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Navy (who was knighted in 1918). In the fine painting by 
Sir William Orpen‘ of “ The Signing of the Peace Treaty of 
Versailles,” only part of the top table is shown, and Mr. 
Hughes figures in i t ;  he gave a special sitting to the great 
artist for the portrait, who confessed to much difficulty in 
getting his model to sit still. 

The German delegates now moved up between the two 
rows of gleaming swords. At the moment when the usher 
announced their entry, these swords, at a word of command, 
were sheathed with a resounding clash. The war was ended. 

After the Germans had put their signatures to the docu- 
ment, President Wilson and the American delegation signed. 
Then came Mr. Lloyd George and the British delegation, 
including Mr. Hughes and Sir Joseph Cook. The first four 
British signatures were those of Mr. Lloyd George, Mr. 
Bonar Law, Lord Milner, and Mr. Balfour, in that order, 
on page 214 of the original manuscript of the treaty. The 
signatures of Mr. Hughes and Sir Joseph Cook were on the 
next page, between those of the Canadian and South African 
plenipotentiaries. When the signatures had all been recorded, 
a battery of artillery in the park boomed forth a salute, 
and the famous fleur-de-lis fountains of Versailles spurted 
columns of water high in the quivering air. 

I1 

Before Mr. Hughes and Sir Joseph Cook could be recog- 
nised as plenipotentiaries with authority to sign the Peace 
Treaty in behalf of Australia, it was necessary that they should 
receive formal authorisation from the Commonwealth Govern- 
ment and that the Governor-General should petition the King 
to appoint them. When, therefore, arrangements were being 
made for the great ceremony at Versailles, the Prime Minister 
cabled from London (14th April, 1919) inforning the Acting 
Prime Minister, Mr. Watt, that the treaty would be signed “ in 
respect of Australia by Australian plenipotentiaries,” and that 

1 Major Sir \Villiam Orpen, K.B.E.; R.A.S.C. Official Artist in France, 1916/19; 
President of International Society of Sculptors, Painters. and Gravers, 1 g a 1 / 3  I .  
Of Chelsea. Eng.; b. Oriel, Stillorgan, Ireland, 2 7  Nov,  18;s. Died 29 Sept.. 
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“ under international practice their powers are issued by the 
King, but the issue should be based on formal authority from 
the Australian Government.” I t  was necessary that an Order- 
in-Council should be passed and forwarded to London. He 
directed that the Order-in-Council should be framed in the 
following terms : 

Whereas in connection with the Peace Congress it is expedient to 
invest fit persons with full powers to treat on the part of His Majesty 
the King in respect of the Commonwealth of Australia with persons 
similarly empowered on the part of other States, therefore His  
Excellency the Governor-General in Council is pleased to order, and 
doth hereby order, that His  Majesty the King be humbly moved to 
issue Letters Patent to each of the following named persons: the Right 
Honourable William Morris Hughes, P.C., M.P., Prime Minister of 
the Commonwealth of Australia, the Right Honourable Sir Joseph 
Cook, P.C., G.C.M.G., M.P., Minister for the Navy of the 
Commonwealth of Australia, naming and appointing him as Commis- 
sioner and plenipotentiary in respect of the Comrronwealth of Australia 
with full power and authority as from the first day of January. 1919, to 
conclude with such plenipotentiaries as may be vested with similar 
power and authority on the part of any Powers or States, any treaties, 
conventions or agreements in connection with the said Peace Congress, 
and to do for and in the name of His Majesty the King in respect of the 
Commonwealth of Australia everything so agreed upon and concluded, 
and transact all such other matters as may appertain thereto. 

The mere signatures of Mr. Hughes and Sir Joseph Cook 
would not, however, involve the acceptance of the Peace 
Treaty by Australia. Mr. Watt had given a pledge that the 
Commonwealth Parliament should have an opportunity of 
discussing the treaty before Australia’s assent was given. T o  
make assurance more sure he had cabled to Mr. Hughes for 
an explanation in these direct ternis (March 19th) : 

When you talk of signing peace terms I presume you have not 
altered view that Commonwealth Parliament cannot be committed to 
any project in peace or League of Nations without consent 
Commonwealth Parliament. 

Mr. Hughes replied (March 21st) : 
As to signing Peace Treaty, ( I )  I shall not sign anything unless 

and until I have communicated with you; (2)  everything I do sign 
will be subject to the reservation that the Commonwealth Parliament 
must approve before Commonwealth can be finally bound. 

This undertaking having been given, the Letters Patent 
were passed by the Governor-General in Council on April 
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23rd, and cabled to London in the form in which Mr. Hughes 
had desired. But Mr. Watt, in cabling the document, was 
again careful to state : 

You will understand that this authority is in form requested by 
yourself. Although plenary in every way, I still regard our formal 
arrangement as standing, namely, that anything signed by yourself 
and (or) Cook on behalf of the Government shall be subject to  
ratification by Commonwealth Parliament. Please advise if this 
understanding is correct. 

To that request Mr. Hughes cabled in reply (April 30th) : 
Your telegram 23 April re Executive Council appointing Cook and 

Treaty itself contains me plenipotentiaries for signing Peace Treaty. 
clause providing for parliamentary ratification. 

I11 

The Prime Minister was on his voyage back to Australia 
when Germany ratified the treaty of peace which had been 
signed by her plenipotentiaries at Versailles, and it became 
a matter of urgency that the treaty should also be ratified 
by Great Britain and the dominions. On July 2gth, therefore, 
the Secretary of State cabled to the Governor-General a 
message which he requested should be repeated to Mr. 
Hughes by wireless, and also sent to the Acting Prime 
Minister, Mr. Watt. The message urged that it was of 
the greatest importance that the treaty should be ratified 
with the least possible delay, “ a s  till this is done there can 
be no definite peace.” ‘‘ As you are aware,” said the Secretary 
of State, “ His Majesty can constitutionally ratify any treaty 
without the consent of Parliament. The British Government 
has however thought it desirable to submit the treaty to 
Parliament, where it will be without doubt approved in the 
course of this week. I t  is of course for you to decide whether 
you wish to submit the treaty to the Parliament of the 
Commonwealth of Australia before it is ratified by His 
Majesty. If so, it mould be necessary for you to do SO 

immediately on your return.” 
Mr. Watt sent the message by wireless to Mr. Hughes, 

who was on board the Fricdrichsruhe at Durban, on August 
4th; and in doing so reminded him that in his cablegram of 
March zrst he had stated that the signing of the treaty of 
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peace would be subject to the reservation that the Common- 
wealth Parliament must ratify. “ Based on this under- 
standing,” said Mr. Watt, “ the Government speech at opening 
this session stated clearly that the adoption or otherwise of 
the peace treaty would be dependent upon the will of the 
Comnionwealth Parliament. I t  is absolutely essential that 
this promise be kept.” The speech to which Mr. Watt referred 
was a ministerial statement by himself, made in the House of 
Representatives on June 25th, wherein he had informed Par- 
liament that executive authority was conferred upon the 
Commonwealth but that “ the adoption or otherwise will be 
dependent on the will of Parliament.”* 

Mr. Hughes in reply from Durban said: 
I have repeatedly said that I, in common with representatives of 

all the nations represented at Peace Conference, signed the treaty of 
peace subject to ratification by Parliament. That is the position. It 
is for Parliament to deal with it as it thinks fit. 

On August 5th Mr. Hughes sent the further message by 
wireless : 

When I sent my reply to your telegram I had not received Secretary 
of State’s telegram, to which I presume you refer. This quite explains 
your anxiety, which I could not understand. You may rest assured 
everything will be left for  Parliament to settle. 

The Secretary of State was very anxious that no time 
should he lost in securing ratification by Australia, and on 
August 7th cabled again to the Governor-General asking him 
to ascertain the earliest date by which the Commonwealth 
Parliament might be expected to signify its determination. 
’’ l h e  matter is urgent,” it was stated, “ in view of the severe 
pressure being put on me from Paris to ratify at the earliest 
possible date. Canada is holding a special session to consider 
the treaty on the 1st September, and French ratification is 
expected on the 2nd or 3rd September.” 

Again oil August 12th the Secretary of State cabled in- 
forming the Commonwealth Government that South Africa 
]lad convened a special session of Parliament to consider the 
Peace Treaty with Germany, and, being of opinion that it 
rvas very desirable to secure uniformity in dealing with the __ 

2 Parliamentary Debates, L X X X V I I I .  10037. 
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question, had asked the British Government to submit sugges- 
tions as to the form in which the treaty should receive 
parliamentary approval in the dominions ; whether it was 
preferred that ratification should be secured by means of a bill 
on the lines of that submitted to the Imperial Parliament, or 
a motion framed for the purpose. The Secretary of State 
had replied to the South African Prime Minister that the 
question was one for local determination, but his own opinion 
was that the advisable course was to obtain the approval of 
both Houses by resolution, and, if legislation was required 
in order to give effect to the treaty, that should follow later. 
But it had to be borne in mind that any bill introduced to 
Parliament would not be a bill to ratify the Peace Treaty, but 
a bill to enable the government to take the necessary steps 
to carry out those provisions of the treaty which required 
legislative authority. The reason for suggesting procedure in 
the first instance by resolution was that this would enable 
ratification to take place without delay, such as might be 
involved in obtaining the passage of a bill through both 
Houses. The Secretary of State added that he presumed that 
if procedure by resolution was adopted, there would be no 
objection to ratification by the King immediately the Imperial 
Government received information to the effect that such a 
resolution had been passed by the Commonwealth Parliament. 
In a cablegram of August 26th the Secretary of State 
announced that Canada had decided to proceed by way of 
resolution of both Houses, and on September 1st he informed 
the Commonwealth that South Africa would adopt the same 
course.a 

hlr. Hughes arrived in Melbourne on August 30th: and 
received an enthusiastic public welcome from vast crowds, 
which were massed all the way from Spencer-street railway 
station, along Collins-street, to Parliament House, to see him 

'The cablegrams cited are from files in the Prime Minister's Department, 
Canberra. 

' I t  was on 5 July, 1919, immediately before Mr. Hughes sailed from England. 
that on the suggestlon and by the energy of Lord Birkenhead he was made a 
meiber  and bencher of Gra ' s  Inn. The function was only arianged at the last 
moment, and the rapidity o r  the whole process-from student to bencher in one 
morning (and that a Saturday)-was unprecedented. Lord Birkenhead. treasurer 
01 the Inn, afterwards rushed him in a taxi to the Law Courts, where he made 
his hnw tn, and received congratulations from. the two or three Judges who were 
sitting on the Saturday morning. 
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pass. I t  was a reception like that of a victorious general 
with the laurels of a campaign fresh upon him. Objection 
was taken by his opponents in Parliament to giving to him 
a semi-military welcome, but about the warmth of the public 
welcome there could be no doubt. 

Nearly a week passed before any intimation was given to 
the Imperial Government as to when the Peace Treaty would 
be ratified. On September 6th the Secretary of State sent 
an urgent cablegram complaining : 

Have heard nothing from you since your two telegrams 18th August 
New Zealand resolution already passed and Canadian and South 
African resolutions espected by Thursday next. Please telegraph 
as soon as  possible when Australian ratification may be expected. 

The best the Governor-General could promise in reply was 
that the resolutions would be moved in Parliament on 
\Yednesday, Septenilier Ioth, and that ratification would be 
Toted probably within a fortiiight. 

IV 

Mr. Hughes brought the Peace Treaty before Parliament 
on the loth of September, 1919, when he moved in the House 
of Representatives : “ That this House approves of the Treaty 
of Peace between the allied and associated Powers and 
Germany, signed at Versailles on the 28th June. 1919.’’ The 
motion was carried without dissent afrer a four days’ debate. 
An amendment expressing the opinion that owing to the 
limited amount of information placed before Parliament in 
regard to the commitments and responsibilities of Australia, 
the whole matter should be referred to a select committee, was 
defeated without a division. 

In a carefully prepared speech, Mr. Hughes paid eloquent 
tribute to the valour of the Australian soldiers, commenting 
especially upon their heroic defence of Amiens; the memor- 
able attack upon the German front on the 8th of August, 1918, 
when victory was brought within the grasp of the Allies; and 
upon the Palestine campaign, which he described as the 
finishing blow “that shattered the last hope of Germany and 
snatched from her grasp that Empire of the East which was 
her cherished ambition.” In  the history of the world, he 
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maintained, “ there never was a greater victory than that which 
was achieved in Palestine, and in it, also, as in France, the 
soldiers of Australia played a great part.” He stressed the 
greatness of the military achievement of Australia, a young 
community of 5,000,000 people, when she transported over 
12,000 miles of ocean a greater army than Great Britain had 
ever sent out before. Mr. Hughes then described the steps 
he had taken in London to secure for Australia and the other 
British dominions direct representation at the Peace Con- 
ference, and the part taken by Sir Joseph Cook and himself 
in the preparation of the conditions upon which the Peace 
Treaty was based. H e  gave a detailed description of the 
constitution and functions of the League of Nations. 

Coming to Australia’s special interests under the Peace 
Treaty, Mr. Hughes reminded the House that the war had 
left this country with the huge debt of ~ ~ ~ o , o o o , o o ~ .  I t  was 
tight, he held, that Germany should pay for what the war 
had cost. But apart from the financial burden, in what position 
had the war left Australia? Her first concern was national 
safety. H e  had protested against “ the great rampart of 
islands stretching round the north east of Australia” not 
being held by this country or by some Power “ i n  whom we 
have absolute confidence.” When the armistice terms were 
decided on November sth, he had protested against them, 
because there was no guarantee that under them the posses- 
sion of those islands would be vested in Australia. He  had 
fought before the Council of Ten for this guarantee of 
national safety. But “one of the most striking features of 
the Conference was the appalling ignorance of every nation 
3s to the affairs of every other nation, its geographical, racial 
and historical conditions or traditions.” It  was therefore 
difficult to make the Council of Ten realise how the safety 
of Australia depended upon the possession of those islands. 
“ W e  sought to obtain direct control of them, but President 
Wilson’s fourteen points forbade i t ;  and, after a long 
fight, the principle of the mandate was accepted.” Then, 
said Mr. Hughes, the nature of the contest changed, and, 
since the mandate principle was forced upon us, we had to 
see that the form of the mandate was consistent not only 

54  
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with our national safety, but with our economic, industrial, 
and general welfare. The nature of the conditions obtained 
was described, Mr. Hughes giving particular attention to the 
modification of the principle of ‘‘ the open door ” to mandated 
territories, in view of Australia’s peculiar position in regard 
to New Guinea. 

Passages of particular interest in the speech related to the 
insistence upon the White Australia principle, and Mr. 
Hughes’s strenuous objection to any provision being inserted 
in the Peace Treaty which might appear to recognise the 
right of any other country, being a member of the League of 
Nations, to such equality of treatment as would confer upon 
its people a right to enter Australia a t  discretion. An 
estimate, was furnished to the House of the extent of repara- 
tion payments which might be expected to be paid to Aus- 
tralia, and a short account given of the Labour Charter which 
had been inserted in the League of Nations Covenant to 
enable an international labour organisation to be established. 
Finally, in picturesque phrases Mr. Hughes turned from the 
horrors of war and its penalties to the hopes of peace. “ I s  
the peace worthy of the victory? Is the Treaty worthy of 
the sacrifice made to achieve i t?  I shall not measure that 
sacrifice by money. The sacrifice is to be 
counted in the lives of our bravest and best, who died that 
we might live. Thousands of them lie buried in foreign soil. 
Over their graves there is no monument, but their names will 
live for ever. If the fruits of victory 
are to be measured by national safety and liberty, and the 
high ideals for which these boys died, the sacrifice has not 
been in vain. Aus- 
tralia is safe. They died for liberty, and liberty is now 
assured to us and all men. They have made for themselves 
and their country a name that will not die. We turn now 
from war to peace. We live in a new world, a world bled 
white by the cruel wounds of war. Victory is ours, but the 
price of victory is heavy. The whole earth has been shaken 
to its very core. Upon the foundations of victory we would 
build the new temple of our choice.’’ 

The leader of the Opposition, Mr. Tudor, expressed his 
general approval of the treaty, tempered with his regret that 

I put that aside. 

What has been won? 

They died for the safety of Australia. 
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it contained nothing providing for the limitation of armaments. 
He also justified the action of the Labour party throughout 
the war. He  was followed by Sir Joseph Cook, who gave 
his own account of the reparations’ undertakings of Germany, 
and of the responsibilities undertaken by Australia under the 
mandates’ clauses. H e  confessed himself a hearty supporter 
of the League of Nations, and had no doubt of Australia’s 
security under it. The greater part of Sir Joseph Cook’s 
speech was an exposition of what the League meant and its 
moral value as bringing “ a great hope to the world.” 

The official attitude of the Opposition, therefore, was 
favourable to the acceptance of the treaty without serious 
questioning of its details. The one feature of the debate 
which was of an inharmonious character related to the granting 
to Japan of a mandate for the government of r k  Pacific 
islands formerly in the possession of Germany north of the 
equator. The challenge to the Prime Minister’s action on 
this question came from a private member of the Labour 
party, Mr. Catts, who complained that “ Australia had been 
betrayed” by the provision of the treaty which brought an 
Asiatic power 3,000 miles nearer to this country. Mr. Hughes 
replied that when he returned to Australia from Great Britain 
in 1916, while he was still the leader of the undivided Labour 
party, an explanation of what had been arranged with regard 
to the islands had been given by him not only to the Cabinet 
but also to a meeting of the Labour party, and to a secret 
session of the Commonwealth Parliament. His action had 
received the endorsement of the party to which he belonged, 
of the Government of which he was the head, and of the 
whole Parliament sitting in secret session. 

Before the debate closed Mr. Tudor, by way of personal 
explanation, stated that no Government of which he was 
member “ agreed to any treaty ” under which the Pacific 
islands north of the equator “were to be handed over to 
Japan,” and he protested that ‘‘ if any treaty of that sort was 
made by any Government with which I was associated, I am 
absolutely ignorant of it.” Mr. Tudor’s emphasis was on the 
word “treaty.” But there could be no treaty affecting the 
matter in 1915; it had then been distinctly stated that what- 
ever arrangements were made for the occupation of the 
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islands must be regarded as temporary, and subject to agree- 
ments to be made at  the end of the war. Mr. Tudor was a 
member of the Cabinet when this arrangement was made. 
Mr. IIiggs likewise protested that he was not present at  any 
Cabinet meeting which was informed “ of an arrangement 
~ h i c h  had been made by Great Britain with Japan under the 
terms of which Japan was to assume control of the islands 
north of the equator,” nor was he present “ a t  any meeting 
of the parliamentary Labour party at which it was explained 
that the Commonwealth Government had consented to that 
agreement.” No records are available as to which members 
cf the Cabinet were present at the meeting. But it is to be 
observed that no other member of the Cabinet of 1915 dis- 
puted hfr. Hughes’s statement, nor did any member of the 
Labour party contest his assertion that he had explained the 
situation at  a party meeting. 

The debate was interesting for another reason-that a 
contribution to it was made by Mr. S. M. Bruce, who three 
and a half years later was to succeed Mr. Hughes as Prime 
Minister of the Commonwealth. Mr. Bruce, who fought 
with the 29th Division in Gallipoli, had entered Par- 
liament for the first time in May, 1918, as member for 
Flinders, when Sir William Irvine became Chief Justice of 
Victoria. On this occasion he mentioned that he was in 
England when the terms of the Peace Treaty were being 
discussed. The features of it which most pronouncedly 
interested Australia were, he said, those relating to the White 
Australia policy and the niandate which had been entrusted 
to this country for the government of those islands which 
formed a rampart of the Commonwealth. On both issues 
he warmly praised the efforts of Mr. Hughes. “ I t  was freely 
stated from one end of England to the other that the Prime 
Minister of Australia was imperilling the whole Peace Treaty 
by this policy for which he stood and fought, and with respect 
to which he would not give way in the smallest degree.” 
Mr. Hughes’s persistence had been described as the hopeless- 
ness of an unreasonable man, and every form of pressure was 
applied to induce him to abandon the principle for which he 
was fighting. But he secured recognition of the White 
Australia policy in the treaty itself. On the question of the 
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mandate, Mr. Bruce held that there was some doubt whether 
it would not have been better to give to the United States of 
America a mandate over the islands, but the Prime Minister 
had fought for Australia and, the speaker claimed, “ in  
securing this mandate he has gained a great thing for us.’’ 

The Senate was unanimous in its acceptance of the treaty. 
and no amendment was moved in that House; nor was any 
exception taken to the statements of the Prime Minister- 
which were, of course, within the knowledge of senators- 
explaining the position regarding the islands. 



CHAPTER XXIV 

REPATRIATION 

REPATRIATION is defined as the process of restoring or 
returning men or women to their native country. Applied to 
Australian soldiers, it was properly the process of bringing 
back to Australia those who were oversea, and in that sense 
it was used by the commander and staff of the A.I.F. when 
endeavouring lo forecast, as they did as far back as 1916, the 
methods which must be prepared for returning the A.I.F. to 
Australia at  the end of the war. In Australia, however, the 
word was already being employed to describe the subsequent 
and even more difficult function of replacing the returned men 
in civil employment. 

The confusion of terms had one serious result-that when, 
during April, 1918, General Birdwood and the staff of the 
A.I.F. were endeavouring to prepare-as other dominions were 
doing-a  scheme for the return of their troops to Australia at 
the end of the war (which they spoke of as a scheme of 
repatriation) they were somewhat curtly directed by the 
Australian Government to undertake nothing without instruc- 
tions from the separate department that had by then been 
established in Australia to deal with " repatriation " as 
understood at the Australian end. The foreshadowed 
instructions, however, not having, in spite of numerous 
requests, been received by October 1918, and the end of the 
war being then apparently imminent, very strong representa- 
tions were made from L0ndon.l On November 12th the day 
after the signing of the Armistice, Mr. Hughes, who was then 
in London, was authorised by the Australian Government to 
act on its behalf in the whole matter, and the staff of the A.I.F. 
was told to deal direct with him. General Birdwood had 
previously been ordered to cease using the word " repatriation " 

in connection with the arrangements being made by the, A.I.F. 
staff. Henceforth these were termed " demobilisation "- 
although in the strict sense that term should equally have 

~~ 

1In the form of a cablegram sent on Oct. a i  by the Official War Correspondent, 
which, however, was withheld from the press but was seen by the ministers concerned. 
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