 

from $3,000 to $5,000. They were set to begin their fundraising; however, they continued 

to receive requests for donations, notably from the Victorian Order of Nurses, which they 

had actively supported in the past. In their determination to honour the dead, the Chapter 

“refuse[d] to give them anything” until the fundraising for the monument was underway.6 

 The ladies considered several ideas about how to proceed with their fundraising 

campaign. Mrs Torrens suggested that they purchase a wardrobe trunk and make a 

                                                           
2 Lt. Col. Boyd Anderson Chapter Imperial Order of the Daughters of the Empire Board Minutes, May 18, 

1921, MC 2225-MS1A, Lt Col. Boyd Anderson Chapter Imperial Order of the Daughters of the Empire 

Fonds, Provincial Archives of New Brunswick, Fredericton. 
3 Ibid., June 2, 1921. 
4 “City Council in Special Session Considered Several Important Matters,” Moncton Daily Times 

(Moncton, N.B.), May 20, 1921. 
5 Moncton City Council Records, Council Meeting Minutes, May 19, 1921, RS 418 A1/9, PANB. 
6 IODE fonds, MC 2225-MS1A, October 6, 1921, PANB. 
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“complete Bridal Outfit” and set up a raffle on the whole package. The other women 

agreed with the “splendid” idea set up a subcommittee consisting of Mrs Torrens, Mrs 

Malcolm, and Mrs Capson to see it through.7 Though missing from the IODE minutes, it 

is clear that the Chapter was busy with other fundraisers as well.8 Advertisements 

appeared in the Moncton Daily Times as early as January 16, 1922 that encourage 

participation in a weekly dance on Tuesday evenings with the “proceeds in aid of [the] 

Soldiers’ Monument Fund.”9 

The Chapter wasted no time getting the monument together. The Daily Times 

reported from their annual meeting that the IODE had ordered the monument a cost of 

$7,000 ($92,700 today) and that members of the Chapter were canvassing to raise 

funds.10 There is no indication from the records of the IODE themselves that they ordered 

the monument at this time. However, the Moncton Transcript reported on June 9, 1921 

that the IODE, the City Council, and Peter Thompson of the Thompson Monument 

Company in Toronto arranged for the monument to be erected in Victoria Park.11 An 

article appeared in the Daily Times on February 4, 1922 called for community to send 

Mrs Boyd Anderson the names of the dead so that they could be inscribed on the 

monument.12 A similar notice appeared in the Transcript the day before. The IODE also 

decided to display a picture of the monument, presumably furnished by the Thompson 

                                                           
7 IODE fonds, MC 2225-MS1A, December 19, 1921, PANB. 
8 Archival sources, especially meeting minutes, often lack discussion, it is often best to turn to newspapers 

who would send reporters to meetings. 
9 “I.O.D.E. DANCE,” Daily Times, January 16, 1922. 
10 “Lieut.-Col. Boyd Anderson I.O.D.E. had Good Year,” Daily Times, February 3, 1922. 
11 “Contract Awarded,” Moncton Transcript (Moncton, N.B.), June 9, 1921. 
12 “Honor Roll of Moncton,” Daily Times, February 4, 1922. 
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Company, in the window with the wardrobe trunk as a means of spurring on 

fundraising.13 

 Little did the citizens of Moncton know, and there is no evidence to suggest that 

they did, that their memorial was designed by one of the most prolific Canadian sculptors 

and artists of his time. Emanuel Hahn was born in Germany but had been a Canadian 

resident and citizen for many years. He did some work with the Thompson Monument 

Company in Toronto, and thus won the bid to be the sculptor of the Moncton Soldiers’ 

Monument. Though unknown to the vast majority of Canadians in the twenty-first 

century, Hahn’s work was well-known by many in his time. An Associate of the Royal 

College of Art in London and a founding member of the Ontario Sculptors Association, 

Hahn designed and made some of Canada’s most influential and important works of 

sculpture and carvings, including Sir William MacKenzie, medals for the Canadian 

National Exhibition, and war memorials in Fort Erie, and Guelph. His work is found in 

the pockets of Canadians to this day in the form of the the Caribou on the quarter, and the 

Bluenose on the dime.  

There is nothing to suggest that the people of Moncton or the IODE knew that 

Hahn was designing their monument, and as such there was no objection to his being 

German. However, in Winnipeg, Manitoba, things were not so easy. The committee 

selected his design, but upon realizing that he was German, subsequently rejected him, 

despite the fact that he had been in Canada since the age of two. They reissued the call 

for proposals, and the winning design was that of Miss Elizabeth Wood. The committee 

was happy with that, she having a good English name. However, the joke ended up being 

                                                           
13 IODE fonds, MC-2225-MS1A, April 6, 1922. 
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on Winnipeg, because Miss Elizabeth Wood was, in fact, Mrs Emanuel Hahn.14 When 

Hahn’s plans were rejected, Wood submitted hers—which no doubt, Hahn worked on to 

at least some degree—in order to uphold the honour of her family. Despite being 

“amused and non-plussed over the situation...” 15 Winnipeg could not deny that Hahn was 

German and that Wood was married to him. The committee overturned their decision 

again, and the contract was awarded to local-born Gilbert Parfitt.16 No such contretemps 

erupted in Moncton.  

 On February 21, 1922, a lengthy Letter to the Editor about “Soldiers’ Memorials” 

appeared in the Daily Times. Written by a D. Lowel from Eustis, Quebec, the letter 

explored various ways in which communities, especially small ones, paid tribute to their 

war dead. Lowell claims that even large and populous municipalities were encountering 

difficulties in erecting memorials to the fallen. The most salient reason for this is that 

many communities were far too ambitious with what they wished to accomplish. For 

smaller communities, who simply did not have the population base to erect a memorial, 

Lowel suggested that a large boulder be placed in a prominent location in town and that 

on Arbour Day, children should plant a maple tree near the boulder, which would be 

dedicated as the cenotaph. He further suggests that communities establish time capsules 

containing the names, parentage, dates, and death information of each soldier, as well as 

historical records and other pertinent information, to be placed beneath the cenotaph. 

Lowel suggested that the “whole-cenotaph, maple trees, roll of honor and flag [be] 

entrusted to the children for safe keeping” to remind the children of the sacrifice of the 

                                                           
14 Though professionally, she was always referred to as Elizabeth Wynn Wood. 
15 Emanuel Hahn documents, R8270 Volume 2, File 1, Lawrence Hayward Collection, Library and 

Archives Canada, Ottawa. 
16 Jonathan F. Vance, Death So Noble: Memory, Meaning, and the First World War (Vancouver: 

University of British Colombia Press, 1997), 206-07. 



81 

 

“country’s heroes.”17 In one respect, Lowel’s letter is contrary to much of the narrative 

that surrounded the construction of war memorials. In most cases, committees and 

individuals felt that monuments to the fallen heroes should be large, expensive, and 

formal. For most people, small, cheap memorials were embarrassing and not respectful 

enough to the sacrifices of those whom they commemorated. However, the sentiment 

behind Lowel’s proposal remains one of personal and perpetual commemoration. 

 Meanwhile, in Moncton, the IODE Wardrobe Trunk fundraiser was an outstanding 

success. On April 22, 1922, at the weekly IODE dance, Mrs Sam Fong was announced the 

winner of the trunck. Over 5,000 tickets were purchased and somewhere in the “vicinity 

of $1,000” was raised by the effort. To assure that there was no dishonesty, an “A.B.C. 

washing machine” was used to mix up the tickets.18 Meanwhile, the Chapter secured 

advertising from the two city newspapers and ensured that the list of names of the fallen 

was sent to the Thompson Company at once. The Chapter wanted the list of names 

arranged on a plaque in alphabetical order and to affix the plaques to the base of the 

monument.19  

 The Thompson Company worked quickly and had the monument ready by the last 

week of August 1922; it is likely that they had at least part of the monument ready in a 

warehouse. The ‘handsome’ monument had arrived in Moncton and was erected in 

Victoria Park, but not all of the funds had been raised to be able to pay for it.20 In late 

October, the IODE, in conjunction with the Fraser Brothers Florists, announced their 

intention to hold a Flower Carnival with all of the proceeds going to swell the Soldiers’ 

                                                           
17 D. Lowel, “Soldiers’ Memorials,” Daily Times, February 21, 1922. 
18 “Mrs. Sam Fong Wins I.O.D.E. Wardrobe Trunk,” Transcript, April 23, 1922. 
19 IODE fonds, MC 2225-MS1A, April 6, 1922 
20 “Soldier Memorial Monument Was Set Up Yesterday,” Daily Times, August 25, 1922. 
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Memorial Monument fund. One of the projected highlights of the Carnival was the 

opportunity to purchase wreaths to place on the memorial after the unveiling, which was 

due to take place on the anniversary of Armistice Day.21 

 The ladies of the IODE were busy planning the ceremony for the unveiling. Lt 

Col. Boyd Anderson, the namesake of the Chapter, joined them for their planning 

meeting. Col. Anderson provided various suggestions to them about how they might 

proceed, saying that the ceremony was “practically the same as a Church service.” He 

suggested a platform large enough to seat the invited guests, as well as the whole 

Chapter. They also realized that they needed to find a speaker to deliver an oration of 

some kind. Several members of the Chapter suggested that they ask Lord Julian Byng, 

General Sir Arthur Currie, Reverend Canon Almond, or Lieutenant Governor William 

Pugsley to give the address. They also wanted a private to unveil the memorial, and a 

detachment of “returned men” to form a guard around the memorial. The Boy Scouts 

would form a secondary guard inside the veterans’ guard.22   

 In an effort both to recognize those who had donated to the memorial fund, and to 

encourage others to do so, the IODE published a lists of names of those who donated in 

both the Daily Times and the Transcript. Most of the donations were five or ten dollars; 

the largest individual donation being $50. That sum of money—roughly equivalent to 

$680 today—was either donated by prominent members of society, for example, Senator 

                                                           
21 “Floral Carnival will be held in City Hall,” Daily Times, October 26, 1922. 
22 IODE fonds, MC 2225-MS1A, September 14, 1922. 
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J.A. MacDonald23, or by organizations like the Moncton Teachers’ Association or the 

Fort Cumberland Chapter of the IODE.24 

 IODE branches, and other organizations, organized dances which were very 

popular in the 1920s; it was not uncommon to see three or four dances advertised for the 

same week. Each of these dances would be organized by a different group, and each one 

would have a regular crowd. They were used as fundraisers to help organizations further 

their work in the community. The Lt Col. Boyd Anderson Chapter used the dances as a 

fundraiser for their memorial. The Chapter organized masquerade dances for February 14 

and July 31, 1922. These dances were very successful, people came from Sackville, 

Dorchester, and Shediac and stayed to dance past one o’clock when the lunch was 

served.25 It was a wise decision on behalf of the Chapter to use a successful, pre-existing, 

fundraising mechanism. The Chapter also organized several fundraising concerts that 

were heavily advertised. When the Zeleder Symphonic Quintet played at City Hall on 

February 20; the advertisement for the concert appeared three times on February 14, four 

times on February 15, six times on February 16, and then once the day of the concert.26 

A few very fortunate Monctonians had the financial resources to be able to visit 

the graves of their loved ones overseas. Mrs James Swetnam visited her son Harry at 

Bruay and was very impressed with the care and precision that the Imperial War Graves 

Commission had taken to ensure that each soldier was properly commemorated. “The 

graves [were] all neatly laid out,” reported the Daily Times, “and each grave is 

                                                           
23 “Generous Donation to IODE Monument Fund,” Transcript, August 8, 1922.  
24 “Monument Fund of the Lieut. Col. Boyd Anderson Chapter IODE,” Transcript, September 23, 1922. 
25 “Masquerade Dance,” Daily Times, February 8, 1922. 

     “200 at IODE Masquerade Dance,” Transcript, August 1, 1922. 
26 “For Monument Fund,” Transcript, February 14-20, 1922. 



84 

 

surmounted with a fine headstone on which is cut a maple leaf and the name and 

regimental number of the deceased.” Mrs Swetnam was also struck by how well kept the 

cemeteries were, with well-tended lawns and gardens. She visited the grave of Lieutenant 

Stanley Edgett and brought back photographs of the graves. Mr and Mrs Frederick Moore 

also travelled to France to visit their son Claude. The pair also visited several battlefields 

and were very impressed with their trip. The Daily Times reported that they went on a 

battlefield tour arranged by the Salvation Army. Many early battlefield tours made their 

headquarters in Arras, which, according to the Daily Times report, had begun its recovery 

from the destruction of the war. Many families were still living in cellars and toward the 

battlefields of Vimy Ridge there was still a “great deal” of barbed wire to be cleaned up 

and mine craters to be filled.27 The two parties were very fortunate; many Canadians did 

not have the opportunity or the financial resources to be able to go overseas and visit the 

graves of their sons on the Western Front. This made the war memorials that were being 

erected that much more important. 

 The October 25 meeting of the executive of the local branch of the GWVA was 

one of the only instances where they discussed the memorial monument in any way.28 

The executive made their plans for Poppy Day and the IODE had ordered them and was 

organizing their distribution. They discussed the idea that former servicemen were to 

serve as an honour guard for the unveiling of the memorial monument. The executive 

decided that since the GWVA was not the only veterans’ association in operation, there 

                                                           
27 “Visited Graves of Sons in British War Cemeteries,” Daily Times, September 3, 1922. 
28 That statement comes with a caveat: the records of the Moncton branch of the GWVA have been lost to 

history, so this information is as reported in the Daily Times. 
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ought to be consultation with the other organizations.29 Therefore, Lt Col. Boyd 

Anderson called a meeting of all the war veterans in Moncton to discuss their 

participation.30 A large number of veterans attended the November 2 meeting, and they 

decided to form an honour guard at the unveiling; they also organized a rehearsal for the 

event and veterans were encouraged to participate widely.31 

 Before 1921, Armistice Day was not an official day of observance. In May 1921, 

the federal government passed the Armistice Day Bill, which proclaimed the Monday in 

the week of November 11 to be Armistice Day. It was to be combined with Thanksgiving 

Day.32 This is reflected in the actions of the memorial committee, the Moncton City 

Council, and the community at large. Major McKee and Capitan Price, for example, 

asked City Council to make November 11, 1922 a holiday “on account of the unveiling of 

the Soldiers’ Memorial Monument.” Mayor Edgett responded that Council did not have 

that power, but that they would encourage participation in the unveiling activities. City 

Council did, however, move to lay a wreath at the base of the monument at the 

ceremony.33 Meanwhile, His Majesty King George V proclaimed that there would be two 

minutes’ silence at eleven o’clock on Armistice Day. The declaration was proclaimed 

through the Lieutenant Governor to the Daily Times and the other newspapers across the 

                                                           
29 Various ex-service organizations existed before 1926 when the Canadian Legion was given its charter. A 

small number of the organizations continued to be separate despite the existence of a larger group, but by 

and large all GWVA branches were converted to branches of the Canadian Legion of the British Empire 

Service League (now called the Royal Canadian Legion) in 1926. See William Simcock, The First Sixty 

Years: The Royal Canadian Legion Fredericton Branch No. 4 (Fredericton, New Brunswick, Fredericton 

Branch, Royal Canadian Legion, 1984), 17. 
30 “Guard of Honor of Local Veterans for the Unveiling,” Daily Times, October 27, 1922. 
31 “Veterans Will Meet for Drill Tuesday Night,” Daily Times, November 3, 1922. 
32 Vance, 211. 
33 “City to Place Wreath at Foot of Soldiers’ Memorial Monument,” Transcript, November 8, 1922. 
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province.34 The fact that this announcement had to be made shows that the two minutes’ 

silence was not a widespread act of commemoration until this time. 

 As Armistice Day approached, there were various fundraisers, promotions, and 

other events to encourage the public to support the Soldiers’ Monument and to attend the 

unveiling. Jon Felding and Son sold memorial wreaths made of magnolia leaves and 

poppies all tied with a purple ribbon. The proceeds from these wreaths was to go to the 

Soldiers’ Monument fund.35 Peter McSweeny and Company produced an Armistice 

Window and displayed it in their shop. The window is draped in black cloth and the 

“flags of our Empire” and in the background is a depiction of a soldier paying tribute to 

his comrades in a field of poppies. The field is also scattered with crosses, and a large 

slab is found in the background with the inscription “If ye break faith, we shall not 

sleep.” Opposite the slab was a memorial cross with wreaths at the base. A woman stands 

at the cross, about to place a wreath on the memorial. Next to the memorial, there is a 

copy of John McCrae’s poem along with the inscription “Canada mourns her sons and 

daughters who gave their lives for Freedom’s Cause.”36 This window is a useful example 

of the desire that businesses had to remember their fallen soldiers. The imagery in the 

window uses many of the themes that are seen in the process of commemoration: a cross, 

soldier, poppies, and stone tablets. 

 The Daily Times needed to explain to its readership the rationale behind the 

distribution of poppies and their prominence in windows, displays, and wreaths. Since the 

first anniversary of Armistice Day, there was a growing desire for an outward and visible 

                                                           
34 “Armistice Day,” Daily Times, November 7, 1922. 
35 “Armistice Day,” Daily Times, November 8, 1922. 
36 “Flanders Fields Portrayed in the McSweeney Windows,” Transcript, November 8, 1922. 
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sign of society’s inward and heartfelt reverence. The Times says that the idea stemmed 

from when French children began to collect the poppies that grew on the former 

battlefields of France and Flanders and in order to decorate the graves of the fallen heroes 

near their homes. Anna E. Guérin and La Ligue Américaine Française des Enfants 

adopted the idea and had women and children make silk poppies to be sold and worn. 

However, subsequent research has discovered that Guérin got her idea from American 

Moina Michael, who popularized the symbol in the United States. This is due in large 

part due to Michael’s poem “We Shall Keep the Faith” written in 1919 as a response to 

John McCrea’s “In Flanders Fields” and which forms the frontispiece of this thesis. In 

1922, the GWVA adopted the poppy as a means of remembering, in perpetuity, “the 

memory of the Sacred Dead.” Its sale also provided an additional fundraising campaign 

for relief funds that were necessitated by unemployment in the winter.37 

 With the arrangements made, the returned soldiers rehearsed, and the monument 

ready in place, it was time, on November 11, 1922, to unveil the Soldiers’ Monument. 

The Daily Times, which was a morning publication, reported that the group of returned 

soldiers who had already arrived would form the largest group of veterans assembled in 

Moncton since the war. Disabled men and nursing sisters were to join the parade by 

motorcar. Music was arranged, and two prominent soldiers were on call to unveil the 

monument. Stanley Steeves served with the 8th Battery from August 1914 until October 

1916 when he was seriously wounded by German artillery at Courcellette. Peter Legere 

served with the 79th Battalion and fought at the Somme, Courcellette, Regina’s Trench, 

                                                           
37 “Canada’s National Memorial Flower,” Daily Times, November 9, 1922; Nicholas J. Saunders, The 

Poppy: A History of Conflict, Loss, Remembrance & Redemption (London: Oneworld Publications, 2013), 
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Mouquet Farm, Vimy Ridge, and Hill 70. During the Last Hundred Days, he was badly 

wounded and ended up losing an arm.38 The masthead of The Daily Times reminded the 

community on the morning of November 11, 1922 to observe “two minutes silence at 11 

o’clock… [for] Armistice Day”.39 

 Despite bad weather, “thousands of citizens were in attendance,” wrote the Daily 

Times in their report of the ceremony afterwards.40 Almost a thousand veterans formed a 

parade and honour guard around the memorial; the parade marched on a lengthy route 

and was led by L’Assomption band. Lt Col. Samuel Boyd Anderson was the Master of 

Ceremonies for the event, Mayor J. Fred Edgett acted as chairman. The speakers and 

guests sat on a gun limber draped with the flag of the 2nd Field Brigade of which the 8th 

Battery was part, and which Boyd Anderson had commanded. The mayor asked the 

thousands present to bow their heads as the Union Jack was pulled off the statue, after 

which the trumpeter sounded a salute and the Last Post. Wreaths were placed by the City 

of Moncton, the GWVA, and the T. Eaton Company and the band played “O Canada.” 

The Reverend Canon William B. Sisam, Rector of St George’s Anglican Church, 

dedicated the memorial trusting and hoping “that the deep and abiding lessons of the 

Great War may never be forgotten so that not only today, but on other days too, there 

may sound on our ears the refrain of that grand Recessional—‘Lord God of Hosts, be 

with us yet, Lest we forget, lest we forget.’” 

 The Secretary of State for Canada, the Honourable A.B. Copp, MP gave the 

address, thanking the women of the IODE for their initiative in building the memorial and 
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39 Masthead, Daily Times, November 11, 1922. 
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for allowing him to speak at the occasion. In his address, Copp emphasised that men had 

“taken up the burden and the work passed on by those who defended the Empire from 

what we might call the worst elements of Kaiserism. It is incumbent upon us to keep faith 

and ensure that the task entrusted to us is faithfully performed.” The rest of his speech is 

consistent with this theme, imploring those gathered to remember those who died in the 

Great War not only in their thoughts but their actions. The chaplain of the 165th Battalion 

(Acadien), the Reverend (Capt) Father John Gaudet spoke in both French and English 

about the memorial and the experiences of the Canadian soldiers in the Great War. Many 

Acadians of the 165th Battalion went to the unveiling, in some part, to hear Fr Gaudet’s 

speech. It is important to note that Fr Gaudet spoke in both languages: Moncton is 

situated at the balancing point between Francophones and Anglophones in the province 

and is an important centre for both linguistic communities. Many Acadians signed up for 

the Canadian Expeditionary Force both in the 165th Battalion and in others across the 

province. Acadians did their bit, fought gallantly, and served their country with their 

Anglophone friends.41 However, the 165th Battalion never served as a fighting unit in 

France. Like many other units, especially in New Brunswick, le bataillion acadien was 

split up and used as reinforcements for other units overseas. Despite the fact that they 

never served together, the men of the 165th clearly identified as being a part of that 

battalion and showed up in numbers to hear their beloved chaplain speak. 

                                                           
41 It is important not to conflate Acadians with Québécois. The Acadian reaction to the Great War and the 

various issues that came out of it, including conscription, were not the same as their fellow French-

Canadians in Québec. For an involved look at the Acadian response and experience of war, especially the 

Conscription Crisis of 1917, see Andrew Theobald, The Bitter Harvest of War: New Brunswick and the 

Conscription Crisis of 1917 (Fredericton: Goose Lane Editions and the New Brunswick Military Heritage 

Project, 2008). 
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 Mayor Edgett concluded the event by thanking the Boyd Anderson Chapter, 

Father Edward Savage gave the Benediction, the crowd sang God Save the King, and the 

parade dispersed. Many stayed behind to get a better look at the impressive monument 

and to see the names of their heroes inscribed on it. 42 Hahn’s sculpture is a fine one, and 

it impressed the citizens of Moncton, though they did not know it was his. In the archival 

records gathered by Lawrence Hayward, the sculpture is mentioned as one of Hahn’s best 

pieces of work. Called “Tommy in Great Coat” it is a sculpture of a British—or 

Canadian—soldier standing in mourning with his army-issue greatcoat. It is impressive, 

and the detail on Tommy’s face is expressive, marred with grief, sorrow, and pain.43  

Hahn’s sculpture is on a stone base with the names of those from Moncton and the area 

who died during the Great War. On the very bottom of the monument are the battles in 

which those men died. The memorial stands in Victoria Park and is now surrounded by 

many other monuments and memorials. 

The Soldiers’ Memorial in Moncton was not nearly as expensive as the one in St 

Stephen—though it is no less impressive. The memorial was to cost the IODE $7,000, 

which was almost a third of what St Stephen spent. In the week leading up to the 

unveiling, as reported by the Daily Times on November 4, they were $2,000 short, having 

raised $1,059.48 that week.44 Moncton responded to the implicit call afterwards, for on 

November 9, the Transcript published another list of donors stating that the total was 

now $10,553.48, well over the required cost of the monument; they did not say what the 

                                                           
42 “Impressive Ceremony at the Unveiling of the Soldiers’ Monument on Armistice Day,” Daily Times, 
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43 Hayward Collection, LAC. 
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IODE was going to do with the surplus.45

 

Figure 5: Soldiers' Memorial, Victoria Park, Moncton, c. 1923. Moncton 

Museum, Moncton, NB. 

 Despite this apparent surplus, the Chapter remained in debt to the Thompson 

Company. The records of their meeting in January 1924, 15 months after the unveiling, 
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show that they voted to pay off the “remainder of the debt on the Monument….”46 At the 

next meeting, they transferred the remaining amount in the Monument fund into the 

Chapter’s account for general operation. It is unclear how much this was, though at 

April’s meeting, the treasurer reported a surplus of $7,476, which indicates that the 

surplus was significant, at least as large as the Transcript had reported in 1922.47 It is 

curious, however, that the IODE did not choose to use this money for something else 

related to the cause for which it was given. The Chapter could have chosen to forward the 

balance of the money to the national IODE’s War Memorial Scholarship, but there is no 

indication that that happened. 

 As in many towns and cities, the unveiling of Moncton’s war memorial was the 

largest assemblage of returned veterans since the Armistice. Indeed, in some places, it 

may have been the largest display of the military that had ever been seen. However, units 

were not called to participate individually; instead, a general call was issued for veterans 

to come to a meeting to prepare for a parade. Then the returned soldiers grouped 

themselves according to unit and rank. This was likely done organically and not 

mandated by whoever was organizing the meeting—in the case of Moncton, Lt Col. 

Boyd Anderson. This shows a desire to associate with the regiments in which they 

originally enlisted despite the fact that some units never saw combat together. No matter 

where they found themselves during the war, upon their return to Moncton, veterans 

associated with the local units whether it be the 165th Battalion or the 8th Battery. 

   

                                                           
46 IODE fonds, MC2225-MS1A, January 8, 1924. 
47 IODE fonds, MC2225-MS1A, February 5, 1924; April 1, 1924. 
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The unveiling of the war memorial was not the first time that the citizens of 

Moncton gathered to pay tribute to those who died in battle. In May 1915, there was an 

outdoor service in memory of Moncton’s “fallen heroes.” It resembled the later Armistice 

Day ceremony and was held to commemorate specific soldiers who died, in this 

particular instance, at the Second Battle of Ypres, where the 8th Battery took heavy 

losses. According to the Transcript, thousands of people turned out to the service, even 

though it commemorated only five specific soldiers.48 Examples of public mourning, like 

this one, are important social constructs, and they show that the war was a collective 

experience. This new kind of warfare required participation and support from the 

majority of the population in order for it to be successful; that support is perhaps best 

exemplified by the outpouring of grief on the Home Front, which foreshadows and 

explains the erection of war memorials after the Armistice. 

Boyd Anderson’s participation in the process of commemoration, and even the 

fact that the branch of the IODE was named for him is significant. Early in the war, Boyd 

Anderson commanded 8th Battery, the local artillery unit. He was an influential figure for 

Moncton overseas, writing home frequently and keeping tabs on various local men. One 

outstanding example of this is a letter he wrote to the Moncton Knights of Pythias when 

one of their members, Fred Gunn was killed in action. He wrote of the actions of various 

Moncton men that he regularly saw, including Canon Almon, the 8th Battery chaplain. 

Boyd Anderson wrote that he had recorded on a map where all of the “Moncton boys” 

were buried and had marked it of personal value, so that if anything were to happen to 
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him, someone else would find it and continue on his work.49 Major Boyd Anderson was a 

proud Monctonian and wrote to Mayor McAnn asking that the 8th Battery be given the 

privilege of firing the first shell made in the Moncton foundry. Unfortunately, the 

foundry made 28 pound 10 ounce howitzer shells, and the 8th Battery used 18-pounders, 

so “Major Anderson’s request, which [was] a most commendable one” was denied.50  

 Moncton is a bilingual city and many of the names inscribed on the monument—

Marcilin Cormier, Arsène Landry, Pascal LeBlanc, Felicien Roy, amongst others—are 

Francophone. To be respectful of this, Fr Gaudet gave his speech at the unveiling in both 

French and English. However, there is no mention of the memorial in either of the city’s 

two French-language newspapers, L’Évangeline and L’Acadien. The reason for this is 

unclear. Acadians, overall, were supportive of the war effort, though not of conscription 

and the attempts in 1917-18 to enforce conscription probably soured them to the war. 

Francophones were invested in, and gave money to, the war memorial project, but 

nothing was recorded in either French newspaper. L’Évangeline was the organ of the 

Liberal Party in the area, which could explain the lack of interest in the war memorial; 

however, the Liberal Party was not opposed to war memorials or the war effort.  

 It is estimated that almost a third of Canada’s war memorials built in this period 

were raised by women’s civic organizations such as the IODE, the Women’s Canadian 

Club, or the Women’s Institute.51 The Moncton example is unique among the five 

considered here as the only one in which an existing civic organization took it full upon 

themselves to fundraise, organize, and erect a monument to the city’s dead. IODE 
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chapters were involved in memorialization in other locations—including Saint John—but 

only in Moncton to they take the leadership role. The Boyd Anderson Chapter had the 

full support of the citizens of Moncton and the city politicians. The role of women in the 

process of commemoration is most obviously seen in Moncton, and it is an important role 

to highlight. Women—with the exception of Nursing Sisters—did not participate actively 

in the war, but they lived with their own horrors: the fear of their sons, brothers, 

husbands, and uncles never coming home; the pressure to help and support the war effort; 

the emotional pain resulting from the death of a loved one; the role of nurse and caregiver 

to the returned men; and the inability to help those who returned with misunderstood 

psychological trauma. Women’s role in commemoration was their way of dealing with 

these horrors, and their way of doing their bit to make sure that the returned men knew 

that their sacrifices, and the sacrifices of those who did not come home, were appreciated, 

valued, and held in sacred trust. 
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Chapter 6: The Saint John War Memorial, 1922-1925 

Be it ours to make it what they would like it to be 
 

In 1883, Saint John Common Council granted permission for the city’s branch of 

the Women’s Christian Temperance Union (WCTU) to erect a drinking fountain at the 

entrance to King Square in memory of the Loyalist women who came to the city in the 

eighteenth century. The location was suitable for a handsome monument which had been 

made possible with the generosity of Mrs W.W. Turnbull.1 The fountain enjoyed its 

prominence for over forty years, but when it came time for the city to erect a memorial to 

its war dead in 1925, the location of that fountain became the cause of a passionate 

debate in the city. 

On May 18, 1922, there was a public meeting held to discuss a memorial to those 

who fell in the Great War. The meeting was called by Municipal Chapter of the IODE, 

and the regent of the Chapter, Mrs Boyle Travers, opened the meeting by explaining the 

purpose, asking for everyone to give their opinion, and by reading a letter from the 

GWVA in support of the notion of a soldiers’ memorial. The meeting was widely 

attended, and the Saint John Globe reported on it the next day. There were a number of 

opinions and ideas suggested: T.H. Estabrooks and Judge R.E. Armstrong thought that 

the memorial should stand for all soldiers, regardless of whether or not they died in 

battle; Rev. Canon R.A. Armstrong reminded the group that they had to take a decision 

on whether or not it was to be a utilitarian monument, and himself favoured a “civic 

memorial”; Judge Armstrong wanted sailors as well as soldiers to be remembered. Mrs 

                                                           
1 “More Delay Takes Place in War Memorial Site Matter,” Saint John Globe (Saint John, NB), April 6, 
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Travers said that the IODE wanted a memorial to be an arch or a cenotaph and that King 

Square would be the best place for the monument, others advocated for a flagstaff, and 

others still thought that King Square was not the best place. Premier Walter E. Foster 

thought that each community should organize its own memorial. In the end, a committee 

was struck to take the preliminary steps in organizing a memorial of some kind. The 

committee composed R.T. Hayes, F.B. Ellis, Col. Sturdee, Mrs J. Boyle Travers, Mrs 

Hugh Mackay, Canon Armstrong, Mrs Herber Vroom and C.A. Owens.2 

Noticeably missing from the Saint John committee was a Great War veteran. The 

uniformed member of the committee, Colonel Edward Thankful Sturdee, started his 

military career as Captain of B Company of the 62nd St. John Fusiliers in the 1885 North-

West Rebellion.3 Col. Sturdee was too old to serve in the Great War; however, his son, 

Captain Edward Alban Sturdee, joined the 26th Battalion and fought overseas. Sturdee the 

younger also served in the militia for 15 years, 13 of those with the 62nd Saint John 

Fusiliers, and two years with the 28th New Brunswick Dragoons.4 The conspicuous lack 

of Great War veterans on the committee is in contrast to the committee in St Stephen, 

where returned soldiers were very influential in the process. However, it is in line with 

places like Fredericton, where the committee took heat for not including soldiers. 

 Only four days after the report of the May 18 meeting ran in the Globe, the first of 

the opinion letters came into the editor. Ewyn Bruce MacKinnon had lofty ideas for what 

Saint John should do for a war memorial. He suggested renovating the whole of King 
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Street to form a ‘memorial boulevard,’ transforming King Square into a ‘Garden of 

Victory,’ and beautifying Market Slip on the harbour and the Courtney Bay front. 

MacKinnon cites several examples of large European cities—Brussels, London, Paris, 

and Edinburgh—which had undertaken similar schemes with great success. He argued 

that if Edinburgh, “the poorest of capitals” can do such a thing, then “St John, in our own 

humble way” could do something similar. Saint John, MacKinnon posits, was much 

“better off than Edinburgh” and ought to “possess one magnificent memorial avenue 

from water to water.” MacKinnon elaborated on his plan, but it was unrealistic if nothing 

else. He argued that the monument proper should be placed at the head of King Street 

facing down the street towards the harbour. MacKinnon also had a vision for what he 

wanted the memorial to look like: it should be a semi-circular colonnade with a bas-relief 

bronze panel of a prominent battle. On one side, he proposed a bronze statue of a figure 

representing Canada hanging a wreath of maple leaves on a cross; on the other side he 

recommended another figure of Canada supported by Britannia holding a trident, placing 

a wreath of maples into the waves in memory of the Canadian sailors who died on the 

seas. Finally, MacKinnon proposed renaming King Square “Patriots’ Place.”5 

MacKinnon obviously thought long and hard about this and he developed a detailed 

proposal; however, the rest of the city was not quite ready to commit to a design. 

Virtually none of MacKinnon’s suggestions were adopted, but his letter foreshadows the 

debate that would play out in the Saint John Globe over the next several years. 

 The memorial committee met on the same day as Mackinnon’s letter was 

published, and decided that they would approach all of the organizations in the city who 
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were involved in war work to see envisioned in the memorial. They sent invitations to the 

Soldiers Welcome Committee, the Catholic Women’s League, the Orangemen, the Sons 

of England, St Andrew’s Society, St George’s Society, St Patrick’s Society, the YMCA, 

the YWCA, and many others. They also sent invitations to prominent individuals for their 

input.6 The committee met again in mid-June to discuss the progress of its various 

members. Hayes reported that they were trying to get in contact with other cities to ask 

what they had arranged for memorials. Meanwhile, M.T. Kane had already submitted a 

sketch of a memorial shaft topped with a figure of a soldier and H.F. Grattan and Sons 

sent photographs. Some people suggested they replicate the arch that stood at the head of 

King Street before the Great Fire, this was met with both enthusiasm and trepidation. Col. 

Sturdee felt that they needed to first choose a site for the memorial and then call for 

designs; L.P.D. Tilley disagreed and thought they should proceed in the opposite manner, 

Tilley moved a motion of the same, and it was seconded, but no vote was taken. David 

Hipwell then moved that King Square be chosen as the site for the memorial and that they 

decide on a form later; Sturdee felt that there needed to be some consultation and moved 

that a sub-committee be struck to select the site. Nevertheless, Mrs Hugh Mackay 

seconded Hipwell’s motion and it was carried with a vote of thirty to nine. Tilley then 

amended his original motion to say that a sub-committee be struck to choose a precise 

location in King Square and that they recommend a design and report back; that motion 

was seconded and carried unanimously.7  

                                                           
6 “Naming Committee on War Memorial,” Globe, May 23, 1922. 
7 “War Memorial on King Square,” Globe, June 13, 1922. The sub-committee was as follows: Mrs Hugh 

Mackay, Mrs Herber Vroom, Mrs J. Boyle Travers, David Hipwell, Mrs D.P. Chisholm, L.P.D. Tilley, Dr 

G.B. Peat, Charles Owens, Rev. Canon R.A. Armstrong, Col. E. T. Sturdee, R.T. Hayes, Commissioner 

Bullock, Mrs E. Atherton Smith, and Mrs. Alfred Morrisey, Miss Frances Alward was appointed secretary. 
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 R.T. Hayes, former mayor of the city and now MLA, assumed the role of 

chairman of the committee and appeared before City Council in August 1922 to give a 

report and to encourage their support for the memorial. He reported that the memorial 

committee was emphatically against a utilitarian memorial, and was in the process of 

deciding what site would be most appropriate. He explained that the funds would be 

raised through public subscription, though they would be asking for money from various 

organizations and from City Hall. The mayor, Frank Potts, favoured a civic centre 

because the city was in desperate need of one, but Hayes responded that the memorial 

committee was not open to such a suggestion.8 Suggestions continued to fly and A. Lewis 

Watson of the Canadian branch of the Imperial War Graves Commission visited Saint 

John in September with a proposal. Lewis, not surprisingly, suggested that Saint John 

erect Sir Reginald Blomfield’s Cross of Sacrifice arguing that it was the “most suitable 

memorial” to the men of the Great War.9 

 At the end of September 1922, the War Memorial Committee met again, but they 

did not feel that they had healthy enough attendance to make any decision about how to 

proceed with the two memorial designs that had been submitted to them. They did, 

however, allocate themselves $500 ($6,800) to secure more designs. Miss Frances 

Alward, secretary of the War Memorial Committee, read the report from the 

subcommittee which recommended that the memorial cost a maximum of $20,000 

($273,500) and that it be either a Cross of Sacrifice, to cost $6,000, or a shaft with bronze 

figures, to cost about $20,000. The Mayor and City Council granted permission for the 

memorial to be erected at the head of King Street. Chairman Hayes acknowledged the 
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fact that many people wanted an arch, but that it would cost between $35,000 and 

$70,000 ($478,500 to $957,000), such a price was considered beyond the scope of what 

the War Memorial Committee could afford and reasonably fundraise. In terms of design, 

R.E. Armstrong thought that Watson’s proposal of a Cross of Sacrifice was the best. He 

felt that a soldier in uniform would soon become foreign to people looking at it, whereas 

a cross would withstand the test of time. Canon Armstrong, F.B. Ellis, and Mrs T.H. 

Carter disagreed, arguing that they needed something more distinctive than a cross. The 

subcommittee continued to discuss and deliberate and was asked to report again at a 

better-attended meeting.10 It is worth noting that Canon Armstrong, Rector of the most 

prominent Anglican church in the city, was not in favour of a monument with overt 

religious iconography. 

 Reports of the War Memorial Committee in the Saint John Globe went dead until 

December 19, when a photo with the headline “Design for St John War Memorial” 

appeared. The caption revealed that the design competition had closed and that the 

winning entry had been selected. Toronto sculptor Alfred Howell’s design took the 

prize.11 An article accompanied the photo and elaborated on the design. “The general 

scheme,” the Globe reported, “is to symbolize the triumph of Victory through Sacrifice.” 

The monument was to be a winged bronze figure holding a flag of victory and a cross. 

She would be standing on a globe, suggesting the “universal victory for which men died.” 

The design had the figure of Winged Victory standing on a simple granite shaft, and a 

second mourning figure resting her hands on a sword. At the mourning figure’s feet, there 

was a soldier’s helmet on which was placed a spray of laurel leaves. The committee 
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agreed to award Howell $300 for his design. Three other subcommittees were struck out 

of this meeting: one to take care of the finances, a second to arrange the contract and 

erection of the monument, and a third to obtain official permission from the city to be 

allowed to put the memorial at the head of King Street. This would require removing the 

WCTU fountain that was in that space.12 

 The War Memorial Committee, either knowingly or unknowingly, had selected 

the design of one of Canada’s most prolific sculptors Alfred Howell. Howell was born in 

England, which probably pleased the selection committee, and was educated at various 

schools in Britain including the Royal College of Art where he received the Royal 

Exhibition Scholarship in 1909. In 1922, Howell was working as the Director of Art at 

the Central Technical School in Toronto. The monument in Saint John was one of 

Howell’s finest works. The models for the sculptures, Victory and Sacrifice, would 

appear in the 1922 Ontario Society of Artists Exhibition in Toronto.13 Due to the fact that 

the War Memorial Committee’s documents have not survived, it is unclear whether or not 

they were aware of Howell’s prolific career. 

 The Committee was busy in the first months of the new year and in March 1923, 

an editorial ran in the Saint John Globe urging the citizens of the city to support the 

appeal saying that the monument will be a “testimony to the gratitude and love of the 

present generation,” and that it would also serve as a “beacon light of patriotism to recall 

the heroic acts which inspired its erection.”14 Various community organizations rallied 

around the war memorial movement and did what they could to raise funds. The Local 
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Council of Women set up a “tag day,” from which all proceeds would go to the war 

memorial fund. A tag day, which is virtually unknown to the twenty-first century 

Canadian, was a day on which small tags are distributed for a small donation. In this case, 

21,000 tags were ordered with the phrase “Lest We Forget” written on them.15 The Tag 

Day was in coordination with a large drive that the War Memorial Committee was 

undertaking. The drive was to run from Monday March 11, 1923 to Thursday, March 14, 

cumulating in the Local Council of Women’s fundraiser. The canvassers for the drive 

would be out and about that week collecting subscriptions which had to be honoured by 

July 1. The goal was to raise $20,000.16 

 The committee would be disappointed in the fundraiser. At the end of the drive 

and tag day, the War Memorial Committee raised $7,295.90 and recorded pledges of 

$2,817 for a total of $10,100. There were a couple of suggestions about how to proceed: 

LPD Tilley and others though that another tag day would be a good idea and that they 

should also approach the city for a grant of some kind. Canon Armstrong thought that 

another drive would do the trick. Despite only raising half of the desired amount, the 

committee notified Howell that his design had won the competition and that they were 

committed to the memorial and that he should begin work.17 

 Almost a year elapsed before anything of note was published about the memorial 

in the Globe. On May 31, 1924, an editorial appeared noting that the work on the 

monument was “too long delayed.” It reminded the citizens of Saint John that the 

memorial was suitable “in every respect” and that it would be an “outward and visible 
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sign of the city’s appreciation of her soldier dead….” It noted that the War Memorial 

Committee had yet to raise all of the money required and that they needed another $6,000 

in order to flesh out the $20,000 budget.18 At the June 17 meeting of Saint John Common 

Council, a letter from the Saint John War Memorial Committee was read requesting the 

removal of that the fountain that currently stood at the head of King Street so that they 

could put the new memorial there. This was met by opposition from the Mayor and 

Councillor Harding, despite their previous support.19 This would be the first move in a 

hearty debate in Saint John that would last for over a year. 

 The location of the war memorial in Saint John caused an intense and passionate 

debate. The War Memorial Committee wanted to place the monument at the head of King 

Street, which is in the centre of town and close to many prominent buildings and 

institutions in Saint John, including the Imperial Theatre and Trinity Anglican Church. At 

the July 2, 1924 meeting of council, Hayes suggested that the fountain be removed and 

that the memorial be set up between it and the bandstand. However, Councillor Harding 

and the Mayor were adamant that the fountain remain in its place: There was other space 

in King Square for the war memorial to go. It was reported in the Globe that Howell 

wanted the memorial to be placed on the grass and not the pathway.20 However, Howell’s 

archival records indicate differently. In documents obtained by researcher Lawrence 

Hayward in the 1960s from the New Brunswick Museum, it is stated that Howell wanted 

the memorial to be placed “directly at the head of King Street….”21 There were various 

other opinions expressed during the July 2 meeting, but no decision was taken. This did 
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not stop the mayor from expressing his staunch opposition.22 As it turns out, Mayor Frank 

Potts would be the most vocal character in the debate and would turn into a lone crusader 

for the cause. 

 The War Memorial Committee initially bowed to Mayor Potts. In August, they 

reported to Common Council that the location would be in the triangular grass across the 

street from the Admiral Beatty Hotel. The mayor was pleased, and the committee further 

announced that Spoon Island granite would be used for the memorial and that a company 

out of St George would be in charge of cutting the stone.23 The War Memorial 

Committee needed Council’s permission to erect the monument in King Square, because 

the square is owned by the city. Council granted that permission, showing approval for 

the chosen site.24 This action gave the Committee the real power to act, raise the balance 

of their money, and to prepare themselves to erect the memorial. 

 On March 17, 1925, the War Memorial Committee announced that they would 

unveil the new memorial on either May 18 or June 3. $18,500 had been raised, leaving 

only $2,000.25 In the meantime, the controversy over location refused to die. Ten days 

later, the Globe advertised an announcement for a public meeting to urge the War 

Memorial Committee to place the Soldiers’ Memorial Monument at the head of King 

Street where they had originally planned. One citizen said that it was widely thought that 

this was the proper site and that there were “no insurmountable difficulties” in erecting 

the memorial at that location.26 Despite this meeting, the mayor accepted an invitation to 
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attend the unveiling ceremony on May 18.27 Support, however, to have the monument 

erected elsewhere was gaining. The Rotary Club, the Gyro-Garo Club, the Carleton War 

Veterans, and the IODE thrust their support behind the movement for the head of King 

Street. These organizations, and others, presented their views at the aforementioned 

meeting. The community donated to the fund on the assurance that the memorial would 

be erected at the head of King Street; therefore, they felt as though City Council should at 

least hear their point of view and so the Memorial Committee encouraged a wide 

attendance at the meeting.28 The Municipal Chapter of the IODE, who started the 

campaign, and whose secretary, Miss Alward, was the secretary of the War Memorial 

Committee, expressed their strong support for the head of King Street.29 

 It is of note that veterans are largely absent from this narrative. That is not to say 

that they did not have an opinion, but that they were concerned with other issues. The 

reasons for this are several-fold. There was no one association that grouped veterans 

together, many did not want to relive their war experiences, and—most importantly— 

veterans associations were more concerned with the rehabilitation of returned soldiers 

and supporting the families of the fallen. However, the Byng Boys’ Club of Saint John 

did weigh in on the debate early on in the process. The Globe published a report of their 

meeting that was called specifically to ascertain the Boys’ opinion about the site for the 

war memorial. They expressed unanimous support for the head of King Street, arguing 

that it is “the premier location in the city,” and that the committee should “consider no 

other site” than the head of King. They called for the WCTU fountain to be removed and 
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a semi-circular path be made around the memorial leading to the bandstand. They further 

resolved that since City Council had not yet made any contribution to the war memorial 

fund, that the city take the responsibility for moving the fountain and creating the paths.30 

The only way for returned soldiers’ organizations to have their voices heard on the 

matter—or any other—was for them to write to the newspaper. They were not otherwise 

consulted. 

 On March 31, 1925, the Globe was inundated with passionate letters from the 

public about their opinions about the placement of the war memorial. Alexander I. 

Machum, the Secretary-Treasurer of the Saint John branch of the GWVA wrote Miss 

Alward to express the branch’s opinion that the head of King Street was the right location 

for the memorial because it would ensure that passers-by would see the memorial and 

that it was certain that the memorial would not be subsequently destroyed by urban 

development. The GWVA felt that the fountain could be easily relocated to the northern 

side of the square and that that would not in any way diminish its value. The letter was 

printed in the Globe so that the whole city would know what the returned soldiers thought 

about the memorial.31 

 The same day, a letter from Rowland Firth was published. Firth did not have a 

problem with the location of the memorial per se, but with the memorial itself. He 

believed that the figure at the bottom, which he saw as representing death, would be 

unfitting for the memorial, especially should it be located at the top of King Street. With 

this figure, Firth argued that a better location for the memorial would be in the Old Burial 
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Ground. Firth posited that the memorial should be redesigned to make it joyous and 

triumphant and then, and only then, would the head of King Street be the appropriate 

place for it.32 The third Letter to the Editor that day was signed by “Anti Humbug” who 

lambasted the Mayor for having “horn-swoggled” the people into believing that the 

memorial committee had chosen the site. He argued that Mayor Potts got his way, but 

deflected any hard feelings from him onto the memorial committee. This, “Anti 

Humbug” said, was “really too much.”33 

 On April 2, 1925, the committee of Common Council met and they were flooded 

with opinions about the memorial. Returned soldiers; the IODE; wives, mothers, sisters of 

the fallen; and civic organizations gave their unanimous support for the head of King 

Street, which, according to the Globe, Howell called “one of the best [sites] in Canada.” 

The Mayor promised that Council would reconsider its decision, but after representatives 

from the Byng Boys, the IODE, the GWVA, and the New Brunswick Navy League spoke 

against the proposed location in front of the Admiral Beatty. Mayor Potts dug in his heels 

and argued that the fault for choosing the new site, if there was to be any fault, lay with 

the “first committee in charge of the memorial” and not with him. The WCTU fountain 

had been given to the city in “sacred trust” and, as far as he was concerned, it was going 

to remain that way; the new soldiers’ memorial could go somewhere else. To further 

justify his opinion, he stated that if the memorial was too close to the bandstand, it would 

be “a resting place for birds” and that it would be in the middle of a pathway. 
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 LPD Tilley disagreed with the mayor, saying that there was no reasonable 

objection to the memorial being placed at the head of King Street. “Let the walk be 

obstructed!” reported the Globe, “What better obstruction than a War Memorial?” Tilley 

thought that the fountain should be moved and that “the people here, today, are not going 

to have the Memorial elsewhere than at the head of King.” This was met with “loud, 

prolonged cheers.” Mayor Potts was irate, resenting the attitude and the notion that 

“anyone should attempt to order the city to do anything.” He challenged Tilley and said 

that he would match his contribution to the war memorial fund, Tilley responded that he 

had already made his contribution. The mayor pulled back a bit and said that for the 

fountain to be removed, he would need a resolution from the provincial WCTU, do doubt 

feeling confident that such permission would not be granted. 34 

 The Saint John branch of the WCTU responded in the Globe. Mrs Hope 

Thompson, the president of the branch, wrote that the fountain that stood in the way of 

the memorial site actually belonged to them, not the provincial branch. Therefore the city 

would require permission from the Saint John Branch to move it. This permission had 

been given when the memorial scheme began.35 Nevertheless, the Mayor and 

commissioners of the city stood firm that they would need the permission of the 

provincial WCTU. The provincial president, Mrs Effie Bruce was not yet able to 

comment because she did not know the facts of the case. Commissioner Frink was 

worried about the cost of moving the fountain, which he estimated to be around $2,000 

and Commissioner Wigmore suggested that that cost be absorbed by the provincial 

WCTU. Commissioner Bullock said that Mrs Bullock, who was a member of the WCTU, 
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did not think there would be an issue in getting permission from the provincial body. 

Council adjourned their meeting on the resolution that they would need the permission 

from the provincial WCTU in order to remove the fountain.36 

 That permission came a few days later. The Globe reported that Mrs Bruce had 

written to the city to say that she “freely consent[ed] to the removal of the WCTU 

fountain.” In her letter, she apologized for having held up the process, and that she had 

not felt adequately informed to make a decision. Mrs Bruce wrote that while the WCTU 

cherishes its memorial which was built in memory of the Loyalist women, but “that 

which represents something bigger and better must have first place.” The mayor reacted 

by saying that he “would not vote for the proposed removal of a sacred trust.”37 

 The local branch of the WCTU then dug in their heels: at the meeting held on 

April 14, all ten members voted against the removal of the fountain. Mrs Thompson, who 

as president did not vote, said she had no objection personally to the removal, but that she 

would carry out the wishes of the union. Those present at the meeting stressed that the 

provincial WCTU did not exist at the time the fountain was erected and therefore could 

have nothing to do with its removal.38 The same day that the meeting was reported in the 

Globe, April 15, ‘A Loyalist Woman’ wrote to the editor and attacked the Mayor and his 

opinion that the fountain was a ‘sacred trust’. She argued that “the neglected condition of 

the fountain makes it perfectly obvious that… neither Mr Potts nor any one [sic] else had 

looked upon it as a ‘sacred trust.’” She further blasted the fountain itself, calling it ugly 

and insignificant. The ‘Loyalist Woman’ believed that the best way to respect the 
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fountain would be to repair it and move it to a more appropriate location “where many of 

those it commemorates sleep their last sleep; little dreaming that an evil day would come 

when there would arise any who would render scant honor to their soldier descendants.”39  

 April 15, 1925 was an important day in the decision-making process. Mrs David 

Hipwell—who was the president of the WTCU when the fountain was erected and whose 

husband was on the memorial committee before their relocation to New Westminster, 

BC—wrote to the War Memorial Committee through her daughter, Annie, to say that 

they supported the site at the head of King Street. “Father,” Annie wrote, “was a member 

of the Memorial Committee… and was under the impression that matter of site was 

definitely settled.” Annie reminded the War Memorial Committee that the WCTU, and 

Mrs Hipwell herself, had given permission for the fountain to be removed.40 This left the 

local branch to save face. Mrs Thompson wrote into the Globe the next day to say that 

she had already stated that the War Memorial Committee had their permission to erect the 

memorial at the head of King Street, but that she was very glad that Mrs Hipwell had 

confirmed it. She then wrote that “the decision arrived at on Thursday [at the WCTU 

meeting] was not in order, and, therefore, means nothing. The War Memorial Committee 

were granted permission to remove the fountain. Further discussion of this matter is, 

therefore, unnecessary.”41 

 Mr and Mrs David Hipwell’s son, John, signed up with the Canadian 

Expeditionary Force on December 1, 1914. He was a student at the Forestry School at the 

University of New Brunswick and was awarded his degree during the winter of 1914-
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1915 with the other members of the Forestry School who signed up for action. While at 

university, he was an outstanding sportsman, Class President, member of the debating 

team, and President of the Students’ Association. He went to England in February 1915 

and was in France by May 1915, serving with the 8th Battery until he received a 

commission in April 1916. He went back to Shorncliffe for his officer training and was 

back on the line with the 5th Battery in time for the attack on Sanctuary Wood on June 17, 

1916. It was here that he was killed in action. Lt Hipwell is buried in Lijssenhoek British 

Cemetery on the Ypres Salient.42 Originally from Woodstock, Hipwell’s name appears on 

the memorial in that city. 

 Meanwhile the editor of the Globe implored the erection subcommittee to put a 

halt on the whole project until the right decision was taken about the location. He 

continued to say that the resolutions passed by the subscribers were binding and that 

memorial had to be located at the head of King Street.43 The following day, an editorial 

was printed slamming the mayor for attempting to shift responsibility for the delay. The 

editorial quoted the mayor who said that if the War Memorial Committee wanted to 

unveil the memorial on May 18, as they had said they would, then “they should get busy 

and decide to erect it either in the plot opposite the Admiral Beatty Hotel or in the 

triangle to the north of the centre walk….” The citizens of Saint John had already made 

their position clear and the mayor and council had failed to answer them. The cause of 

the delay did not lie with the War Memorial Committee, but with the failure of the 
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council to act on the desires of the citizens of Saint John as well as the refusal to 

acknowledge the permission of the WCTU. “For that,” wrote the editor, “the Mayor 

himself is responsible.”44 

 The Saint John Globe was unimpressed: Council alone was responsible for 

delaying the monument and, this, according to the newspaper, was unacceptable. They 

ran a very short editorial on April 18, declaring that City Council needed to vote at its 

next meeting and decide the question once and for all.45 A week later, the Globe shamed 

the city, noting that they still had not even discussed the proposal.46 Citizens were 

frustrated with City Council as well. “Verb. Sap.” wrote to the Editor of the Globe asking 

“‘How long Oh Lord, how long’ are the citizens of Saint John… to remain quiescent 

without an answer… to their earnest and respectful request that the war memorial be 

erected at the head of King street—the ‘finest site in Canada’ for such purpose?” The 

writer says that City Council is in contempt and suggests that they be re-called.47 The 

same day, “An Admirer of True Canadian Valor” wrote to the Globe to join with the rest 

of the city to plead that the head of King Street was the best place. The Admirer thought 

that the hotel and the rest of the buildings around the square would dwarf the 

monument.48 

 On April 27, City Hall finally took action. The councillors rescinded the motion 

to put the memorial in front of the Admiral Beatty, instead offering any vacant site in 

King Square. Mayor Potts wanted the whole issue to be put to bed; he was not going to 
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entertain moving the fountain because twelve trees would have to be cut down in order to 

put the memorial there. Interestingly, Howell had previously suggested that the Memorial 

Committee do just that.49 The mayor argued that “a great many people oppose moving 

the drinking fountain.” If that is true, they certainly did not submit their opinion to the 

Globe. There is not one Letter to the Editor in favour of keeping the fountain. Not only 

did the public disagree with Mayor Potts, several councillors were against him as well, 

and argued for the fountain site. In the end, the mayor won out and his motion to offer 

any location except the fountain site passed.50 This decision was not good enough for the 

Globe. They ran another short piece to shame City Council saying, “the people want the 

War Memorial placed on the site at the head of King street, [sic] and the Council ought to 

take the needed action at once.”51 

 The War Memorial Committee made a last minute attempt to sway Common 

Council to abide by their decision and the wishes of the vast majority of citizens. At a 

meeting held on Friday, May 1, they passed a unanimous resolution to approach 

Common Council once more for permission to use their desired site. The motion 

provided that should Council refuse their request, they would store the memorial for a 

year and try again. Any other site for the war memorial would be unacceptable.52 Council 

did not respond, and two weeks later there was a meeting of the subscribers to the 

memorial. The report in the Globe states that the location of the memorial had been 

referred to them and that they had permission from Common Council to erect the 

memorial “anywhere on King Square not now occupied,” they resolved to have the 
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monument on King Square in line with the memorial to Sir Samuel Leonard Tilley. A 

second idea was to put the memorial at Market Square, but when put to a vote, that 

motion was defeated. A third proposal was that they store the memorial and wait until 

they would be allowed to have the memorial at the head of King Street. This proposal 

was a popular one, but ended up being defeated on a vote of ten to nine.53 With this 

meeting, the question was settled: the mayor had won, the fountain would stay and the 

war memorial would have to be put elsewhere. 

 Though the site had been decided, it did not stop “A Woman” from writing to the 

Globe to express her displeasure. In a passionate letter, the woman wrote that the fact that 

the memorial committee had to choose a second best location suggested that the city has 

not done its duty to the fallen. She argued that the fear of insufficient funds, untoward 

comments, ridicule, and indifference were the driving factors in their decision and that it 

was an unfortunate compromise to have made. “There will always be a question in our 

minds,” she writes, “‘have we kept the faith with those who died?’” She promised to do 

her duty, to honour the new memorial and those in whose memory it was erected, but she 

was uncomfortable with the fact that the memorial had to have controversy such as this.54 

Mayor Potts’ bullish attitude towards the war memorial prevented it from being erected 

quickly and it made the public deeply unhappy. Unfortunately, they never got to respond 

with their votes. Potts died in 1926, before the end of his term as mayor. 
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Figure 6: Map of King Square denoting the Head of King Street and the eventual 

placement of the Saint John memorial. 

 Regardless of the reservations of the community, the memorial site had been 

chosen and as T.H. Sommerville reminded the community, it was time to begin work and 

to return attention to the purpose of the memorial.55 The Department of Public Works got 

to work immediately and by May 15 they were digging up the ground so that B. Mooney 

and Sons could start work on the concrete base.56 The Memorial Committee had to act 

quickly in order to get the plans for the unveiling ceremony complete. They decided to 

set the date tentatively between June 10 and 15, and would wait until they got a report 

from the builders before they confirmed the date. This indicates that the statue itself had 

been in the city for some time, hanging in limbo until a site could be decided. The 

Memorial Committee decided to invite Major-General the Honourable A.H. Macdonell, 
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CMG, DSO, to preside over the ceremony and to ask the Reverend Canon Gordon 

Lawrence, Rector of Trinity Church, to provide the dedication. It was fitting that General 

Macdonell unveil the memorial, he served for many years with the militia in Saint John 

as well as the Royal Canadian Regiment in Fredericton. During the Boer War, he 

commanded the New Brunswick Company and earned the Distinguished Service Order at 

Paardeburg. During the Great War he commanded the 5th Infantry Brigade of which the 

Fighting 26th was part.57 

 In due course, the date was set for June 10 at 7:30 PM; they chose an evening 

ceremony so that the greatest number of people could attend. The Monument Committee 

received a suggestion that all of the names of the men from Saint John who died in the 

war be submitted so that a Book of Remembrance could be made and put in the city 

vaults. The committee thought that the GWVA would be the best organization to do 

this.58 Despite the suggestion, there is no indication that this was ever done. This sets 

Saint John apart from the rest of the memorials examined in this thesis. In most other 

locations, the memorial committees felt very strongly that the names of the dead should 

be inscribed directly on the memorial. There was no move in Saint John to do this, 

perhaps because of the sheer number of men lost from the province’s most populous 

urban centre. This was common in large cities, such as Toronto, Montreal, and Halifax. 

The article also reported that there would be an Honour Guard—under the direction of 

Major Keeffe—and that the music for the ceremony would be provided by the Saint John 

Fusiliers’ band. The Memorial Committee also announced that the total subscriptions to 

that date were $15,438.88. 

                                                           
57 “Unveiling of the War Memorial,” Globe, May 22, 1925. 
58 “War Memorial Unveiling June 10,” Globe, June 2, 1925. 
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 The day before the ceremony, the Saint John Globe printed the program for the 

unveiling. The memorial had been in place for a few days and since that time had been 

“inspected” by hundreds of people and there was a general sense of approval. The 

memorial is described by the designer, Alfred Howell, as symbolizing “the triumph of 

victory though sacrifice….” He achieved this by sculpting the figure of Winged Victory 

holding a cross. She is standing on top of a globe, suggesting the universal nature of the 

victory which was won. The memorial cost $18,500 plus the $500 prize which was 

awarded to Howell for his design, bringing the total to $19,000 ($254,000).59 This price 

tag is in keeping with the cost of memorials around the province. 

Thousands of people lined the street and the square that Monday evening in June 

1925. Scores of people parked along the streets and watched the ceremony from inside 

their cars. A “long double line” of veterans, in their uniforms with medals shining, stood 

silent and straight in front of the memorial. “Scores of white surplice choir boys” stood 

with the Gentlemen of the Choir ready to sing the various hymns and anthems under the 

direction of Prof. Browne. A platform had been set up for General A.H. Macdonell, 

CMG, DSO; Canon Lawrence; Mayor Potts; R.T. Hayes, chairman, and the rest of the 

Memorial Committee.  

                                                           
59 “Unveiling of the War Monument,” Globe, June 9, 1925. 
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Figure 7: Unveiling of the Saint John War Memorial. 1989.83.183, New Brunswick 

Museum, N.B., Canada  

The lower statue, representing mourning, was covered in a massive Union Jack 

which General Macdonell had the honour of pulling off with the words, “I now reverently 

unveil this War Memorial to the glory of those citizens of Saint John who served in the 

Army, the Navy, the Air Force, or as nursing sisters who lost their lives in the Great 

War.” In his speech, General Macdonell told the crowd that the memorial was not just for 

the men of Saint John, but for all “those young Canadians who, during four years of cruel 

agony so prized liberty that, to save their country, no sacrifice was for them too great.” 

The chairman of the Memorial Committee, R.T. Hayes, gave a speech about the process 

that the city underwent to have the memorial erected and noted that the committee still 

owed $2,800 on the monument and took the opportunity to ask City Council for 

assistance. 
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Once the memorial was unveiled, the band played, “O Canada,” the buglers called 

the Last Post, the piper sounded the Reveille and the choirs sang “Abide with Me.” 

Canon Lawrence prefaced his dedicatory prayer by saying that Saint John is a good place 

to live in, thanks to the sacrifices of the men whom this memorial remembered. “Be it 

ours,” he said, “to make [Saint John] what they would like it to be.”  In his speech, Mayor 

Frank Potts made reference to the location debate, saying that the city was founded by 

Loyalists and so “it was fitting that the sun which in rising would shine upon the city’s 

memorial to its fallen, should shine in setting upon the memorial to the Loyalists.” This 

can be nothing but the mayor’s attempt at a victory speech. He accepted the memorial on 

behalf of the city, though it had not yet been entrusted to them for caretaking. The 

ceremony closed with the singing of “God Save the King,” after which the crowds began 

to disperse while organizations and individuals placed wreaths and mementos of 

remembrance at the base. Crowds remained until midnight, the monument illuminated by 

two electric lights from Dykeman’s store window on Charlotte Street.60 The traffic 

officer on duty at the monument is quoted in the Globe as saying that there was an “air of 

sadness… and much to think about.” Floral tributes and wreaths were placed by IODE 

branches, the Hebrew community, the GWVA, the Catholic Women’s League, and 

various other civic organizations as well as individuals who had come to mourn a 

personal or collective loss.61 On June 24, 1925, the City of Saint John formally took over 

the War Memorial and would be responsible for the care and maintenance “for all 

time.”62 

                                                           
60 “Unveiling of the War Memorial,” Globe, June 11, 1925. 
61 “Wreaths Placed on War Memorial,” Globe, June 11, 1925. 
62 “War Memorial Formally Taken Over by City Today,” Globe, June 24, 1925. 



121 

 

Saint John is the only city where there is any outright desire to commemorate 

sailors. Canada’s fight on the Western Front was one of her defining moments; however, 

the Royal Canadian Navy did not share in the successes of the Canadian Expeditionary 

Force. The navy did a good job of defending the Canadian coastlines against the fear of a 

German attack, but much of that work was mundane, day-to-day, work of organizing 

staff, monitoring communications, and providing support of the British cruisers that were 

in adjacent waters. The Royal Canadian Navy did not have a major engagement in the 

Great War.63 It is, therefore, interesting that Saint John wanted to make sure that those 

who served in the navy were properly commemorated. This could be because of Saint 

John’s proximity to the water and that Saint John was the site of home defences. 

As with each of the memorials in New Brunswick, the monument in Saint John 

tells its own story and it tells a story about the city itself. The city, to this day, is proud to 

call itself the Loyalist City and that pride is evident in Mayor Potts’ vehement defence of 

a monument that was erected in memory of those women. However, the citizens of the 

city did not agree. They thought that the cause of the Great War, and the sacrifices of the 

soldiers, was far more important than loyalty to the monarchy in the eighteenth century. 

This sentiment could be for several reasons, but most likely because the war was far more 

recent in their memory and seemed a more engaging and universal cause. 

The reaction to Mayor Potts bullish attitude towards the removal of the fountain 

and the placement of the monument is demonstrative of the emotional and passionate role 

played by ordinary persons in each community’s commemoration decision. These were 

not just attractive statutes that cost a lot of money; they meant something to each 

                                                           
63 Marc Milner, Canada’s Navy: The First Century (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1999), 37-39. 
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community. People had a visceral desire to show that the sacrifices of their friends and 

family were not in vain and in erecting memorials to their memory, they were pledging to 

do make soldiers’ sacrifices worth it.
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Conclusion 

And some there be, which have no memorial; who have perished, as though they had 

never been; and are become as though they had never been born; and their children after 

them. But these were merciful men, whose righteousness hath not been forgotten. With 

their seed shall continually remain a good inheritance and their children are within the 

covenant.— Ecclesiasticus 44:9-11 

Memorials of the Great War symbolized the collective act and sentiment of 

mourning. They were the most obvious way in which a community, large or small, could 

rally together to pay tribute to the fallen. They are functioned as something much greater 

than a single headstone or funeral in tribute to one person. The erection of these 

memorials took time, money, inspiration, and determination in order to represent the loss 

of a whole community. The five memorials studied in this thesis reveal five different 

ways in which communities went about the memorialization process. One was no better 

than the next, but each location had the same goal in mind. The five processes are but 

five itineraries to the same destination. Each community wanted desperately to 

commemorate their fallen in an appropriate and respectful way. While each community 

may have its own path, there are a few aspects in common among the stories of the war 

memorials in most of the municipalities. 

In all of the locations except Fredericton, the memorial committees benefitted 

from an influential character acting as a driving force for the memorial campaign. In 

Woodstock, it is Judge Carleton, Rev. Mr Baird, and Mr Bailman; St Stephen had the 

Ganongs; and Moncton benefitted from Lt-Col. Boyd Anderson’s leadership. In 

Fredericton, the situation was slightly different in that the committee was made up of 

number of very influential citizens rose to take the lead. In Saint John, the drive behind 

the memorial grew in opposition to Mayor Frank Potts. It is hard to imagine that the war 
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memorial question would have elicited such widespread public opinion had the mayor not 

been so bullheaded about moving the fountain. War memorials are like any other public 

appeal, they need a popular figure to take up the cause in order to gain support.  

Each one of these memorials generated its own unique debate. In Saint John, of 

course, the major debate was location. The people of St Stephen and Woodstock were 

divided over whether or not the monument was to be purely aesthetic or whether it should 

have some useful purpose. This debate was widespread across the country, and indeed 

across the Commonwealth. Overwhelmingly, communities chose aesthetic memorials 

rather than utilitarian ones. In some cases, this was a financial decision, in others it was to 

make sure that the memorial was distinct and did not fade into the background as a part 

of the hospital, school, or community.1 In New Brunswick, it was far more popular to 

build an aesthetic rather than a utilitarian memorial. In the US, most towns already had a 

memorial to the Civil War, so after the Great War, they were more inclined to erect a 

memorial building rather than another cenotaph. This is done in Canada after the Second 

World War where communities were more likely to build memorial schools, as in 

Nashwaaksis; arenas, like in Quispamsis; or libraries, such as Halifax’s Spring Garden 

Road Memorial Library. 2 

In almost every case, Great War memorials have the names of the fallen engraved 

somehow on the base of the monument. They are usually inscribed in alphabetical order 

                                                           
1 Jonathan F. Vance, Death So Noble: Memory, Meaning and the First World War (Vancouver: University 

of British Colombia Press, 1998), 202-11. 
2 This debate is also seen in the United States, though to a lesser extent because fewer communities built 

memorials specifically to the Great War. Jennifer Zoebelein, a PhD Candidate at Kansas State University 

studies American memorials to the Great War and has found that many communities made a specific point 

of building useful memorials. Jennifer Zoebelein, “‘Lest Kansas City Forget Its War Heroes:’ The Liberty 

Memorial and Early Post World War I Memory Construction,” paper presented to The Great War’s 

Shadow: New Perspectives on the First World War, Calgary and Lake Louise, Alberta, September 25-28, 

2014. 
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and there is no distinction between rank. This is consistent with the CWGC’s mandate of 

equality in death, but it is more than that. The CWGC had no jurisdiction over these 

monuments; they had no say in their erection, design, or upkeep. Nonetheless, 

committees chose to commemorate everyone equally. This is in sharp contrast to the 

commemoration early British imperial wars, in which the ordinary soldier is forgotten, 

and only the generals, are remembered. By engraving the names of all of the fallen, 

communities are mourning each one of them individually and collectively and without 

comment about their individual bravery, sacrifice, or experience.   This collective 

memory means that each person is as important as the next. Men with Military Crosses 

are listed with privates who may have seen only a small portion of a terrific battle. Their 

own personal experience is not important; it is only important that they fought and died. 

It is also reflective of the scale and totality of the Great War in that everyone was an 

equal participant. 

The five unveiling ceremonies described above are examples of public grief 

inherently linked with the memorials. They would not have occurred had no monument 

been unveiled, but they are a different way of expressing that grief than the memorials 

themselves. Returned soldiers were encouraged to participate in the ceremonies, and 

many did. In the vast majority of cases, they formed the largest military displays  at least 

since the war and in some cases, the largest of all time.. It was important for veterans to 

pay their respects to those who died; it is part of the military tradition to do just that. 

However, in this context it was even more important because veterans were the ones who 

had mourned the fallen first. Soldiers did not—and do not—have the luxury of being able 

to die holding their loved ones’ hands. They died in brutal situations that only those who 
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lived through could imagine. As such, it was important for those people who could 

actually remember the horrors of the battlefield, to come and pay tribute, publically, to 

those who died on it. 

Religion is plays a large role in these commemorative events. There was always a 

member of the clergy—either Roman Catholic or Anglican—to bless the monument and 

the people assembled. The crowds sang hymns and bowed their heads together in prayer. 

This tradition continues today in the twenty-first century Remembrance Day Ceremony. 

It is arguably one of the only times when public displays of religion are not only 

sanctioned and encouraged, but imposed on the assembled crowd. 

The Great War is a major event in Canadian nationalism; however, veterans did 

not return to Canada in 1919 feeling like they had created new nation and a new people. 

New Brunswickers in the 1920s were not building monuments to commemorate the 

“birth of a nation.” They built soldiers’ memorials in memory of those who died and so 

that their sacrifices were honoured and remembered. 

The discussions and debates around war memorials were driven by emotion. They 

are also driven by a desire to make sure that individual soldiers were commemorated. 

These were local memorials built in memory of men from specific geographic locations. 

Citizens felt strongly about these monuments because they were the only visible way in 

which they could mourn the loss of their fallen. This was not specific to those who lost 

loved ones in the Great War. Everyone, regardless of personal connection to the war, 

wanted to make sure that the fallen were commemorated. They saw themselves as having 
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a “…duty to those who fought and died for their salvation.”3 This duty manifested itself 

in the construction of war memorials which became an outward and visible sign of the 

community’s inward grief. 

Canadians in the 1920s and 1930s wanted to live up to the values for which their 

sons had died. They believed that they had to live their lives in a way that would be 

worthy of the death of 60,000 men and women and that in order to do so they had to band 

together as communities. The war memorials that were built after the Great War are the 

physical manifestation of that desire. They are the promises that post-war Canadians 

made to themselves, carved in stone, and given in perpetual memory of those who paid 

the supreme sacrifice. 

 

                                                           
3 “Permanent Memorial,” St Croix Courier, March 5, 1920. 
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Appendix A: Honour Rolls 

 

Woodstock 

William Cooper 

John Henderson 

William Stuart 

 

Leigh Anderson 

Rice Armour 

Stanley E. Atherton 

Clarence Avery 

 

Roy G. Baker 

William Bedell 

Herbert L. Bradley 

Alwyn C. Brewer 

Fred E. Broad 

Fred W. Broad 

M. Earle Brooks 

Walter Brown 

Charles H. Bull 

James A. Bull 

George Bulmer 

William E. Burrell 

 

Hector Mcdonald 

Cameron 

Frank E. Campbell 

Robert Campbell 

Willie Carroll 

Gordon P. Chapman 

Harold B Charlton 

Sheredon J. Clark 

Ralph A Colwell 

Lee W. Crandlemire 

William Cooper 

 

William V. Dalling 

Glayier Demerchant 

Howard Demerchant 

Roy Demerchant 

Silas Dewitt 

James A. Dickinson 

Stanley W. Draper 

Herbert Drost 

Arthur M. Fisher 

Charles A. Fisher 

Arthur Frost 

 

William George 

Woodforde George 

Archie Giberson 

Frank A. Goodwin 

Jack Gormley 

Alexander D. Grant 

Charles Leo Graves 

Grover Cleveland Green 

Leo A. Green 

Perley Harford Green 

Albert E. Gregory 

Eugene Guest 

 

Horace S. Hall 

Joseph P. Hannigan 

Oliver Hanson 

Burdette W. Harmon 

William L. Hartsgrove 

Clarence E. Havens 

Harry W. Havens 

Robin A. Hawkins 

Ashley S. Hayden 

Walter C. Hayward 

John Henderson 

Eric Mark Heywood 

Joseph Hinton 

John B. Hipwell 

Marcus Holmes 

Wendell Holmes 

Stillman E. Huggard 

Robert E. Hull 

Wendall P. Hull 

 

Harry A. Jackson 

Fred W. Jacques 

Robert E. Johnson 

Edwin Ambrose Jones 

John W. Judkins 

 

Joseph Kain 

James Keenan 

Gordon Kelly 

James C. Ketchum 

Leo King 

Clarence V. Kirkpatrick 

 

John W. Lamot 

Harry G. Lewis 

Samuel M. Linder 

Guy L. Lister 

Berry L. Long 

Trueman Lovely 

Frank N. Lunn 

James Edward Lynott 

 

Clarence P. Mccluskey 

James A. Mcdonald 

Archibald D. Mcdougall 

Lucius Mcdougall 

Lee A. Mckenzie 

Francis E. Mclardy 

Claude M. Mclean 

Steven P. Mcmullin 

Robert C. Mooers 

Henry E. Murrchland 

 

Maxwell A Nason 

 

Archie B. Orser 

John A. Orser 

 

Ludlow Pangburn 

Ernest Parsons 

Allord Peters 

William Pointing 

 

Franklin Sharp Rankin 
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Frank Reddall 

Walter Riggs 

Ralph Riley 

Gregory Riordan 

Mortimer Roberts 

Melvin A. Robinson 

Roy Rogers 

Harry Rundle 

 

Bernard L. Saunders 

Robert A. Saunderson 

Horace Sayles 

Allison Sharpe 

Roy Justin Shaw 

Edwin Roy Snow 

William Stuart 

Archibald E. Sutton 

 

Joseph A. Thompson 

Stephen Tomar 

Percy Townsend 

Charles S. True 

 

Wendell M. Vanwart 

Arthur Neville Vince 

Burton A. Wallace 

Harleigh B. Watson 

Annie B. West 

Daniel P. Whalen 

Rankin Wheary 

William Whitecombe 

Clarence E. Williams
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St Stephen 

Angus Anderson 

Chester Anderson 

 

George Barter 

Robert E. Bartlett 

Walter Bateman 

Vernon Bedford 

Edward Boyd 

 

Morton Cameron 

Fred Carter 

Owen Carter 

Ralph Clark 

Walter Cook 

Clinton Cossaboome 

George Craig 

 

Stephen Dawson 

John Denley 

 

Charles D. Fisher 

Harry R. Fisher 

Robert Frye 

 

Aldice Getchell 

Roy Graham 

Hazen Gray 

Leo Green 

Harland Grimmer 

 

Victor Hannon 

Walter Hanson 

James Augustus Hill 

William Hitchings 

Rufus Hunter 

 

Harry Libby 

Loftus Libby 

George E. Lowery 

 

Vincent Marratty 

Earl W. Mathie 

Manley McCarlie 

Ira McClure 

Armetus G. McGaw 

Duncan McGeachy 

Walter McGuire 

Gordon McIntyre 

Chester McLaughlin 

Earle McLaughlin 

Fred McLaughlin 

Parker McLaughlin 

Kenneth McKenzie 

Kenneth L. McLaskey 

Vernon McLaskey 

Waldron McMoran 

Grant McNeil 

Bryne McNamara 

Henry McWilliam 

Charles Mehan 

George McNichol 

Moore 

Hames Moore 

Harold Mowatt 

Burton Murchie 

Hedley Murphy 

Douglas Murray 

Harold Mowatt 

 

George Nesbitt 

 

Joseph O’Brien 

 

John Parks 

John Phillips 

Melvin Pierce 

Eugene Polk 

Frank Polley 

 

Otis Reid 

Ernest Richardson 

 

Ivan Scole 

Earl Scovil 

Harold Shaughnessy 

Melbourne Smith 

Guy Stewart 

Ralph Stewart 

Ralph Stuart 

Karl Symmington 

 

John Thompson 

Stanley Thompson 

William Towers 

 

Ralph Webber 

Lewis C. Whitley 

Frank Williams 

Walter Worrell 

 

Wendal Young 

 

 

 

 

 



134 

 

Fredericton 

Walter J. Adams 

Royden A. Allen 

Alexander Atkinson 

 

Frank S. Beatty 

W. Geoffrey Bidlake 

Arthur H. Boddington 

Herbert L. Bonnar 

Ernest A. Brewer 

Storey Brewer 

William B. Brewer 

Charles H. Bull 

Isaac S. Burns 

 

Herbert M. Campbell 

S. Hartley Chase 

Charles E. Clark 

Fred LeR. Clark 

J. Thurson Clark 

William V. Coffyn 

Edward Connolly 

Edmund Cormier 

 

John C.F. Dolan 

William Duffy 

Eldon Dunlop 

 

F. Allison Edgecombe 

Charles H. Edgecombe 

 

Sydney Findley 

William B. Ford 

Howard A. Foster 

 

Raymond M. Gartley 

Neil Goodine 

Percival Gough 

W. Ernest Gough 

Percival Graham 

Percival W. Grant 

J. Talmadge Haining 

John C. Hanson 

Victor Hatheway 

Charles H. Hobkirk 

 

Archibald Johnston 

Samuel Jones 

Clifford Jukes 

 

Lloyd R. Kelly 

Lauchlan King 

Robert King 

Everett M. Kirk 

Stewart E. Kitchen 

 

John H. Leadbetter 

John Lifford 

Purvis P. Loggie 

 

Ronald B. Machum 

Vernon Merchand 

Earle Moore 

Albert Morris 

John W.C. Morris 

Robert Morris 

J. Murray McAdam 

Walter McAdam 

Robert R. McArthur 

Guy McBain 

George R. McKee 

Harry H. McKee 

Duncan C. McKillop 

E. Francis McManamin 

Locksley McKnight 

 

William A. Neilson 

 

Hubert P. Osborne 

Giles D. Osgood 

 

Charles Parkinson 

John H. Parsons 

William E. Parsons 

Miles B. Patterson 

Earle M. Peoples 

Robert J. Phillips 

 

John A. Robinson 

Ronald C. Robinson 

Frederick J. Ross 

A Murray Rutter 

 

George Sears 

Joseph Semple 

Donald Shaw 

Peter Shaw 

Lawrence S. Sherman 

Nathanial Slater 

Alfred F. Smith 

William H. Smith 

Harry T. Spare 

 

Cyprian A. Thompson 

 

William Vredenburgh 

 

Lawrence Webster 

Allan B. Wetmore 

Oscar White 

Walther White 

Frank C. Williams 

Jasper A. Winslow 

Rainsford H. Winslow 

A James Wright 

 

Guy R. Yerxa 

 

Stanley E. Young 
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Moncton 

 

Frank Clarke Wallace        

Alward 

Robert Anderson 

William Arbing 

Robert McLaren 

Armstrong 

George Arsenau 

George Arthur Atkinson 

George Nelson Atkinson 

Alexander Ayles 

 

Frank F. Ball 

William Auiden Balser 

William Banniter 

James Sydney Battie 

Charles Berry 

Charles L. Best 

Fred Bingham 

Ronald Blakney 

Edward Bourque 

F.J. Bovard 

George Bowser 

Harold Moore Boyd 

Robert Wesley Brown 

Howard Emmerson 

Bulmer 

Oscar Bulmer 

 

Hinson Wakefield 

Calkin 

Ivan Newton Carson 

F.J. Casey 

Wellington Cassidy 

Henry Chapman 

Henry James Chapman 

William Cheek 

David William Clarkson 

Albert Edward Cochrane 

Frank Coffee 

Harold Edison Coles 

Joseph Arthur Comeau 

Frank John Coram 

Marcilin D. Cormier 

George Loring Craig 

John Warren Crandall 

Leonard Bruce 

Crawford 

John William Cripps 

Roy Crossman 

A Murray Curren 

Allen Arthur 

Cuthbertson 

 

Frank Andrew Davis 

William Day 

Aubrey Densmore 

Alexander Donnelley 

Edward Albert Driscoll 

Edgar Berton Dryden 

Howard Hiram Dryden 

DeWitt T. Duffy 

Joseph Duplessie 

Roy M. Duplessie 

 

William Edmundson 

Charles Wesley Elsdon 

F. Laurier Emmerson 

 

William Leslie Gildhill 

Fowler 

Thomas Francis 

 

John Walter Gallagher 

Sherman Geldart 

George Noble Gibson 

Georges Girouard 

Joseph Osis Girouard 

A.E.G. Godard 

Edward K. Goodal 

Charles W. Green 

Harold Gross 

Fred C. Gunn 

 

James Allen Harris 

John Leo Hagarty 

S.L.T. Harrison 

George E. Hicks 

Bertram Hazard Hoey 

Edgar Horseman 

Ernest Ewart Horseman 

Miles Hoard Horseman 

W. Huntingford 

Calvin Hynes 

 

Alexander Ingram 

James Harry Irving 

 

Jean Jaillet 

Fred A. Jamieson 

Harry Jennings 

Arthur Trueman Jones 

James Alexander Jones 

 

Perley Chester Keith 

 

Edgar LaFrance 

Arsene Landry 

Edward Hugh Landry 

George Herbert Leaman 

Percy Daniel Leaman 

Andrew Leaman 

Edgar P. LeBlanc 

Riel Silas LeBlanc 

Pascal LeBlanc 

Fred J. Legere 

Herbert Lockhart 

Oscar Freeman Lockhart 

Frank W. Logan 

Vinton Melvin Lutes 

Oley Lutes 

 

Charles Buxton 

Manning 

Gordon Herbert 

Manning 

Robert Charles Manning 

Joseph Melanson 

Claude Leighton Moore 

Percy Lawrence Myers 

George Albert 
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Earl O. MacKinnon 
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John Patterson 
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Edward T. Peters 

Edward Harvey Polley 

George William Power 
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Thomas George Price 

Edward Randall 
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Fred S. Scott 
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Henry W.B. Steeves 
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Leslie Trueman Stokes 

Cedric Sullivan 

Fred Sullivan 

George Sullivan 

Daniel DeWitt Swetnam 

Harry Bowser Swetnam 

 

George Talbot 

William Thibodeau 

Lloyd V. Thomas 

Frank Harvey Tingley 

Louis Mortimer Trites 

Ivan Tuttle 

 

John VanBuskirk 

 

Lester Byers Wadman 

Harry B. Ward 

Percy R. Waterbury 

Clarke John Wheaton 

Harry Wheaton 

Cyrus Whitefield 

Frank Wilbur 

Arthur W. Wilkins 

Lawrence Wilkinson 

Gordon Wilson 

Harry M. Wilson 

William Edgar 

Woodworth 

Curtis Brewer Thayer 

Wortman 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Appendix 2: Memorials to the Great War in New Brunswick 
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Figure 8: War Memorials in New Brunswick. Memorials built in the interwar period are 

symbolized by a large red dot. 
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