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Eric Gill’s The Moneychangers: The Uneasy Relationship between Art 
and Commemoration by A C Brook 

 
In May 1923, papers as far afield as Glasgow and Norfolk carried news of a 
controversial new war memorial being installed in the University of Leeds by 
sculptor and designer Eric Gill.  Gill's depiction of 'Christ Driving the 
Moneychangers from the Temple' had been commissioned by the vice-
chancellor, Sir Michael Sadler.  This evening I want to try to do three main things: 
firstly, to examine the origins of the Gill commission and the contemporary 
responses to it; then to look at two other controversial war memorial projects in 
the West Riding, and to contrast them with others which received more positive 
responses; and, finally, to look briefly at the national context. 
The Moneychangers is a very large panel, about 15.5 feet wide, and 5.5 feet tall 
[4.7m x 1.8m], made up of five sections of Portland stone, carved in low relief, 
with a wood surround.  , as you can see, it is fixed to a wall in the ground floor of 
the Michael Sadler building.  It was moved there in 1961, but was originally 
placed on the outside of the old library, on the ground floor of the Great Hall.  On 
the right of the design, as you face it, is Christ, wielding a multi-stranded whip, 
with a dog following him, bearing a torch in its mouth.  In front of Christ are a 
series of figures being driven away to the left of the frieze, the one nearest Christ 
crouching on the ground.  Partly hidden by the figure of Christ is a woman, sitting 
on the ground, completely absorbed in the child she is holding.  A couple of 
upturned pieces of furniture are depicted behind the figures and the dog.  There 
are two inscriptions, both in Latin, one running along the top of the panel, and 
another on the far right, above the dog. The first, quoting the Epistle of James, 
runs “Go to now, ye rich men, weep and howl for your miseries that shall come 
upon you. Your riches are corrupted…”, and the second, abbreviated from the 
account of the incident in St John’s Gospel, says “And when he had made a 
scourge of small cords, he drove them all out of the temple, … and poured out 
the changers’ money, and overthrew the tables; And said unto them …; make not 
my Father’s house an house of merchandise.”. 
Neither the inscriptions nor the images make any overt references to war, or to 
the commemoration of those who had died, and that was the first and most 
obvious cause of criticism.  The second cause of controversy was the depiction 
of the line of figures on the left of the panel.  Unlike the figure of Christ, and those 
of the mother and child, they are in modern dress and carrying easily 
recognisable items of the early twentieth century such as a top hat, a ladies’ 
handbag, a pawnbrokers’ sign, and a set of accounts ledgers.  Gill identified the 
pair furthest from Christ as a pawnbroker and his fashionable wife, followed by 
their clerk, a politician, and two bankers.   The inclusion of the dog is a reference 
to the “domini canes”, the Dominican Order, whose remit was to spread the 
Gospel like fire across the world, and to Gill himself, who was a Dominican 
tertiary. 
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The carving, officially described as “a sculpture to the memory of Members of the 
University who fell in the war”, was dedicated by the Bishop of Ripon, on Friday, 
1 June 1923, at the unfashionably early hour of 9.30 a.m.  The service began 
with the President of the Leeds Free Church Council reading short extracts from 
the gospels of St John, St Matthew, and the book of Revelation.  The University 
Choir then led three verses of the hymn, O God our help in ages past.  The 
Bishop spoke the sentences of dedication, and followed them by two prayers and 
the blessing.  There was no sermon nor any other speeches.  The whole 
ceremony cannot have taken much more than 15 minutes.  The Yorkshire Post 
estimated that about a hundred people were there, though few undergraduates 
and even fewer members of the University staff. 
To understand how it came about that The Moneychangers was erected in the 
University, we need to go back at least to 1916. 
Michael Sadler came to the University of Leeds as vice-chancellor in the autumn 
of 1911.  As well as being a passionate believer in the power of education he 
was also an avid collector of art, particularly that by contemporary artists.  As 
early as 1910, he was viewing work by Gill and Epstein in different London 
galleries and reflecting on his reactions to them in his notebooks.  Gill was at that 
time beginning to branch out from his original preoccupation with calligraphy into 
other forms of engraving and sculpture. 
Soon after the outbreak of the Great War, in September 1914, Eric Gill was 
reflecting on the destruction of the cathedral at Rheims in the following terms “... 
We deserve nothing else.  We have made the houses of God mere quarries for 
sightseers.  ... I have often said we had need to construct a whip of thongs 
wherewith to drive out the money changers out of the Temple of England.  God 
has found a whip of German guns wherewith to deprive the money changers of 
the temples of France.  ... Good.  If we cannot construct a Christian Europe in 
this age, we certainly are not fit to be the guardians of the evidences of the 
Christian Europe of the past.”  He returned to that theme in the spring of 1916, 
when the Civic Arts Association launched a competition for war memorial 
designs.  One of the competition categories was for a memorial for the courtyard 
of the County Hall building, then being erected for the London County Council, 
and Gill submitted a design for a large bronze figure group of Christ and the 
Moneychangers.  His entry came second in that category, and was featured, with 
other winners, in various illustrated magazines.  Michael Sadler saw Gill’s design 
and immediately wrote to the artist to ask permission to erect a replica in Leeds.  
Gill replied that there was no likelihood that the design would be adopted by the 
LCC but that he would be very happy to see it turned into reality in Leeds.  The 
cost of a bronze sculpture was an initial stumbling block, but Gill then rethought 
the design as a stone relief carving, which would be much less expensive.  By 
September 1916, Gill was invited to Leeds by Sadler to look at possible sites in 
the University for the carving, by then being described by Gill, in a letter to a 
friend, as “…not necessarily … a war memorial but … a public benefaction …”.  



TRANSCRIPT	   	  
	  

COPYRIGHT PROTECTED ©	    3 

The figures in the LCC design had been in archaic dress but Gill was already 
thinking in terms of “…modern dress as much as poss[ible], Leeds 
manufacturers, their wives and servants…”.  You can see here him 
experimenting with the visual possibilities of the story, both before (the left hand 
one is 1911) and after the war in 1919. 
There was then an hiatus.  Sadler spent the period from October 1917 to April 
1919 in India on a government commission concerning the future of Indian higher 
education, and the University had an acting Vice-Chancellor.  Gill, having been 
exempted from conscription for as long as he was carving the Stations of the 
Cross for Westminster Cathedral, was finally called up, in August 1918, though 
he never left England during his four months’ service.  However neither party had 
lost interest, and, by the beginning of July 1921, Sadler had over £1,000 
available to fund the project and had given Gill the go ahead to begin work on the 
commission.  By February 1922, Sadler had seen a photograph of a one third 
size model and the stone had been ordered.  Yet it was not until a year later that 
the commission first appears in the official University records.  The Council 
meeting of 21 February 1923, received a memorandum from Sadler, dated 14 
February, offering the work as a gift to the University for a war memorial, the 
costs being covered by a bequest Sadler had received from a Miss Cross of 
Ripon to be used at his discretion for the benefit of the University.  Less than 
three months later Gill was on campus supervising the memorial’s erection. 
It was the arrival in Leeds of the panels of the carving, along with the artist, which 
alerted the rest of the university and the city to what was going on.  The first 
reports appeared in the local press on 18 May 1923, and the national papers 
picked the story up the following day, as did newspapers as far afield as Glasgow 
and Norfolk.  From then on it remained a lively topic locally, though the national 
press lost interest after the initial coverage.  Staff and students of the University, 
who seem to have been no better informed than the general public about 
developments, joined in the public debate on both sides.  An article in the Leeds 
Mercury, on 22 May 1923, summed up the main points so far made as follows:   
FOR 
There is a war on, and always will be, between Justice and Cupidity. 
That is the whole point of the last war. 
Our Lord instituted the war against Cupidity, and the memorial is a memorial to 
the war He began. 
AGAINST 
The memorial commemorates hatred. 
It does not honour our men’s valour. 
It does not comfort the grief-stricken. 
It seems to savour of class-warfare and prejudice against the well-to-do. 
  
The storm of publicity had broken when Sadler was in Canada, so that it fell to 
the pro-chancellor to deal with the press.  He said that he and the deputy vice-
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chancellor had agreed to say nothing until Sadler returned. He did however 
speak to The Times, and said that the Council had approved the design “taking 
the view that the memorial was a personal present, which could not be discussed 
or criticised … the personal equation in this matter is very powerful”.  When 
Sadler returned, to be met by the press as he disembarked at Southampton, he 
told them that the sculpture “is not the University memorial, which takes quite 
another form, but rather a piece of sculpture commemorative of the war”.  Back in 
Leeds, he issued a press statement on 26 May.  In it he set out “why I think [the 
work] is fitting to be one of the memorials which … the University will possess of 
those of its members who fell for their country in the war”.  “The carving 
suggests”, he said, “a Christian view of war. … By our Lord’s action the Christian 
is assured that force under due authority may be used in a righteous cause. … to 
execute judgement is a righteous and sacred duty.  Our Lord … does not 
condemn honest traffic, but teaches us that sacred things must be kept free from 
thoughts of money gain. … Britain, after striving to keep the peace of Europe, 
took up arms because, in breach of treaty, a nation had been wrongfully 
attacked.  Those who fell in defence of the rights thus challenged, gave their lives 
in a sacred cause.  Mr Eric Gill’s carving has the vitality of Gothic art.  In its 
design ancient and modern things are combined.  To me this signifies the 
timelessness of the moral law and the eternal truth of our Lord’s teaching by act 
and word.”  He ended by expressing the “hope that those to whom the design is 
now displeasing may feel differently about it when time has made it more familiar, 
and that to those who come after us the carving may have the significance which 
a pre-Raphaelite picture has for us today.”  The editor of the Leeds Mercury, 
commented “Even in the light of Sir Michael's careful statement we are afraid that 
many people will still fail to see the memorial as an expression of national or civic 
gratitude to our men for their sacrifices.” 
At the same time as Sadler issued his defence of the sculpture, Gill added to the 
war of words by publishing a shilling pamphlet with his reflections on the 
memorial.  Very extensive quotations from the pamphlet were immediately 
published in the Yorkshire Post. Justifying the choice of subject, Gill wrote “The 
Gospel records the occasion upon which God in the person of Christ used 
violence to enforce His will.  Thus for all time the use of violence in a just cause 
is made lawful. … Hence a representation of the turning-out of the money 
changers has been chosen for a war memorial, for it commemorates the most 
just of all wars – the war of Justice against Cupidity – a war waged by Christ 
Himself.”  The use of modern clothes was, he said, both an ethical decision, in 
that the incident’s significance was not limited to first century Jerusalem, and an 
artistic one, a response to current day human beings as he saw them.  He then 
went on to describe in detail the features of the carving, and it is that section of 
the pamphlet which caused most offence, as its tone was judged far too flippant 
for the context.  For example, he said that one figure’s left foot was missing, as 
there was no room for it, and that he gave the men spats not only because they 
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seemed appropriate to that type of person but also because he couldn’t face 
carving so many pairs of boot laces.  Such details, and his overall caveat that 
much of the description derived from his friends’ responses to the finished work, 
rather than from his intentions prior to carving, may have offended but they give 
an interesting insight into the process of development involved in carving directly 
into stone.  Finally, Gill returned to the overall message, suggesting that the 
various figures were not necessarily of a single nationality.  “There are ‘money 
changers’ in all civilised countries, and modern war, in spite of the patriotism of 
millions of conscripts and their officers, is mainly about money – for the ‘white 
man’s burden’ consists chiefly in the effort to bestow the advantages of 
‘civilisation’ upon ‘those unenlightened natives’ who happen to be living where 
gold or oil is available.”  That latter comment added political partisanship to the 
criticisms made of Gill. 
Correspondence in the press carried on well into July, supplemented by reports 
of comments made on various public occasions.  Debate ranged widely and the 
willingness of the press to print letters of considerable length enabled the issues 
to be discussed in some depth.  Material was published from graduates of the 
University who had known those who had lost their lives, and from bereaved 
relatives, but the majority of the correspondents did not identify themselves in 
that way but addressed the questions, particularly those relating to the aesthetics 
of art and to the correct interpretation of the biblical episode, from an apparently 
more detached viewpoint. 
From the perspective of 2015, what should we make of this? 
Since 1989, when Gill was exposed as a child abuser, in Fiona MacCarthy’s 
biography, there is a natural tendency to think the worst of him in all contexts.  
Indeed, in a University Art Gallery lecture on the Gill memorial, in January 2012, 
the speaker concluded that Sadler, described as a “cuddly”, “somewhat naïve”, 
character, had been “duped” by Eric Gill, but had made a good attempt to justify 
the nature of the memorial in public.  On the basis of the contemporary record, I 
have to disagree with that assessment.  Gill’s choice of the expulsion of the 
money changers from the temple, as the theme for the memorial, arose from a 
genuine belief that war had been God’s means of cleansing the sins of the 
modern capitalist world.  Indeed, when he was approached to create a sculpture 
for the League of Nations building in Geneva in the 1930s, his first thought was 
to provide another reflection on the theme of the money changers.  He was by no 
means alone in viewing the First World War in that way, as contemporary 
sermons and other writings indicate.  And the Moneychangers was not Gill’s only 
war memorial; he was involved as a sculptor or engraver in many others.   
Writing to the chairman of the memorial committee in Trumpington, 
Cambridgeshire, in September 1921, he said “I hope the committee will be willing 
to trust me as a sculptor and will not ask for naturalism in a thing which obviously 
calls for symbolism.  However I won't purposely set out to give offence – you may 
be sure of that.”  He regarded a process of negotiation over the final design of 
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the war memorials he was involved with as normal.   His surprise at the way in 
which this particular commission was handled is obvious from his comment to a 
friend, as early as 1916, that Sadler “seem[ed] to be practically god at Leeds 
Univisty and can do what he chooses”.  He was fully aware of the controversial 
aspects of his work, and was apprehensive about the outcome of the University 
Council meeting in February 1923, saying in a letter to another friend, in relation 
to the quotation from the Epistle to James across the top of the frieze, “What 
price James, v.i.? If they stick that they'll stick anything…”. 
Sadler, on the other hand, was determined to obtain a work of art by one of the 
artists coming to prominence.  His need to acquire art was a compulsion, closely 
aligned to the cycles of depression and intense enthusiasm which were apparent 
throughout his life.  His son described his “tendency to pass from one visionary 
enthusiasm to another that, by the time notion A had begun to develop at the 
hands of others, he was already at notion D”.  His approach to Gill, in 1916, was 
specifically for the theme of The Moneychangers.  When giving the go ahead for 
the project, in July 1921, Sadler’s letter to Gill said “the Philistines will be furious”.  
Between then and the dedication ceremony over 40 photographs, sketches, and 
other material were provided by Gill to Sadler, and letters between them show 
that only the inclusion of the cash book and an upturned stool had been included 
in the final design without Sadler’s knowledge.  The two men’s interpretations of 
the symbolism of the image varied in emphasis, with Sadler being less convinced 
than Gill about the importance of the worship of Mammon as a cause of the war, 
but in no more than that.  According to Sadler’s son, his father “had anticipated a 
vociferous and highly-coloured reaction to Gill’s work, and rather enjoyed than 
otherwise finding opportunities to speak in its defence.”  That is borne out by 
Sadler’s letter to Gill, of 31 May 1923, when he wrote “The wind blows high here 
... the carving will tell its own tale, we may not be out of trouble yet but deep 
down in my mind is a feeling of thankfulness that the issue has been raised and 
that people have been made to think”.  Much later, in 1940, when Sadler heard of 
Gill’s death, he recorded in his private papers a harsh judgement on Gill as a 
man but judged the sculpture “a fine piece of work, but not nearly as good as it 
might have been.  The mood is too obviously underlined.”  In 1923, the main 
source of friction between the two men was not the sculpture but Gill’s 
publication of his explanatory pamphlet, particularly its political comment, when it 
had been agreed that he would say nothing until Sadler had issued his press 
statement. 
Why was there not more dissent within the University?  When the Council agreed 
to accept the gift of the Gill sculpture, in 1923, it also agreed that there would be 
a vellum Roll of Honour, with all the names of the dead, placed in the Great Hall.  
Just as importantly, back in 1919, at the request of a meeting of present and past 
students, the Council had agreed that funds should be raised for a new Student 
Union building as a memorial to all members of the University who had lost their 
lives in the war.  Those two decisions made the long term significance of the Gill 
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frieze much less important to the University community.  Also, by the end of April 
1923, it was known that Sadler was leaving to become Master of University 
College, Oxford, and that he intended making a substantial gift of works from his 
art collection to the University.  Finally, there was the fact that the costs of The 
Moneychangers were being met from an indirect legacy to the University, or so 
the Council and the public had been informed.  (That was not actually true – Miss 
Frances Cross had left no such legacy in her will, which makes no mention of 
Sadler, the University, or the war – the funds having come from subsequent 
discussions between Sadler and Frances’ sister, Constance, who was the main 
beneficiary of the will.)  Having a Roll of Honour, and a planned memorial 
building, enabled the University community to treat the Gill image as central or 
peripheral to the memory of the war, according to individual preference.  After the 
Second World War, a further alternative focus was added in the shape of the 
ceremonial entrance to the Brotherton Library with its carved Rolls of Honour. 
Both Sadler and Gill were more than ordinarily self-absorbed, and seem to have 
given little if any thought to the function of The Moneychangers as a memorial to 
the dead, rather than as a work of art inspired by war, and both displayed a 
distinct lack of empathy for the bereaved, or of any normal levels of emotional 
intelligence concerning the traumas created by the war.  However, without 
Sadler, Gill’s vision of The Moneychangers as a symbol of the root causes of war 
would probably have remained an unrealised idea.  Many, then and now, would 
regard that as a lost opportunity to see a great artist working on a project whose 
theme meant a great deal to him.  Perhaps the most balanced conclusions are 
those of the minister of the Headingley Hill Congregational Church when, in a 
sermon in the middle of June 1923, he said that if the all the figures in the 
Moneychangers had been depicted in antique dress, there would have been little 
fuss.  But, by showing that the Gospel was a challenge to the world of today, 
people said their higher sensibilities had been offended.  So, he was glad that the 
sculpture was there to force consideration of important questions.  On the other 
hand, no memorial to the memory of the dead should be used to pursue a 
specific issue which detracted from the totality of the sacrifices made in the awful 
years of the war.  So, as a war memorial, he wished it was not there. 
Gill and Sadler’s approach to the commemoration of war was by no means the 
only project to create controversy in the West Riding of Yorkshire.  A few miles 
away in Bradford a far more traditional approach to the commissioning of a 
memorial was underway.  It involved a well-established committee of the city 
council, which had responsibility for the Cartwright Hall art gallery, along with 
libraries and museums, a generous acquisitions budget for art, and a panel of 
advisers on potential purchases. Cartwright Hall had been designed as a dual 
purpose building, to give the city a venue for the large scale reception of 
important visitors, and to provide an art gallery with a sculpture court at its heart. 
The gallery’s founding director, Butler Wood, made frequent visits to London to 
identify works for the Hall’s annual exhibitions, and had built up good contacts on 
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the national scene.  When, in the Autumn of 1919, the committee decided to 
commission “a suitable group of statuary to symbolise the abolition of War and 
the birth of a new age”, the director consulted the President of the Royal Society 
of British Sculptors, Sir Thomas Brock, who advised that two artists, Francis 
Derwent Wood and James Havard Thomas, should be invited to submit designs.  
With a prestigious venue, no funds to be raised, and advice from the good and 
the great, what could possibly go wrong?    
Initially the process proceeded smoothly.  After the initial discussions with Brock, 
in late 1919, his nominees were invited to meet representatives of the committee 
in early 1920, and both agreed to submit designs on the understanding that the 
unsuccessful artist would receive an honorarium in recognition of his time and 
work.  Derwent Wood’s design arrived in October 1920 and Thomas’s a few 
weeks later.  The committee met in early December and agreed to accept 
Derwent Wood’s design; the main terms of the contract relating to materials, 
costs, and timescales were agreed, and a meeting with the sculptor was 
proposed to discuss details.  The committee’s recommendations were then 
forwarded to the next meeting of the full Council, in January 1921. 
The minutes of the January Council meeting simply record that the 
recommendations were withdrawn by the committee chairman as it was late and 
there was insufficient time to discuss an unspecified amendment.  In fact, as 
soon as a photograph of the design had been made available to the councillors 
and the general public, there had been an outcry. This may be a photograph or it 
may be an image of the full sized clay model of the final version. An account of 
the objections was published in the Yorkshire Evening Post on Monday 10 
January, the day before the Council meeting, and focussed on an interview with 
the pastor of Westgate Baptist church, T Oliver Ransford, whose congregation 
had passed a unanimous motion the previous evening protesting at the proposed 
sculpture and requesting a reconsideration of the Committee’s 
recommendations.  As the pastor explained, his objections, and those of his 
congregation, were not about the artistic merits of the sculpture but about the 
message which it would convey now and to future generations about the city’s 
view of violence as a means of resolving conflict.  Reminding readers that local 
school children regularly visited Cartwright Hall as part of their education, in 
future they would see, he said,  “a scene in marble of extreme violence entitled 
“Humanity overcoming War” as the city’s official depiction of “the dawn of the age 
of freedom and the triumph of peace over militarism”.  What made the minister’s 
criticisms especially effective was his description of the statue.  The design he 
said, “shows a ‘lady’ on the ground, and a second ‘lady’ trampling on her.  I am 
told you can see the same thing in certain quarters of Bradford on a Saturday 
night.  One hand of the victorious ‘lady’ is held behind her back, while with the 
other she is clutching the throat of the prostrate ‘lady’ and apparently slowly 
strangling her.  … The fault lies in the title.  Call it ‘The Bottom Dog’, and no 
doubt it would be correct.  … But to call it ‘Humanity overcoming War’ is a 
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misnomer.”  It was not a justification to say, as the Committee Chairman had, 
that there can be no peace unless the forces that make for peace are powerful 
enough to master the forces of war.  Peace was the product of goodwill and 
could not be imposed by force.  His image of Saturday night in Bradford was, of 
course, a gift for the press and a cartoon appeared the following day, labelled, 
tongue in cheek, as a suggested alternative design for the Council sculpture, and 
showing a rather plain woman, not in her first youth, trying to proposition a rather 
smug warrior.   
The Council Committee met again at the end of January and agreed that the 
meeting with the sculptor should go ahead, augmented by the councillor who had 
tabled the amendment for the Council meeting.  Meeting again at the end of 
February, the Committee agreed that "In view of the controversial nature of the 
subject suggested by the Committee as a theme for the proposed group and its 
lack of simplicity of idea which sculpture demands" acceptance of the design 
should be rescinded and Derwent Wood asked to submit "a design of an ideal 
theme of his own conception".  By the beginning of April, Wood had submitted a 
new design but that did not appeal to the Committee, which agreed to revert to its 
original decision.  The Yorkshire Evening Post warned its readers of the 
development, saying that it was proposed there should be only slight alterations 
to Derwent Wood’s original design.  Surprisingly, neither the Council minutes nor 
the newspapers contain any further traces of dissent and, by the end of May 
1921, the Committee was authorised to sign a contract.  The sculpture was finally 
installed in Cartwright Hall at the end of December 1924, where it remains, 
though frequently boarded up to create space for temporary exhibitions. The fish-
eye-lens does distort it, but I think the impact is very clear. In terms of scale it's 
roughly 8 1/2 ft high, by 7 by 4 1/2 ft.   
An explanation for the change in the public response to Humanity overcoming 
War is probably to be found in other discussions about the commemoration of the 
war.  In March 1919, the Council had set up a special committee to sound out 
views on an appropriate war memorial for the city and to produce an agreed 
solution.  Individuals and institutions were invited, through newspaper 
advertisements, to send in ideas, and many were received.  Eleven schemes 
were formally considered by the committee, ranging from new housing for ex-
servicemen in every ward of the city to a new school or a new hospital, and from 
a memorial on a prominent hill above the city to a new city hall etc.  By April 
1920, the full Council was asked to consider two schemes, a memorial hall, 
including a public library, or a general hospital with accommodation for war 
veterans.  After much discussion, both schemes were referred back.  By October, 
one of the councillors had persuaded his colleagues to put back on the list of 
schemes actively under consideration, a memorial, though in the centre of the 
city, not as a distant landmark.  So when the first Cartwright Hall proposals came 
before the Council, in January 1921, they were probably seen as part of that 
more general discussion rather than the separate initiative they actually were.  
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But by the time Derwent Wood’s proposed sculpture returned to the agenda in 
early summer, public attention and Council energy was increasingly focussed on 
the creation of a locally-designed memorial in Victoria Square, and thus the 
Cartwright Hall project became a subsidiary issue about the art collections.  
Ironically, when the city war memorial was unveiled, in July 1922, the Lord Mayor 
himself led criticism of the two bronze figures of a soldier and sailor with fixed 
bayonets on either side of the stone cenotaph, as appearing far too ready to 
restart . The bayonets are missing in that picture, but you can imagine the effect 
of the original.  
Unfortunately, we know almost nothing about either Derwent Wood’s intentions in 
creating Humanity overcoming War, or of Butler Wood’s reasons for persevering 
with the commission in its initial form, as little relevant archival material has 
survived.  Given Derwent Wood’s work with individual men who had terrible facial 
injuries and associated psychological traumas, we can be certain that he did not 
underestimate in any way the consequences of warfare, and that his allegorical 
portrayal was not carelessly constructed without thought for the message it would 
convey.  We do know that, when given the freedom to submit an alternative 
design of his own choosing to the Bradford committee, he submitted “a tall, 
draped, female figure, representing Peace, drawing to her breast the nude figure 
of another woman, who had been through the fires of war”.  Perhaps his 
dominant intention in both designs was to underline the fact that all war, even in 
a just cause, had terrible consequences. 
My third example is one which was mainly contained within the closed doors of 
the Anglican establishment, rather than splashed over the newspapers, but was 
no less divisive.  It concerned the radical redesign of the interior of Huddersfield 
parish church, pushed through by three men determined not to let official 
processes alter their vision of the future.  St Peter’s, the mother church of the 
town, had been rebuilt in the 1830s and was an architecturally undistinguished 
piece of early Gothic revival, with a traditional and unremarkable interior, 
enhanced by a new altar and reredos and alterations to the East window in 1894, 
and embellished with a rich mix of family memorials and gifted church 
furnishings.  The Church of England was struggling to hold its position in the 
town, where Nonconformity in all its varieties was very strong.  The patrons of the 
benefice, the Ramsden family, owned most of the freehold of the town centre, 
and hoped that a new incumbent would revitalise St Peter’s and restore 
Anglicans to the position due to the established church. 
Albert Darrell Tupper Carey, a close friend of the Archbishop of York, Cosmo 
Lang, arrived from a senior position at York Minster in July 1917.  He believed he 
had a particular calling to mission and set about making his mark on the town.  
After the Armistice, as in every other parish church, discussions began about 
ways to commemorate those who had died in the war.  Although each church 
approached the question in its own way, there were certain common issues such 
as the form of any memorial and whether the focus should be on the 
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congregation’s losses or on those of the whole parish, as well as the practical 
question of fund raising.  There were also constraints; any changes to the fabric 
of churches had to be approved by a diocesan committee and had to have the 
support of office holders within the parish.  Tupper Carey’s view was that the 
church building needed to be transformed to reflect its important role in the town.  
As he put it "A really beautiful and devotional church, or part of a church, in the 
centre of the business part of our town, would be an inspiration and a stimulus to 
the spiritual life of the whole community.  As it stands, no one can say that in 
itself … [the present church] draws one's thoughts to higher things."  Initially, he 
planned a complete rebuilding, starting with the east end, but reluctantly 
accepted that the costs and the constraints of the sloping site, made that 
unachievable in the foreseeable future.  He then turned to an assessment of 
what could be done within the shell of the present building, and brought in Ninian 
Comper, an architect already becoming known for his creation of rich church 
interiors.  Nearly five years later, in November 1923, the Huddersfield Examiner 
reported on an impressive service at which a new east window and a completely 
new sanctuary were dedicated.  The newspaper report was rather odd.  Local 
dignitaries, such as the Mayor, were present but the key roles were taken by an 
Admiral and a Major-General, both relatives of the vicar, and the dedicator was a 
suffragan bishop from another diocese, who was a long-standing friend of his.  
The window alone was said to have cost well over £1,000, with no estimate given 
of the cost of the rest of the scheme.  The only reference to funding was to a 
legacy from a Mrs Stringer covering part of the cost of the window, with a vague 
reference to the vicar having raised the remainder.  Some nine months later, it 
was announced that the vicar was leaving the parish on health grounds to take 
up a missionary remit across the diocese. 
Piecing together information in the parish and diocesan records with other 
sources, the picture becomes clearer.  The diocese had been faced with a fait 
accompli, having received no application for approval of the new sanctuary until a 
few weeks before it was dedicated, and many consequential changes had not 
been mentioned in the late submission.  The parish church council had also been 
kept in the dark, being told about decisions after they were taken, if at all, and 
assuming that all the diocesan requirements were being met.  To make it worse, 
the old east window had been dismantled and disposed of, and a number of gifts 
and memorials had been moved without the knowledge or consent of the families 
concerned, including the Ramsden family, the patrons of the living.  As for the 
finances for the whole scheme, they remain opaque, as little appears in the 
church accounts, and the newspaper report of the dedication service, most 
unusually, made no mention of public subscriptions.  The only legacy in the 
probate records which matches names, locations, and timescales is one which 
was intended to pay for a window in Kirkheaton, just outside the town.  Some 
monies certainly came from Tupper-Carey’s extensive network of family and 
friends, who otherwise had no connection with Huddersfield, and they may have 
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been the source of all the residual funding.  Ninian Comper was well known for 
his contempt for diocesan controls over church alterations.  He and Tupper-
Carey had worked together in Suffolk in the early 1900s when they had packed a 
parish meeting with local fishermen to ensure that their alterations to the parish 
church received approval.  Tupper-Carey and Comper were ably assisted by D R 
H Williams, a prosperous woolman, art collector, and committed high churchman 
who, although never an office holder at St Peter’s, was a key player in every 
stage of the process, and for one crucial eighteen month period was the sole 
authorised contact with Comper. 
What Comper had created in the new east end of the church was a window 
which was much taller than the one it replaced, in typically vibrant colours, 
depicting Christ in glory with Saints Michael and George, as well as the patron 
saints of the parish church and its daughter churches.  Immediately in front of it 
was an enormous gilded baldachino, taller than the gallery on the south side, and 
surmounted by gilt figures of angels holding various symbols. The underside of 
the baldachino ceiling was also gold with the Holy Spirit as a dove from which it 
was probably intended to suspend the reserved sacrament over the altar.  From 
the nave and the choir, the lower part of the window could be seen through the 
baldachino above the altar, but the remainder could only be seen clearly from 
one small section of the gallery.  Whatever one’s views about Comper’s artistic 
merits in general, few would argue that the result was in any way sympathetic to 
the scale and size of the rest of the church.  However, for the three men, that 
was not the point.  Their vision was of the centrality of the eucharist above all 
else.  On the north wall of the sanctuary is a small, dark tablet with the names of 
men who died in the war; predictably, that was not installed until some time after 
the dedication ceremony and appears to have been an initiative by the members 
of the church council, rather than part of the main plan. 
The involvement of established artists did not necessarily lead to controversy 
over war memorials.  Louis Frederick Roslyn was the sculptor for three local 
memorials in Calverley, Greengates, and Wetherby, unveiled between November 
1921 and May 1922.  Each features a bronze of a woman, and it is obvious from 
the details of the designs that all three are derived from classical depictions of 
Athene and Nike. It is particularly clear at Calverly on your right, but on the left 
Greengates, on the central panel of the figures you can see three small winged 
beings. However, the figures were presented to the public as more familiar 
symbols, Peace gained through Sacrifice in Greengates, Patriotism in Calverley, 
and Victory in Wetherby.  The first of the trio, in Greengates, was unveiled by a 
Bradford alderman who was deeply involved in the city’s war memorial 
discussions I talked about earlier.  He may have been influential in the way in 
which the Greengates memorial was presented to the public.  As we have seen 
with Derwent Wood and Eric Gill, both titles and descriptions of sculptures could 
fuel controversy, but they could also assist in managing responses.  In the 
absence of other explanation, female winged figures would be more likely to be 
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interpreted as angels than classical goddesses by the ordinary man and woman, 
so building on that assumption and linking it with more abstract concepts long 
familiar in relation to the war was a much safer strategy. 
Turning from sculpture to painting, one of the official war artists, John Hodgson 
Lobley, was a native of Huddersfield, and had begun his career painting portraits 
of local people.  During the war his main work was with the Royal Army Medical 
Corps, and the Imperial War Museum holds many of his paintings of casualty 
stations and similar scenes.  After the war he was approached by some of those 
he had known in his early days to paint a “memorial battle painting” featuring the 
town’s local territorial battalion for presentation to the town council.  Having 
checked with the Council that such a gift would be welcome, a finished oil was 
delivered in February 1921.  I should explain that this shot was taken from 
ground level towards a balcony behind which the painting sits. The height of the 
balcony above the main hall can be seen from the equivalent balcony at the side 
(my appologies for the quality of my photograph).  The reaction was somewhat 
muted.  Partly, I think, because of its size, being 13 feet by 8 feet [c. 4m x 2.5m], 
and thus needing a large space to be seen properly, and partly because of its 
treatment of the agreed theme.  Its title was “The 1st/5th Battalion, Duke of 
Wellington’s West Riding Regiment holding the line at Ypres, June to December 
1915”, and both benefactors and recipients were probably expecting a stirring 
and martial canvas. However, the dominant impression (it's probably easier to 
see in this black and white re-production) is of an almost domestic scene of 
everyday life in the trench, five men cooking, eating, resting, clearing the trench 
bottom, and using a periscope to keep watch.  As a temporary measure, the 
painting was lent to the Drill Hall for display, where it has remained ever since. 
Painting was also the chosen medium when the Huddersfield Technical College 
came to create its memorial to the staff and students lost in the war.  The 
College’s head of painting, Willie Speight, had gone to war in 1914 and been 
killed on the Somme in 1916.  His place during the war had been taken by John 
Richardson Gauld.  He was Royal Academy trained and was sufficiently well 
thought of to have had a one man show in a Bond Street gallery in Spring 1924.  
Although later known primarily as a water colourist, he first came to public notice 
in Huddersfield as the creator of two huge murals on the themes of Drama and 
Education in a new cinema in the town in 1923.  For the Technical College, the 
following year, he designed a tripartite mural depicting War, Death, and Victory 
above oak panelling headed Peace, In Memory of Those who Fought and Those 
who Fell.  I don't have any official figures for dimesions, but my best estimate is 
that if you exclude the paneling the mural itself is at least 6ft tall and about 5ft 
wide. The new generation of art students were heavily involved in the execution 
of the design, unveiled in September 1924 at the top of the main staircase in 
what is now the University’s Ramsden Building.  We don’t know why Gauld was 
not called up to serve in the war, presumably because of ill health or disability.  
He went on to be a well-respected head of the Bolton School of Art.  His mural is 
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an example of what happened in many places when the local expertise within art 
schools was called upon in the creation of war memorials.  The imagery he used 
is a curious mixture of the classical and the medieval, with an overlay of Arts and 
Crafts; the individual scenes can be read as a traditionally patriotic narrative or 
as a more ambiguous commentary on the conflict, particularly as far as the 
church was concerned. 
Current estimates suggest that there are over 100,000 war memorials in the 
United Kingdom from all wars, although those from the First World War 
dominate.  That figure is probably still an under-estimate as, after 1918, every 
church, school, work place, social, political or sporting club or other organisation 
planned a memorial, as well as all the more visible civic ones in cities, towns, and 
villages.  The vast majority of those memorials are simple tablets or scrolls with 
names or unadorned crosses and columns.  Their creation did not take place 
within any national policy framework, there were no national grants available, not 
even a database from which to obtain the names of the local dead.  There was 
however an abundance of advice, starting almost as soon as the war itself. 
The Architectural Review ran a series of seven articles, in 1915, surveying the 
artistic heritage of war from pre-classical times to the twentieth century, and 
another series, in 1919, suggesting architectural forms from England’s rural 
heritage.  In 1917, the Royal Society of Arts published three lectures on 
memorials over seven centuries.  The Royal Academy of Arts arranged a pair of 
exhibitions, in 1919, featuring historical examples, mainly from the Victoria and 
Albert Museum’s collections, and a group of new designs.  A new organisation, 
the Civic Arts Association, set up in 1915, held an exhibition, ran a design 
competition, which brought together Sadler and Gill, as we have seen, and 
published a series of advisory pamphlets.  Crockford’s Clerical Directory carried 
advertisements for designers and manufacturers of memorials, some of which 
featured lengthy advice on the choices to be made. 
Although each group had its favoured styles and forms, and robustly criticised 
their rivals’ advice, they shared two common themes, a dislike for the memorials 
of the Boer War and a determination that decisions after this new war should be 
left with the professionals.  Such views were widespread in cultural inner circles.  
However, they were aiming at the wrong target or, perhaps, were aware that the 
world was changing but were afraid to contemplate a future in which the 
decisions of society’s elites would be routinely questioned. 
The dynamics of each war memorial project differed but few were a simple 
interaction between an artist and a commissioning individual or committee.  It 
was no longer enough to negotiate over perceived artistic merit, to seek to 
educate the untutored in aesthetic appreciation, or at least to persuade them to 
leave such matters to the professionals.  Many other factors were at work, 
including religion, politics, and class friction.  Ordinary people felt that they had 
as much right to an opinion as the elites, whether or not public subscriptions 
were involved.  Those who had served and died were the dead and damaged of 



TRANSCRIPT	   	  
	  

COPYRIGHT PROTECTED ©	    15 

every level of society, and any proposed war memorial was tested against the 
need for a focal point around which the war dead could be remembered, and 
symbols which spoke to their grief and loss.  That there was no consensus about 
how that might best be achieved, either among the creators of war memorials or 
their audiences, often made the process very fraught. 
A hundred years on, it is a convenient shorthand to refer, to the creation of war 
memorials after the Great War as “the biggest communal arts project ever 
attempted”, as Alan Borg did, as Director of the Imperial War Museum in 
1991,but it is nevertheless largely anachronistic.  Very few of those memorials 
were conceived primarily as art, though Gill’s Moneychangers is undoubtedly one 
of them, and that should not be forgotten in our centenary discussions.  In 
Huddersfield, at the dedication of Gauld’s mural, the unveiler said of the many 
memorials being created "Sometimes they were artistic or picturesque, but not 
infrequently they were crude and lacking in good taste, but without exception 
these various records were polished and beautified by the sentiment and 
patriotism which inspired the memorial."  In Bradford, both those criticising the 
military figures on the new city memorial and those defending them were united 
in saying that the sanctity of the memorial ought to take precedence in people’s 
minds over its other visible meanings.  What mattered about a memorial, they 
agreed, was “not so much its form as the sacredness of the thing it stood for…”  
Thank you. 
 


