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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Part I: Introduction

From the early stages of the Great War it became all too apparent to many that
such was the nature and scale of the conflict that it would require a hitherto
unequalled effort to preserve the memory of the fallen. This sentiment was clearly
articulated by the Earl of Plymouth, the chairman of the Local War Museum
Association, when, in a circular urging local mayors to adopt his Association’s
guidelines on remembrance, he stated that, “war on such an unprecedented scale
has evoked such an outpouring of patriotism and self-sacrifice throughout the
country that it is obviously necessary it should be commemorated in a special
manner.”' Indeed, although Plymouth’s appeal was issued in 1917, it was, in fact,
almost from the outset of the war that a range of interested parties formed pressure
groups to coordinate the memorialisation of the dead. Thus, the Church Crafts
League, in its annual report for 1915, declared that one of its primary aims would
be “to direct the pious intentions of the bereaved relatives into the proper
channels.” Coeval with these attempts by national bodies to shape the official
commemoration of the war was the appearance of street shrines, with their roots
firmly fixed in the more intimate and heartfelt responses of tight-knit communities
to the loss of loved ones.> Hence, at both national and local levels, the debate on

" Dover, EKA, Fo/CM/5/1, Earl of Plymouth to Mayor of Folkestone, 10 May 1917. In the
same year the War Cabinet agreed to Sir Alfred Mond’s proposal for the establishment of a
national War Museum. See G. Kavanagh, ‘Museum as Memorial: The Origins of the
Imperial War Museum’, Journal of Contemporary History 23 (1988), pp.77-97.

2 Quoted in C. Moriarty, Christian Iconography and First World War Memorials’, Imperial
War Museum Review vi (1991), p67. See also Alex King, Memorials of the Great War in
Britain: The Symbolism and Politics of Remembrance, (Oxford, 1998), ch.3 for more on
these early discussions and the organisations involved.

3 See M. Connelly, The Great War: Memory and Ritual: Commemoration in the City and
East London 1916-1939, (Bury St.Edmunds, 2002), ch.2.



2 Chapter One

the style and form that the memorialisation process should take was well advanced
by the end of the hostilities.

With the onset of peace a frantic bout of memorial construction took place as
every stratum of society made a concerted effort to ensure that the war dead were
not forgotten. While the state directed the nation in mourning with the rituals of
Armistice Day at the Cenotaph from 1919 and the burial of the Unknown Warrior
in Westminster Abbey in 1920, local communities looked to establish their own
sites of memory in order to express their feelings of loss and pride.* Although
efforts were still made to direct the construction of monuments, with the Victoria
and Albert Museum holding a ‘War Memorial Exhibition’ in the summer of 1919
and the Royal Academy of Arts offering advice on style and form, there was no
compulsion for local committees to follow such guidance. Indeed, in attempting to
mitigate their anguish, and in the absence of a body to act as a focus for their grief,
Keith Grieves has argued that the bereaved frequently eschewed national ties and
looked instead to the more immediate bonds of family and neighbourhood, to the
comfort of the familiar, to make sense of the dislocation that had resulted from the
war.” Similarly, Catherine Moriarty has stressed the impact individual needs had
on the memorialisation process, arguing that the construction of remembrance sites
acted as a substitute for actual burial.® However, by way of contrast, for Alex King
the multi-layering of commemoration at civic and local level, what he has termed
the ‘fragmentation’ of the memory of the fallen into their various different roles,
has cast doubts on the validity of viewing the memorials as traditional mourning
sites and instead highlighted how the focus of memorialisation had shifted from the
personal and familial to the institutional.” It is in these competing interpretations
that the heart of this study lies, for a war memorial was a complex composite site at
which the conflicting claims of various social structures met and around which an
intricate interplay of rival forces operated.

Indeed, the tensions that underpinned this highly texturised model of
commemoration were clearly illustrated in Folkestone following the failure of the
civic authorities to expedite the completion of the town’s remembrance plans.
Employing the innocence of childhood as a cipher for genuine grassroots feeling
unadulterated by ulterior motive, the editor of the Folkestone Express went to great
lengths to contrast the diffidence of the controlling elite with the keenness of the
public at large:

* See A. Gregory, The Silence of Memory: Armistice Day 1919-1946, (Oxford, 1994), ch.1
for more on the establishment of these state-sponsored traditions.

5 K. Grieves, ‘Imagining a County Identity: Rural Sussex in the First World War’, Paper
presented at the University of Kent, 2002.

® C. Moriarty, ‘The Absent Dead and Figurative First World War Memorials’, Transactions
of the Ancient Monuments Society, i (1995), pp.3-39.

7 King, Memorials of the Great War in Britain, ch. 9.
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Master Tim Alsop of the Bayle, who is only ten years old, has been thinking that the
memorial is a long time coming. He has accordingly taken the matter in hand and
provided the residents of the Bayle with their own memorial. Last week he obtained
the lid of a box on which he carved with his pocket knife, ‘In Memory of the Men
who fell in the Great War 1914-18’. This was nailed up to the wall in a public part
of the Bayle and around it the mortar was carefully scraped to make it clean. On
Friday when our reporter saw the crude symbol of a child’s love for our fallen
heroes it was reverently draped with the Union Jack. On Saturday there was a notice
nailed to the wall beside the Memorial intimating that the unveiling would take
place at 3:30pm. For some time Master Tim and his young friend, Jack Horton, had
been saving their pocket money and this was spent on flowers to decorate the
Memorial. On each side of the Memorial there was a small fern, immediately below
there were vases of cut flowers and on the ground there was a small amount of
pansies, surrounded by a mass of flowers contributed by the playmates of the two
lads.

Perhaps the residents of the Bayle as they gazed on the children’s work thought it
true that, “a little child shall lead them”.®

It is, then, the extent to which the commemoration of the Great War in
Folkestone, Dover and Canterbury was led by ‘a little child’, the extent to which it
adhered to the principal purpose of a memory site as put forward by Bernard
Barber after the next great conflagration, namely that it should “express the
attitudes and values of a community toward those persons and deeds that are
memorialised”, that will be examined in the following chapters.’

Part II: Historiography

Over the past two decades there has been a dramatic growth in the literature
dealing with the commemoration of the Great War. In particular the memorials to
the fallen themselves have, with increasing frequency, become the focus of
attention. Although these monuments existed alongside other ‘lieux de memoire’,
such as art, literature, films and private mementoes, and hence formed part of the
wider cultural context of remembrance, they were, nonetheless, the key composite
sites at which both private and public memory fused.'” Bob Bushaway has argued

8 FE, 21 May 1921.

° B. Barber, ‘Symbol and Utilitarian Function in War Memorials’, Social Forces 28 (1949),
pp-65-68.

"% The term lieux de memoire has been used by Pierre Nora to define a site where an
intentional effort has been made to invest it with a symbolic meaning encapsulating
memory. Pierre Nora, ‘Between Memory and History: Les Lieux de Memoire’,
Representations 26 (1989), pp.7-25.
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that the intensive memorialisation process in the immediate aftermath of the First
World War amounted to a “deliberate construction of remembrance™' that
effectively resulted in “the denial of any political critique of the Great War or of
post-war society from the perspective of popular aspiration or expectation”.'?
Alastair Thomson, in his study of commemoration and the rituals of remembrance
in Australia, has adopted a similar line, suggesting that the memorialisation of the
war was a powerful way for the Establishment to disseminate ideas about warfare
and nation."* Central to his thesis are the commemorative sites themselves which,
by acting as focal points for the emotions of the bereaved, were deemed able to
“transform personal mourning and sadness and justify death and sacrifice for the
causes of freedom and the nation, thus binding the bereaved into the imagined
community of the nation.”"

The Establishment’s attempt to nationalise commemoration of the war and
create an official memory of the conflict also lies at the heart of Kurt Piehler’s
study of the Gold Star movement and remembrance in America.'> Highlighting the
dislocation and disillusionment caused by the fighting, Piehler has tracked the
state’s desire to portray the dead as bulwarks of stability who transcended class and
political divisions. However, whereas Bushaway assumed that it was possible to
analyse society as a monolithic entity where there was little room left for
individual responses, Piehler has emphasised the need for the authorities to have
obtained, at the very least, the tacit agreement of the bereaved if the dead were to
be used to further its ends. This is the stance that has also been adopted by
Catherine Moriarty who, though prepared to concede that public sites of mourning
and communal acts of remembrance recalled the dead as a collective with the focus
being on general principles rather than individual acts, has, nonetheless, stressed
that such an appropriation of remembrance by the Establishment was underpinned
by the interaction between public and private memories.'® Adrian Gregory, in his
work on the development of the Armistice Day ceremony in the interwar years, has
developed this point further emphasising the dialogue that existed between the

' B. Bushaway, ‘Name upon Name: The Great War and Remembrance’ in R. Porter, The
Myths of the English, (London, 1992), p.155.

2 1bid., p.145.

13 A. Thomson, ANZAC Memories: Living with the Legend, (Oxford, 1994).

" Ibid., p.129.

15 piehler, G. Kurt, ‘The War Dead and the Gold Star: American Commemoration of the
First World War’ in J. Gillis, Commemorations: The Politics of National Identity,
(Princeton, 1994), pp.168-185.

16 Catherine Moriarty, ‘Private Grief and Public Remembrance: British First World War
Memorials’ in M. Evans and K. Lunn (eds) War and Memory in the Twentieth Century,
(Oxford, 1997)
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official agencies and the public at large.'” Although the Armistice Day rituals were
inherently conservative and did appear to legitimise and defend the existing order,
for Gregory this did not necessarily represent a manipulation of remembrance but
could instead have been the product of a widely felt desire for unity in the
aftermath of immense upheaval. Thus, the traditional nature of the memorialisation
of the war reflected the public’s wish to find solace in the familiar, to come to
terms with the dislocation of post-war society by a return to pre-war values.

Similar findings have been reached by approaching the subject from an art
historical perspective. Alan Borg, whose work concentrates exclusively on war
memorials and the deconstruction of monumental iconography, while
acknowledging the lack of central direction in the commemorative process, has still
viewed the results as largely mirroring the Establishment’s traditionalism.' In
noting that the majority of the artists commissioned to design local war memorials
chose to reject the dominant contemporary themes, Borg has seen the origins of
this return to traditionalism as lying with the public at large, there being a generally
held view that the best way to invest the memory of fallen loved ones with a fitting
sense of gravitas was by recourse to the imagery of time-honoured heroic icons.
The traditionalism of commemorative sculpture has been further examined by
George Mosse who has viewed the memorialisation process as part of the
deliberate construction of a ‘cult of the fallen’ whereby the authorities attempted to
propagate their own political agendas.'” Investigations into the link between
traditionalism and Establishment direction have also been carried out by James
Young and James Mayo. For Young the authorities’ desire to control the messages
which they felt were encoded within the iconography of a war memorial resulted in
a predisposition for figurative imagery, while for Mayo the construction of
monuments to the fallen helped to sanction the sacrifice that had been made on
behalf of the state and assure the public that war had been both necessary and
honourable.”’

The duality of the role of memory sites in the rites of remembrance, acting
simultaneously as symbols of national pride and places of individual and
communal mourning, is one of the themes examined in Jay Winter’s broad study of

'7 Gregory, The Silence of Memory.

18 Borg, War Memorials: from Antiquity to the Present, ch.5.

19 G. Mosse, Fallen Soldiers: Reshaping the Memory of the World Wars, (Oxford, 1990).
For more on the state sponsored creation of a ‘cult of the fallen’ see particularly chapter 5
and G. Mosse, ‘National Cemeteries and National Revival: The Cult of the Fallen Soldier in
Germany’, Journal of Contemporary History 14 (1979), pp.1-20.

2 J. Young, Holocaust Memorials and Meaning: The Texture of Memory, (Yale, 1993); J.
Mayo, War Memorials as Political Landscape: The American Experience and Beyond,
(New York, 1988).



6 Chapter One

the cultural impact of the Great War on interwar Europe.”! Viewing the sites of
mourning as first and foremost the product of an almost overpowering sense of
grief, Winter has, nevertheless, stressed that they invariably legitimised warfare
depicting it as a noble undertaking. To further underline the fluidity in meaning
surrounding the rituals of commemoration Winter has gone on to note that as the
initial searing pain of the bereaved abated so the sites managed to accommodate a
number of different interpretations. This was the theme pursued by Adrian Gregory
in his work on Armistice Day.”” Charting the changing attitudes towards the
celebration between 1919 and 1946 he demonstrated that though the form of the
ceremony remained the same its meaning could be transformed, with triumphalism
and patriotism giving way to pacifism. In a similar vein Alex King, in his overview
of the memorialisation process in the immediate aftermath of the Great War, has
warned against assuming that war memorials contained meaning independently.*
For King, notwithstanding the contemporary civic leaders’ insistence that a
memorial should and did have a specific meaning, a full understanding of a
commemorative site can only be attained through the examination of the
relationship between the symbol and the community it served. This texturising of
memory, the nexus between collective ownership and Establishment control, is
central to an understanding of the rituals of remembrance. Yet, the majority of
studies in this area have adopted a broad brush approach and, hence, the intricacies
of community relationships which helped to shape and colour the memorialisation
of the war dead have, by necessity, been glossed over. By resiting the
commemorative process in its local context it will, it is hoped, be possible to obtain
a fuller appreciation of the dynamic that existed between the individual and the
collective, between the public and the authorities, and so reveal the underlying
sense of communal identity which played such a formative role in imbuing a
memory site with meaning.

The strength and persistence of the debate surrounding the impact of the
memorialisation of the Great War, and the role it played in the development of a
collective memory, is partly predicated on the belief that the conflict was a turning
point in history, not only politically and socially but also culturally. There have
been a number of studies on the impact of the Great War on British culture
generally, within which investigations of the rituals of remembrance have been
undertaken. Leading the way is Paul Fussell who has placed the war in a static
world where values seemed stable.’* Thus, for Fussell the horrors of the
mechanised slaughter of the Western Front became a cultural divide with old

2L ). Winter, Sites of Memory, Sites of Mourning: The Great War in European Cultural
History, (Cambridge, 1995).

22 Gregory, The Silence of Memory.

3 King, Memorials of the Great War in Britain, p.3.

2 p. Fussell, The Great War and Modern Memory, (Oxford, 1975)
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traditions and meanings, undermined by a new sense of irony, being altered for
ever. Although this contention still has a strong hold on the popular view of the
Great War,” it has increasingly been open to revision by more recent studies.”® A
more balanced approach by Samuel Hynes, although agreeing with Fussell that war
monuments, as the embodiment of conventional values, belonged to the
Establishment and acted as “official acts of closure”, has questioned the contention
that post war disillusionment replaced Edwardian standards and traditional
enthusiasm for the war claiming instead that both cultures existed simultaneously.”’
Martin Stephen, by contrast, has been much more vitriolic in his criticism,
querying the whole basis upon which Fussell’s theories are founded.*® Prepared to
accept that there is some validity in Fussell’s treatment of language, Stephen has,
nonetheless, not fought shy of twisting the knife stating that the book’s “weakness
is to assume that because [the war] changed so much it changed everything, and
that the literature of the war can also serve as its history. It is in danger of creating
its own false myths in areas that are too important to be part of a falsehood.””
Central to this debate on the extent to which the war was a cultural divide is the
question of the war’s effects on attitudes to death and mourning. Thomas Lacqueur
has highlighted the relative lack of importance the working-class attached to
permanent commemoration in the pre-war period.”® Although the ritual of a decent
funeral was considered to be very important, individual memorialisation was not;
the majority of people being buried in shaft graves with a single tombstone listing
the occupants in order of internment. Pat Jalland, while conceding that the war
altered the public’s attitude towards permanent commemorative sites by

% Indeed, in secondary schools much of the teaching of the literature of the Great War
remains firmly in the Fussell camp. Thus, in a schools’ edition of R. C. Sherriff’s Journey’s
End, which along with the poetry of Sassoon and Owen continues to be a mainstay of the
English Key Stages 3 and 4 curriculum, the editor concludes her introduction with the
observation; “It seems inevitable that Osborne, the richest character culturally, and Raleigh,
the boy with everything to live for, should be doomed. Their deaths emphasise...the irony of
death.” M. Blakesley, introduction to R. C. Sherriff’s Journey’s End, (Oxford, 1993), p.x.

% Hand in hand with this revision of the cultural impact of the Great War is an ongoing
reworking of the traditionally held view of the military history of the conflict. See especially
B. Bond, The Unquiet Western Front, (Cambridge, 2002), G. Sheffield, Forgotten Victory:
The First World War: Myths and Realities, (London, 2001) and R. Holmes, Tommy,
(London, 2004).

2"'S. Hynes, A War Imagined: The First World War and English Culture, (London, 1990),
p-270.

8 M. Stephen, The Price of Pity: Poetry, History and Myth in the Great War, (London,
1996).

? Ibid., p.235.

39T, Lacqueur, ‘Memory and Naming in the Great War’ in J. Gillis (ed), Commemorations:
The Poltics of National Identity, (Princeton, 1994), pp.168-185.
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encouraging the introduction of individually marked plots, has, nonetheless, argued
that the Victorian preoccupation with death had finally been forsaken.' In this she
is supported by Julian Litten who, in citing the war as “The greatest influence on
the simplification of the English funeral”, has argued that, “there was a particular
undercurrent of public opinion to contend with: the morality of staging a grandiose
funeral when those who had died for King and Country on foreign fields were
unable to be repatriated. At such a time of great national suffering and sorrow,
individual displays of funerary pomp and panoply did not sit comfortably on the
conscience.”” By contrast David Cannadine has insisted that “interwar Britain was
more obsessed with death than any other period in modern history”.*® This
apparent impasse can be crossed by making a distinction between civilian death
and death on the battlefield. Thus, although the Victorian preoccupation with
funerary rites may have been declining from the 1880s onwards, the glorification
of death on active service was becoming ever more prevalent. This trend was
accentuated by the massive death toll of British and Irish soldiers in the First
World War and the government’s decision in 1915 not to repatriate the dead.”*
Hence, in the immediate aftermath of the war public manifestations of grief and the
need for collective forms of commemoration dominated people’s lives. It is the
structure and shape of these communal rites, the interaction between the public and
the private, and the impact they had on moulding and directing the memory of the
fallen that will form one of the main threads of this investigation.

For the bereaved, especially for those with no body to mourn over, traditional
religion offered some consolation and provided ready made rituals which assisted
in the process of coming to terms with the overwhelming sense of loss. This is a
point that has been articulated by Catherine Moriarty who underlined the critical
role Christian symbolism played in the mitigation of grief as it “provided an
accessible and palliative language.”’ However, Jay Winter, while accepting the
essentially religious character of much of the official memorialisation of the war,
has also put emphasis on the grey area that existed at the periphery of this Christian
interpretation. Thus, although prepared to accept that the traditional teachings of
the Church offered some solace, for Winter the sudden and traumatic nature of
deaths in battle resulted in a parallel growth in quasi-religious practices, the not

3Up. Jalland, Death in the Victorian Family, (Oxford, 1996).

32 J. Litten, The English Way of Death: The Common Funeral Since 1450, (London, 1991),
p.171.

¥ D. Cannadine, ‘War and Death, Grief and Mortality in Modern Britain’ in J. Whaley (ed)
Mirrors of Mortality: Studies in the Social History of Death, (London, 1981), p.195.

3% Jay Winter has put the figure for British and Irish dead at 673,375. J. Winter, ‘Some
Aspects of the Demographic Consequences of the First World War in Britain’, Population
Studies XXX (1976), pp.539-541.

3% Moriarty, “Christian Iconography and First World War Memorials’, p.74.
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least of which was spiritualism.*® The religious overtones of much of the rites of
remembrance have also been investigated by George Mosse.”” In pointing to a
duality of function in the memorialisation process he has questioned the extent to
which the Christian message truly lay at the heart of commemoration. Although a
belief in self-sacrifice and Resurrection undoubtedly offered some comfort to the
bereaved, in Mosse’s view it also helped to legitimise the enormous losses and
provided justification for the nation in whose name the war had been fought. Thus,
the commemorative rituals are seen as representing an expropriation of the central
teachings of the Church by the state; in effect the creation of a civic religion.

This appropriation of the sacred by the secular authorities has also been
examined by Ken Inglis and Antoine Prost.*® For Prost, the ceremonies of
remembrance in France, with their cultural reference points firmly rooted in the
foundations of the Republic and the Revolutionary Wars at the end of the
eighteenth century, were transformed into a celebration of citizenship providing a
moral lesson in the duties of maintaining the existing status-quo. Similarly Inglis,
focusing on ANZAC Day in Australia and New Zealand, has found in the liturgical
nature of the observance the beginnings of a civic religion. In contrast, David
Lloyd, in his work covering the interaction between commemoration and
battlefield tourism in the interwar years, has maintained that religion remained a
central element of the mourning process, insisting that, “the use of the sacred did
not reflect the existence of a cult of the fallen soldier or a civil religion.”” It is this
appropriation by the civil authorities of the received language of remembrance that
forms one of the main themes of this work. Yet, rather than concentrating solely on
the deconstruction of the rituals themselves, it is hoped that it will be possible to
arrive at a more detailed understanding of the Establishment’s attempts to
manipulate and direct the memory of the fallen by examining in detail the
memorialisation process as a whole, from the first soundings in the press or
discussions in the council chamber to the eventual unveiling of the site.

In analysing the boom in memory and history in the 1990s Geoff Eley has
stated that memory sites generally “spell the desire for holding onto the familiar,
for fixing and retaining the lineaments of worlds in motion, of landmarks that are
disappearing and securities that are unsettled.”*’ Thus, many of the sites and rituals

36 See Winter, Sites of Memory, Ch.3

3 Mosse, Fallen Soldiers.

38 A. Prost, In the Wake of War: ‘Les Anciens Combattants and French Society, (Oxford,
1992); K. Inglis, ‘War Memorials in Australia and New Zealand: A Comparative Survey’,
Australian Historical Studies 24 (1991), pp.179-91, and ‘A Sacred Place: the Making of the
Australian War Memorial’, War and Society 3,2 (1985), pp.99-125.

% D. Lloyd, Battlefield Tourism: Pilgrimage and the Commemoration of the Great War in
Britain, Australia and Canada, 1919-39, (Oxford, 1998), p.6.

0 G. Eley in Evans and Lunn, War and Memory, pviii
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of commemoration established after the Great War fall within Eric Hobsbawm’s
definition of ‘invented traditions’.*' These are practices which are ritualistic and
symbolic in nature, which frequently seek to inculcate certain values and which
“normally attempt to establish continuity with a suitable historic past.”** In seeking
to forge this sense of permanence, of an uninterrupted connection with pre-war
values and standards, it is the contention of this study that remembrance of the war
dead was counterpoised by selective forgetting in an attempt to buttress the
existing status-quo. Daniel Sherman, in his wide-ranging examination of the
memorialisation process in interwar France, has claimed that, “commemoration
seeks to reinforce the solidarity of a particular community....by forging a
consensus version of an event or connected series of events that has either
disrupted the stability of the community or threatened to do so.”* He has gone on
to assert that, “This narrative of the past usually...reflects the interests of the
community’s leading social and political groups.” It is the, often tortuous, route
by which communities in Folkestone, Dover and Canterbury attempted to arrive at
just such a consensus version of the past and the extent to which the process was
manipulated by the local elite that will lie at the heart of this investigation.

Part I11: Methodology

In the introduction to his seminal work on war memorials from an art historical
perspective, Alan Borg noted that there was “a treasure trove of virtually
unexplored documentary material in local libraries and County Record Offices
describing the ways in which Memorial Committees were established and how
they set about their work.” Tt was, indeed, fortuitous that this held true in the
cases of Dover, Folkestone and Canterbury. In all three boroughs not only have
detailed records of the deliberations of the civic War Memorial Committees
survived in the form of minute books, but there is also a range of supplementary
miscellaneous material such as income and expenditure accounts, communications
with sculptors, builders and other interested parties and letters to and from the
bereaved concerning the inclusion of their lost loved ones on the lists of the fallen.

At the more intimate level of parish, club, school and workplace, the Cathedral
Archives in Canterbury proved to be a particularly rich source of evidence. In
1988, in partnership with Canterbury City Council and Kent County Council, the
Dean and Chapter of the Cathedral made a concerted effort to centralise the
Anglican Church records for the Archdeaconry of Canterbury, an administration

*I E. Hobsbawm and T. Ranger (eds), The Invention of Tradition, (Cambridge, 1983)
2

Ibid., p.7.
# D.Sherman, The Construction of Memory in Interwar France, (Chicago, 1999), p.7.
44 7.

Ibid.
45 Borg, War Memorials, p.xii.



Memorialisation in East Kent 11

which covers most of Eastern Kent including the boroughs of Folkestone and
Dover.*® In addition to this the Archive has, either on microfilm or in original
format, a substantial proportion of the Non-Conformist records for the region as
well as a range of material relating to a variety of local organisations, businesses
and individuals. This evidence, supplemented by some material found in situ such
as school and parish magazines, helped to uncover how local communities dealt
with the logistics of constructing a war memorial, from the formation of an
executive committee to the collection of subscriptions and the decisions as to form.

Yet, for the most part, these are official records and as such they tend to present
a rather sanitised view of proceedings. In seeking to put some flesh on the bones of
the parochial debates which they cover, a search through the pages of the local
newspapers proved invaluable. The abolition of stamp duty in 1855 resulted in the
rapid expansion of the provincial press in the second half of the nineteenth and
early part of the twentieth centuries.*” Thus, throughout the 1920s Folkestone, with
the Folkestone Express and the Folkestone Herald, and Canterbury, with the Kent
Gazette and Canterbury Press and the Kentish Observer, were each served by two
dedicated local newspapers and Dover, with the Dover Express, by one. These
newspapers acted as a conduit for local organisations and individual members of
the community to air their views on the memorialisation process and,
simultaneously, played a significant role in informing and directing public opinion
in their own right. The almost verbatim reporting of the Committee meetings of the
Borough Councils and local trade and charitable organisations presented the public
with unslanted accounts of the activities of the civic elite, a regular feature of such
coverage being, not surprisingly, the progress of community commemorative
projects. In addition to this, the editors of local newspapers invariably viewed
themselves as the guardians of community values and the columns of their papers
are redolent with the sense of local identity and municipal pride that frequently
informed the debates surrounding memorialisation.

Although care, undoubtedly, has to be taken when using the press as a window
on civic life, with sight not being lost of the fact that newspapers are an intentional
record in which editors and journalists select and reorganise information to serve
their own purposes, press coverage can, nevertheless, be a valuable tool in fixing,
in both time and place, the concerns which activated communities as they went
about the business of commemorating their war dead. This particularly holds true
when one considers the weight newspapers carried in the days before TV
journalism. If, notwithstanding the fact that precise statistics are few and far
between for any period after the abolition of the stamp duty, circulation figures are

% To ensure the Archive’s holdings are as comprehensive as possible, inspections are
undertaken every five years.

47 See G. Boyce, J. Curran and P. Wingate (eds), Newspaper History from the Seventeenth
Century to the present, (London, 1978).



12 Chapter One

taken as an, albeit crude, estimate of a paper’s influence, a readership of 4,660 for
the Kent Gazette and 9,000 for the Dover Express in the mid-1920s points towards
a not insignificant level of authority.”® Thus, it is possible through the formal
pronouncements of the editorials, through the more familiar opinions of the gossip
columns and through the issues raised in the readers’ letters to place the official
archival material in its local context and, hence, achieve a deeper insight into the
common traditions, beliefs and values that underpinned the rites of collective
remembrance.”

By siting commemoration securely in the context of community life, this study
will be able to explore the subtle interplay between familial, intermediate and civic
affiliations that helped to shape the memorialisation of the fallen and, by so doing,
test the validity of the theories put forward in more general surveys. Indeed,
Elizabeth Hammerton and David Cannadine, in their work on the Diamond Jubilee
in Cambridge, have highlighted the dangers of examining rituals in isolation, of
decontextualising them and, hence, exploring their significance at a purely
theoretical level.”® Collective rites are a product of society and only by probing the
tensions and bonds that lie at the heart of communal life can a full understanding of
their meaning be uncovered.”’ This is particularly true for the three boroughs
targeted by this study.(See Plate 1-1) Each had a claim to national prominence
during the war years; Canterbury as the centre of the Established Church,
Folkestone as the main point of embarkation for troops travelling to the war zone
and Dover as the home port of the Dover Patrol which played a vital role in
keeping the Channel clear of enemy incursions.’® Thus, for the civic authorities of

* Figures provided by the offices of the Dover Express and Kent Gazette. For more on the
difficulties involved in assessing circulation figures see A. P. Wadsworth, ‘Newspaper
Circulation, 1800-1954°, Transactions of the Manchester Statistical Society, (1954), pp.1-
40.

4 Nearly all the local papers had regular columns presenting informal coverage of local
issues. Thus, the Folkestone Express had ‘the Occasional Musings of a Wonderer’, the
Folkestone Herald ‘Felix’, the Kent Gazette ‘A Woman'’s outlook’ and the Kentish Observer
‘Roamer’.

0 E. Hammerton and D. Cannadine, ‘Conflict and Consensus on a Ceremonial Occasion:
The Diamond Jubilee in Cambridge 1897°, Historical Journal 24 (1981), pp.111-146.

>! This approach has also been utilised by historians investigating other themes of the Great
War. See G. Moorehouse, A Town, its Myths and Gallipoli, (London, 1992) and C. Pearce,
Comrades in Conscience: The Story of an English Community’s Opposition to the Great
War, (London, 2001).

32 The Established Church, with its close links to the rituals of state, was, to a certain extent,
reinvigorated by the memorialisation movement in the aftermath of the Great War.
Canterbury’s civic leaders were fully aware of this fact. For more on the impact of the war
on the Church see A. Wilkinson, The Church of England and the First World War, (London,
1978).
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Plate 1-1: Map of Kent 1915 from Black’s Guide to East KentlLondon, 1915)
























