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For Esther Fiszman

As a young girl, Esther was swept into
the whirlwind of the Nazi's death
machinery. As a teenager she underwent
indescribable torture and pain, but
miraculously survived as the youngest
survivor of Auschwitz and emerged to
build a new life in Australia with her
husband, Sam, and children, Mia and
Robert. Her courage, vibrancy, humour
and determination to fashion a positive
future from the ashes of her past have
inspired me and all who know her.



Foreword

The twentieth century was not one in which humankind could take
great pride in showing its capacity for civilised behaviour. Wars, great
and small, killed tens of millions but barbarity was not confined to the
battlefields or the direct civilian suffering of acts of war. Nor was that
barbarity in any sense exclusively perpetrated by one country on the
populations of another. Dictatorships of the Right and Left tortured and
killed millions of their own citizens.

And for no group of people was this dark side of the human spirit
more devastating than for the Jews. Six million perished in the
Holocaust, i.e. two out of every five Jews on the face of the earth were
slaughtered for no other reason than that they were Jews.

Australia played a significant role in the fight against Nazism out of
proportion to its numbers and remoteness from the scene of conflict. It
is entitled to be proud of that role.

We do not however have the same reason for pride in the way we
allowed Nazi killers to enter this country and become Australian
citizens in the period after the Second World War.

Mark Aarons in this densely documented and trenchantly argued
book establishes the laxity, obfuscation — and worse — which allowed
this to happen. There was a genuine reason for concern in this period
about the disruptive and hegemonistic intentions of the Soviet Union.
But too often the prism of anti-communism distorted and indeed
perverted the process of screening out from the immigration programs
those who had been guilty of war crimes in the service of the Nazis and
their puppet regimes.

It is possible — and I think Aarons does — to attribute more blame to
one side of politics than the other for this failure; but the truth is that
neither side emerges unblemished or free from legitimate criticism
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either in regard to the entry of such people or the failure, once identified,
to initiate investigations and, if possible with appropriate evidence, to
take them to trial.

Time should be a healing agent but not an obliterator of evil.
Australia has been blessed beyond measure by the more than six million
immigrants and refugees who have come from 140 different countries to
make our nation their new home.

We should continue to welcome such people warmly. This
important work by Mark Aarons serves however to warn us that this
commitment to pursuing our economic interest and extending our
compassion must be accompanied by an effective mechanism to
preclude from entry those who have committed or abetted crimes
against humanity.

RJL Hawke
2™ April 2001



War Criminals Welcome Introduction

Few issues in Australia have been debated and reported more
frequently, or over a longer period, than the story of war criminals in
this country. Since 1947, when the first mass killer stepped off the boat
and the post-World War II immigration scheme got into full swing, the
Nazi scandal has been almost continuously debated by politicians and
reported by the media. Over the years, the official files in the intelligence
vaults of the Australian Security Intelligence Organisation and the filing
cabinets of the departments of Immigration, Foreign Affairs and the
Attorney General have grown unabated.

In fact, few stories in Australian history have been as enduring or as
volatile. Relations between the indigenous communities and the white
colonists have a history four times as long as war criminals and continue
to generate heated debate and polarised reporting. As in the case of the
war criminals of the past half-century, the word ‘genocide’ has frequently
been at the centre of this debate. Other major themes in modern
Australian history — including the Catholic—Protestant conflict, the ‘Red
Menace,” conscription, taxation, nationalism and national identity,
republicanism, immigration and States’ rights — have each, in their way,
been long-running issues of public policy or political, religious and
cultural debate that have attracted ongoing media reporting.
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War criminals sheltering here may not affect the daily lives of
Australians in quite the same way, but they leave a stain on our society
which needs to be addressed. Indeed, the fact that mass killers and
torturers continue to find Australia a welcoming sanctuary indicts not
only our governments and bureaucracies, but all of us.

My own involvement with the mass killers living among us spans
almost half the time it has been a public issue, as well as half my own
lifetime. I stumbled across the story by accident in 1977 when, as a
young reporter for the Australian Broadcasting Corporation, I was
investigating claims that US intelligence had played a major part in the
dismissal of the Whitlam government in November 1975. Since then, it
has had a profound effect on my life, outlook and experience. I have
broadcast several major investigative documentaries on the subject and
written a number of books on related matters. The story has taken me to
all corners of the globe and introduced me to cultures that were
previously foreign. I have made lifetime friends and colleagues who
would otherwise have passed me by. For this I am grateful.

But this has not lessened my despair that successive governments
have knowingly allowed hundreds of men responsible for the cruel
imprisonment, torture, rape and mass execution of tens of thousands of
innocent civilians to make Australia home. The fact that most of these
Nazi mass killers are now either dead, or soon will be, is no comfort.
Their victims have had no justice. The survivors of their crimes — some
of whom also settled in Australia next door to their former tormentors —
have had no justice. The widows of the Australian servicemen who died
fighting Nazism have had no justice. Nor has the wider community.

This will, however, soon only be a matter of historical interest. Both
the criminals and the survivors will soon be dead and their stories will
pass from contemporary politics to historical debate.

The issue, though, will remain alive. Indeed, it will emerge into
public debate again and again in the next fifty years, not from the
resurrection of the Nazi scandal, but because new generations of mass
killers have been welcomed to Australia, knowingly, by successive
governments over the past twenty-five years. The bureaucrats and
politicians who run immigration policy and are responsible for
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protecting the nation from the scourge of war criminals are today
repeating the mistakes made half a century ago. They are ignoring the
evidence that former Khmer Rouge members of the murderous Pol Pot
regime, secret police from Afghanistan and Chile, Serbian and Croatian
paramilitary forces from the Balkans wars of the 1990s and Stalinist
secret police from Central and Eastern Europe are living freely in
Australia.

Unless something is done soon, these new generations of war
criminals will evade justice, just as the Nazis did before them. If there is
one lesson of the past fifty years, it is that war criminals must be
investigated and brought to justice as soon as allegations emerge. There
is no time to waste. The passing of each year makes it more likely that
witnesses will die, memories will fade and the criminals will live out
their time peacefully and unpunished in Australia. Like the Nazis before
them, these new generations will have found a permanent welcome.

*

Hundreds of people have helped me over the past twenty-five years since
I first began to investigate war criminals in Australia. Many cannot be
identified because the information, leads and documents they provided
breached their oaths to preserve secrets learmed in the course of their
official duties as spies, diplomats, law enforcement officers and
government bureaucrats. In most cases, they decided to resolve the
conflict between telling the truth and preserving secrecy by speaking
anonymously. The reason they gave for breaching their duty invariably
related to the repugnance they felt towards their political masters, who
had turned a blind eye to the mass killers residing in Australia. Although
these people cannot be openly acknowledged, they know who they are
and that they have my deepest gratitude for sharing their secret world
with me.

Robyn Ravlich has been the most important person in supporting
my work over the past quarter of a century. Without her love,
understanding and forbearance I would never have been able to start,
let alone complete, the complex research and writing involved.
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Several people have provided sound historical advice, especially
Professor Konrad Kwiet, an internationally renowned expert on
Hitler’s Final Solution who has patiently read and re-read the drafts
and offered his advice and support. Likewise, Peter Wertheim has
contributed his well-established historical and literary expertise. Sam
Fiszman read the drafts and provided invaluable historical and
political advice.

I am especially indebted to the men and women of Australia’s
Special Investigations Unit (SIU), the short-lived taskforce established
by the Hawke government in 1987 to investigate and prosecute Nazi
war criminals. In particular, I thank the two men who headed this unit,
Bob Greenwood QC and Graham Blewitt, the latter now the Deputy
Prosecutor of the International Tribunal bringing to justice criminals
from the recent Balkans wars. Many other members of the unit have
also provided friendship and advice over the years, including John
Jansen, Bob Reid, Keith Conwell, Bruce Huggett and Anne
Brettingham-Moore. Likewise I am grateful for the assistance over
many years of American Nazi-hunters, especially John Loftus (whose
work helped to ignite the debate that led to the formation of the SIU)
and Eli Rosenbaum. Officials of the Simon Wiesenthal Centre have
also assisted, especially Sol Littman (Canadian office) and Efraim
Zuroff (Israeli office).

This book would never have been written without the assistance of
numerous archivists who helped me to locate some extraordinary
material. These include: Merilyn Minell, Barbara Berce, Bette O'Brien
and Moira Smythe of the National Archives of Australia; Sally Marks
and John Taylor of the US National Archives; Josipa Paver of the
Croatian Archives; Peter Ribnikar of the Slovenian Archives; Dimitri
Kabeljansky of the Ukrainian Archives; Marianne Dacey of the
Archives of Australian Judaica; and the staff of the Public Record Office
in London. Antun Mileti¢ of the Military History Institute in Belgrade
also assisted in obtaining invaluable archival material in Serbia, as did
Dusan Biber in Slovenia. Andreja Furlan, Dane Matai¢ and Amira
Smail-Begovi¢ of the Slovenian, Croatian and Bosnian Information
Committees and Andrey Bezruchenko of the Novosti Press Agency in
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Moscow assisted me to obtain access to unique material without which
this book would have lacked authenticity. Although I am highly critical
of ASIO’s policy of withholding information from its files, I am grateful
for the assistance of Peter McAlister in helping me to obtain rapid access
to a number of intelligence files for this book.

Many journalists have also supported my work over many years.
These include: Martin Daly of the Sunday Age; Michael Kapel, the former
editor of the Australia-Israel Review; Mark Corcoran, whose
groundbreaking reports on The 7.30 Report exposed the presence in
Australia of numerous Afghani war criminals; Matthew Carney,
formerly of SBS TV, who shared his research on Cambodian mass killers;
Colin Rubenstein, the Editorial Chairman of the Australia/Israel and
Jewish Affairs Council; David McKnight, who provided significant
intelligence documents and leads on further research; and David
Hardaker and Quentin McDermott of Four Corners. Former ABC
colleagues Malcolm Long, Pierre Vicary, Tony Jones, Deborah Richards,
Kirsten Garrett and Stan Correy are also owed my gratitude for their
support during the early years of my work.

Others have been generous in giving me access to their personal
records, especially Lou Jedwab and Walter Lippman, while the late Sam
Goldbloom was very helpful in providing a number of leads, as was
Jewish historian Suzanne Rutland. Dr John Playford provided access to
his massive archive built up during the 1960s and 1970s. Robert Klarnet
of the New South Wales Jewish Board of Deputies supplied a constant
stream of information, publications and leads for over twenty years.
Jeremy Jones of the Executive Council of Australian Jewry also assisted
with material of this kind.

Paula Gruden started translating Slovenian and Serbo-Croatian
documents for me in early 1979 and has continued to do so up until
today, despite failing eyesight and health. Her warmth and friendship
have been inspiring and her translations have made it possible for me to
understand complex historical issues, as well as the details of the crimes
of several senior war criminals. Martin Webby has, as usual, provided
both original photographs and reproductions of superb quality.

I owe my publisher, Morry Schwartz, a special debt. At the height
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of the coverage of the expulsion of Latvian war criminal Konrads Kalejs
from Britain to Australia in January 2000, Morry read an article I had
written in the Sunday Age. He phoned to ask whether he could re-
publish my previous book, Sanctuary: Nazi Fugitives in Australia, and I
(somewhat brashly) offered to write a new one which incorporated
parts of the old work. Over the past year, he has consistently made his
time and wise advice available, despite his busy schedule, and I am
pleased to count him and Anna Schwartz as friends. Andrew
Rutherford edited the manuscript with quiet professionalism and an eye
to fine detail, while Silvia Kwon and Chris Feik oversaw its production
in a very short period.

My colleagues at my ‘day job’ as an advisor to the New South Wales
Attorney General, Bob Debus, have had to endure my frequent physical
and mental absences while I have researched and written this book over
the past year. I thank them all for their understanding.

My parents, Laurie and Carol Aarons, have supported me in very
special ways over many decades. Part of them is in this book.

Finally, I should acknowledge that parts of this book come from my
previous book Sanctuary, which was published in 1989. Although these
sections have been updated with recently declassified intelligence files
and have been rewritten and re-edited, the essence of the earlier work
remains. [ therefore pay tribute to my previous editor, Norman Rowe,
publisher, Louise Adler and legal advisor, Tom Molomby.

I also record with sadness the passing of Ernest Morgan, the
Czechoslovakian Jew to whom I dedicated Sanctuary. As I wrote in 1989,
Dr Morgan was an Auschwitz survivor whose old world had been
destroyed by the Nazi takeover of Czechoslovakia in 1938. I first met
him in 1979 after my exposé of Ljenko Urbanci¢ — the Slovenian Nazi
propagandist who had risen to a senior position in the New South Wales
Liberal Party — was broadcast on ABC Radio National (see Chapter
Sixteen). Ernest would frequently drop in to my office to gently
encourage my work and modestly discuss his own not inconsiderable
part in campaigning for justice for Hitler’s victims. He is much missed.

Mark Aarons
March 2001



War Criminals Welcome  Main Characters and
Organisations

Characters

Nikolai Alferchik — Byelorussian Nazi mass killer, responsible for the
murder of hundreds of innocent civilians. Worked for US intelligence
after World War II, settled in Australia and became an agent of the
Australian Security Intelligence Organisation.

James Jesus Angleton — Head of counter-intelligence for the US Central
Intelligence Agency, who played an active role in recruiting Nazi war
criminals for Western espionage operations. Worked closely with
Australian intelligence and was well-informed about Australia’s Nazi
scandal.

Viktors Arajs — Led the Arajs Kommando, a Latvian mobile killing
squad responsible for the virtual elimination of Latvia’s 70,000 Jews.
Many members of the squad also served in Byelorussia and later found
sanctuary in Australia.

Garfield Barwick — Commonwealth Attorney General in 1961 who
declared that the chapter was closed on punishing Nazi war criminals,
thereby protecting hundreds of mass killers from justice.
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Enver Begovi¢ — Member of the Bosnian Muslim SS Handschar Division,
which carried out atrocities against civilians and partisans. After the
war, worked for French intelligence and then became a source for both
the Australian Security Intelligence Organisation and the
Comunonwealth Police after settling in Melbourne in the 1950s.

Mikalay Berezovsky — Ukrainian migrant who was one of the three
Nazi war criminals charged by Australia’s Nazi-hunters in the early
1990s. His case was dismissed on a technicality by an Adelaide
magistrate and never heard by a jury.

Graham Blewitt — Second head of the Australian Nazi-hunting team,
the Special Investigations Unit. Became the Deputy Prosecutor of the
United Nations Tribunal investigating war crimes committed in the
Balkans in the 1990s.

Lionel Bowen — Commonwealth Attorney General who formed the
Australian Nazi-hunting team, the Special Investigations Unit in 1987.
Oversaw the passage of the War Crimes Act in 1988, under which
hundreds of Nazi mass killers in Australia were investigated and three
charges laid.

Josip Bujanovi¢ — Senior official of the Nazi-controlled Croatian
government, who carried out numerous mass killings of Serbs, Jews and
communists. After the war, was a senior figure in the Ratlines, the
Vatican’s Nazi escape routes. Settled in Australia in the 1960s and
helped organise a terrorist network.

Arthur Calwell - Australia’s first Immigration Minister, who
introduced the Displaced Persons migration program in 1947. Began the
cover-up of Australia’s Nazi scandal.

Michael Duffy - Commonwealth Attorney General who oversaw the
abandonment of Australia’s war crimes investigations in the early 1990s.
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Peter Faris — Senior barrister who gave an Advice that a prima facie case
existed against the Latvian mass killer, Karlis Ozols. Recommended
further investigations in the Ozols case, but the Keating government
abandoned the inquiry.

Argods Fricsons — Latvian mass murderer who after the war worked
first for US intelligence and then for the Australian Security Intelligence
Organisation.

Fred ’Blackjack’ Galleghan - Australian Army general and senior
intelligence officer. Oversaw the security screening of migrants under
Arthur Calwell’s Displaced Persons migration program. Repeatedly lied
in assuring Australians that no Nazis were getting through the security
net.

John Gorton - Senior Liberal politician who welcomed the
establishment in Australia of the Nazi front group, the Anti-Bolshevik
Bloc of Nations, when it was launched in the late 1950s. Became Prime
Minister a decade later and continued Australia’s Nazi cover-up.

Bob Greenwood — Australia’s top Nazi-hunter. Appointed head of the
Special Investigations Unit by Attorney General Lionel Bowen in 1987
and established close working relations with war crimes investigators
around the world. Fought with senior intelligence officials to gain access
to dossiers on Nazis who had worked for the Australian Security
Intelligence Organisation.

Tasman Heyes — Head of the Immigration Department under both
Arthur Calwell and Harold Holt in the late 1940s and early 1950s when
Australia’s Nazi scandal began. Helped the government to cover up the
abundant evidence of mass killers in Australia. Gave the Nazi groups
permission to publish fascist newspapers.

Harold Holt ~ Succeeded Arthur Calwell as Immigration Minister.
Carried on Calwell’s policy of protecting Nazis, and then blackmailed
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the Jewish community to stop its campaign against Nazi migrants. Later
became Prime Minister in the mid-1960s.

Branislav Ivanovié — Senior Serbian Nazi leader who after the war
worked for US intelligence and then settled in Australia. A Yugoslav
request for his extradition was rejected by the Australian government in
the early 1950s, even though intelligence suggested he was guilty of war
crimes.

Konrads Kalejs — Officer in the notorious Latvian Arajs Kommando.
Participated in war crimes against Jews and partisans, and then settled
in Australia. Went to America in the late 1950s and became Australia’s
best known Nazi war criminal following his expulsion from America,
Canada and Britain. In 2001, extradition proceedings were brought by
the Latvian government.

Dujo Krpan — Croatian war criminal who carried out major campaigns
against Serbs during World War II. Settled in Australia and became one
of the earliest members of an underground terrorist network that
carried out violent attacks in Europe and Australia.

Milorad Lukié ~ Serbian war criminal who worked for US intelligence
after the war and then settled in Australia. A Yugoslav government
extradition request was refused in the early 1950s, despite substantial
evidence.

Laszl6 Megay — Senior war criminal who set up the Jewish ghetto in
Ungvér, Hungary. Personally tortured and mistreated the Jews in the
ghetto and supervised their shipment to Auschwitz where thousands
were murdered. In the 1950s, became a prominent member of the
Liberal Party. Helped to form the Nazi front group the Anti-Bolshevik
Bloc of Nations.

Andrew Menzies — Former senior official of the Commonwealth
Attorney General’s department. Appointed by the Hawke government
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in mid-1986 to investigate claims made by the author of this book that
hundreds of Nazi war criminals had found sanctuary in Australia. In
November 1986, confirmed these charges and recommended they be
brought to justice. Covered up the role of Australian intelligence in
recruiting known Nazis as agents to fight communism.

Kerry Milte — Former senior Commonwealth Police officer. In the 1960s
confirmed that Nazi war criminals were in Australia. Despite the
evidence, the federal government took no action, even against the
organisers of Croatian fascist terrorist cells that carried out bombings
and armed incursions into Yugoslavia.

Lionel Murphy — Commonwealth Attorney General who ‘raided” ASIO
in 1973. Seized damning evidence of a widespread Croatian terrorist
network controlled by war criminal Sre¢ko Rover. Tabled the
intelligence dossier in the Senate in March 1973.

Karlis Ozols — Senior Latvian Nazi war criminal. Commanded a killing
unit which was posted to Byelorussia in 1942 and 1943. Ordered,
organised and carried out numerous mass shootings of Jews. Settled in
Australia and was investigated by the Special Investigations Unit in the
1980s. His case was abandoned by the Keating government in 1992,
despite unequivocal advice that a prima facie case had been established.

Lewis Perry — US Army intelligence colonel who worked on the
Vatican’s Nazi escape network, the Ratlines. Organised Operation
Headache/Boathill to spirit America’s Nazi agents out of Europe to new
homes in Canada, the United States, Australia and South America.
Worked closely with Croatian war criminal Srecko Rover to infiltrate
terrorists into Yugoslavia to overthrow communism.

Ivan Polyukhovych ~ Ukrainian mass killer who was the first Nazi war
criminal charged under Australia’s War Crimes Act. Committed to stand
trial, but acquitted after the judge disallowed almost all the
prosecution’s evidence.
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Mihailo Rajkovi¢ — Yugoslav war criminal whose extradition was
rejected by the Australian government in the early 1950s. Provided
intelligence to the Australian Security Intelligence Organisation.

George (Ron) Richards — Senior Australian intelligence officer who was
actively involved in the cover-up of Australia’s Nazi scandal.

Srecko Rover — Nazi Security Police officer in Sarajevo who was a
member of a mobile killing unit responsible for the murder of many
Jews, Serbs and communists. Post-war leader of a Croatian terrorist
network which worked with Western intelligence on anti-communist
operations. Settled in Australia and organised a world-wide terrorist
network. Suspected communist double agent, although he also
provided information to the Australian Security Intelligence
Organisation.

Charles Spry - First Director General of the Australian Security
Intelligence Organisation, the domestic spy service. Spry knowingly
recruited many Nazi war criminals and collaborators as intelligence
sources and agents and used them in anti-communist operations.

Athol Townley - Immigration Minister from 1956 to 1958, who
inherited and continued the Nazi cover-up. Presided over the
‘investigation” of Laszl6 Megay, the mass killer of Ungvar who was a
senior member of Townley’s Liberal Party.

Keith Turbayne — Military Intelligence officer in Europe. Later recruited
by Charles Spry to the Australian Security Intelligence Organisation, in
which he was a senior officer. Liaised with US and British intelligence
and provided detailed reports to Spry on a number of prominent war
criminals in Australia.

Arvids Upmalis — Latvian war criminal who ordered and carried out
the mass killing of thousands of Jews and Gypsies in Bauska. Settled in
Australia and was a key organiser of Latvian fascists. Investigated by
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the Commonwealth Police in the 1960s, but died before the Hawke
government initiated investigations to bring Nazis to justice twenty
years later.

Ljenko Urban¢i¢ — Senior Nazi propagandist and intelligence officer in
Slovenia from 1943 to 1945. In the 1960s and 1970s, was the senior fascist
organiser in the New South Wales Liberal Party. Organised campaigns
in favour of apartheid and lan Smith’s Rhodesia and against his
moderate opponents in the Liberal Party.

Amanda Vanstone — Commonwealth Justice Minister under Prime
Minister John Howard. Oversaw the continuing cover-up of war
criminals in Australia and welcomed notorious Latvian war criminal
Konrads Kalejs back to Australia.

Ervin Viks — Senior Estonian war criminal whose extradition was
requested by the Soviet Union in the early 1960s. Attorney General
Garfield Barwick refused the request and announced an amnesty for
Nazi mass killers.

Heinrich Wagner — Ukrainian Nazi war criminal who organised the
mass killing of Jews, including many children. Charged under the War
Crimes Act, committed to stand trial and then no-billed when he had a
heart attack in December 1993. Lived a healthy and happy life for the
next seven years until he died in December 2000.

Alan Watt — Head of the Department of External (Foreign) Affairs in the
1950s, who oversaw a major part of the Nazi cover-up. Helped the
Menzies government to lie to both domestic critics and foreign
governments about senior Nazis in Australia.

Ernest Wiggins — Senior ASIO officer. Posted to Europe in the 1950s as
a liaison officer with US and British intelligence. Provided detailed
intelligence reports on the war crimes of several senior Nazis and on
their work for US intelligence after the war.
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Organisations

Arajs Kommando - Latvian killing squad led by convicted war criminal
Viktors Arajs. Many Latvian war criminals who settled in Australia
started their careers as mass killers in the Kommando.

Australian Federal Police - Commonwealth government police force,
formerly known as the Commonwealth Police. Used by both the
Keating and Howard governments as a screen to hide behind on the
issue of war crimes investigations, especially those relating to Latvian
mass killers Konrads Kalejs and Karlis Ozols.

Australian Security Intelligence Organisation — Known as ASIO, the
domestic spy agency primarily involved in counter-intelligence and
counter-subversion operations. The first Director General, Brigadier
Spry, was a major player in the Nazi cover-up and recruited a significant
number of war criminals as intelligence agents.

B1 - ASIO’s counter-subversion section, which in the 1950s
and 1960s mainly dealt with communist influence in unions,
political parties and international activities.

B2 - ASIO’s counter-espionage section, which dealt with active
operations to penetrate Australian intelligence, government
departments and public institutions.

C - ASIO’s vetting section, which checked the ‘security risk’ of
public servants and other citizens.

Q - ASIO’s section that ran intelligence agents, often known as
Q sources. Known also as the Special Services or S section, it
recruited a number of known Nazi war criminals in the 1950s
and 1960s to spy on migrant groups, particularly on suspected
communists.
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Commonwealth Investigation Service — The CIS was the predecessor to
ASIO as Australia’s counter-intelligence and counter-subversion
agency. Conducted numerous investigations into Nazis in Australia.

Counter Intelligence Corps — US Army’s counter-espionage agency,
known as the CIC. A significant number of Nazi war criminals were
recruited by the CIC in the 1940s, and many of them later settled in
Australia and worked for ASIO.

HNO - The Croatian acronym for the Croatian National Resistance, a
revolutionary political front led by war criminal and terrorist leader
Srecko Rover. Was the political front behind which Rover hid his
terrorist activities.

HOP - The Croatian acronym for the Croatian Liberation Movement, a
fascist organisation which infiltrated the Liberal Party in the 1950s and
1960s. Considered the more moderate of the Croatian groups in
Australia.

HRB - The Croatian acronym for the Croatian Revolutionary
Brotherhood, a terrorist organisation established in the early 1960s
under the command of Sre¢ko Rover, a war criminal and terrorist leader
who settled in Australia and worked as a source for ASIO. The HRB
carried out a campaign of bombings, shooting and violence in Australia
and launched two disastrous incursions into communist Yugoslavia in
1963 and 1972.

International Refugee Organisation — The IRO was established after
World War II to deal with the millions of refugees in Western Europe
who needed to be housed, fed and found new homes. Established a
massive immigration program that saw hundreds of thousands of
refugees — mainly from Central and Eastern Europe - settled in
Australia, America, Canada, Britain and South America. Was used by
Western intelligence as the means by which to smuggle its Nazi agents
to new homes.
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Krizari — The ‘Crusaders,” a Croatian terrorist group which launched
incursions into Tito’s Yugoslavia between 1946 and 1948 with the
assistance of Western intelligence. One of its senior leaders was Srec¢ko
Rover, the Croatian war criminal who settled in Australia and re-
established the terrorist network. Rover’s comrades accused him of
deliberately betraying dozens of the terrorists to the Yugoslavs and there
were suspicions that he was a communist double agent.

NTS — The Russian People’s Labour Alliance (Narodny Trudovoi Soyuz, or
NTS), an anti-communist émigré group which worked for British and
American intelligence. Was taken over by Prince Anton Turkul, a Soviet
double agent and used by communist intelligence to penetrate Western
spy agencies. Nikolai Alferchik, the Byelorussian war criminal and
agent for both US and Australian intelligence, was a senior NTS
member.

Special Investigations Unit — The SIU was set up by the Hawke
government in 1987 following a series of investigative documentaries
produced by this author for the ABC and the resultant inquiry
conducted by Andrew Menzies. Headed at first by Bob Greenwood and
then by Graham Blewitt, it investigated over 800 cases, brought three
charges under the War Crimes Act and was finally disbanded by the
Keating government in a betrayal of the search for justice.

WOSM - The British War Office Screening Mission, sometimes known
as the Special Refugee Screening Commission. Its primary task was to
screen known war criminals and Nazi collaborators hiding among the
millions of legitimate post-war refugees. Only refugees were supposed
to be handed on to the International Refugee Organisation and given
assistance to emigrate, but under instructions from the British
government, WOSM secretly cleared thousands of mass killers and
allowed them to settle in new countries, including Australia.



PART ONE

Australia, 2001: Murderers Among Us

The first war criminals to find sanctuary in Australia arrived in 1947.
They were hidden among the first shipments of the Displaced Persons
immigration scheme. Most of those arriving were genuine refugees
from Hitler and Stalin who could not return home, either because there
was nothing to go back to or because their very lives would have been
at risk.

The government soon gathered evidence that a number of mass
killers were among the migrants, but decided to bury the scandal. For the
next forty years, nothing was done about the problem - which officially
did not even exist. By the time a concerted effort to repair this state of
affairs was made in the mid-1980s, in the aftermath of allegations made
by this author on ABC Radio National, it was almost too late. Probable
defendants in war crimes trials, as well as eyewitnesses, had either died
or were too old to be tried or testify. The handful of mass murderers
brought to trial escaped justice, largely because of the lapse of time.

In the next few years, the last Nazi in the world may well die
peacefully in his bed somewhere in Australia. This will not, however,
end Australia’s war criminals problem. Over the past twenty-five years,
new generations of mass killers have found sanctuary in Australia. Our
government is once again denying the problem and refusing to take
action, just as it did for forty years concerning the Nazis.
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In this first section, we shall canvass the evidence that modern war
criminals are living freely in Australia. In particular, case studies will
indicate the probability that Serbs and Croats who committed crimes in
the Balkans wars of the 1990s have found sanctuary here. Many of these
war criminals were Australian citizens travelling back to the homelands
of their parents who had settled in Australia over the previous forty
years. Others came in the waves of Serbian and Croatian refugees
accepted as migrants from the mid-1990s onwards. Mostly, these war
criminals joined irregular paramilitary units, carrying out the programs
of forced relocations, imprisonment, rape, torture and mass killings that
were called, generically, ‘ethnic cleansing.’

Similar criminals who made Australia home include former senior
officials of Pol Pot’s Khmer Rouge, who served in the communist
administration between 1975 and 1979 when millions of Cambodians
were murdered. There are also a large number of senior officers of the
Soviet-controlled Afghan administration in Australia, including
members of the dreaded secret police, the armed forces, even high-
ranking government ministers. Other torturers and murderers among
us include officers of Pinochet’s secret police and of the various Stalinist
secret police units that operated in Central and Eastern Europe from the
1940s till the late 1980s.

Australian governments have consistently ignored these mass
killers and taken no steps to investigate them systematically or legislate
to deal with them. A range of measures is urgently required if we are not
to repeat the mistakes we made in the case of Nazi mass killers. These
include conducting an inquiry to assess the extent of the problem,
establishing a small, specialist standing unit to deal with serious claims
of war crimes and genocide, and introducing laws consistent with the
Geneva Convention on Genocide to enable the trial of such people in our
own courts, or their extradition to other countries providing a prima facie
case of their guilt.



War Criminals ‘Welcome’ Chapter One

In January 2000, Justice Minister Amanda Vanstone announced that Nazi
war criminal Konrads Kalejs was ‘welcome’ to return to Australia. A
week earlier, Kalejs had been discovered in Britain, which followed the
lead of America and Canada and immediately moved to deport him. As
a result, Vanstone was caught in a maelstrom of media and public
criticism about the Australian government’s inaction. Many Australians
wanted to know why the minister had failed to prosecute our best-
known Nazi mass killer, or even take any form of action to sanction him
for belonging to the notorious Arajs Kommando. Named after its bloody
commander, convicted war criminal Viktors Arajs, this unit had
murdered tens of thousands of Jews, Gypsies and other innocent civilians
during World War II. To be fair, though, Vanstone’s statement was a gaffe
of the kind for which the loose-lipped minister is famous. The reporter
who described it as ‘a grossly insensitive expression to use about a man
accused of killing Jews for the Nazis’ was, nevertheless, accurate.'

Sadly, Vanstone’s statement also tellingly epitomised the approach
of successive federal governments for most of the last half-century. Since
the first Nazi mass killer was officially recorded by Australian
intelligence agencies in 1947, war criminals have, in effect, been
welcome to settle in Australia. As we shall see, many mass killers have
also been welcome to take out citizenship with the full knowledge of
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immigration and intelligence officers, and to go about their business as
though they were lawful Australians with no stain on their characters.
Most have died peacefully without facing justice for the organised mass
killing of innocent civilians: men and women, including the elderly, and
children, even the youngest babies. Technically, of course, Vanstone was
correctly applying Australian law. Kalejs is, after all, an Australian
citizen. As such, he is free to come and go as he pleases, as are
Australia’s many other Nazi mass killers. To say nothing of the
numerous war criminals from Serbia, Cambodia, Bosnia, Afghanistan,
Croatia and Chile who are also Australian citizens. Most of these
modern mass killers and torturers have been naturalised in the last
twenty years.

As this is written in March 2001, the Latvian government has
requested Kalejs’s extradition, and the fugitive war criminal has finally
been arrested by Australian police and brought before a court. His
passport has been seized, and he is on bail pending further hearings
later in 2001. It is an experience he has had many times before, in
America, Canada and Britain. It is, however, his first time in Australia,
the country which should take the most responsibility for dealing with
this mass murderer. Kalejs’s lawyer has indicated that he will fight
extradition with the same determination with which he resisted
deportation from America and Canada. Even if he is ordered to be
extradited to Latvia, he will undoubtedly appeal, and the case could
drag on for several years. After all, time and Kalejs’s considerable
wealth — made from property deals in the United States — are on his side.
By the time he has exhausted all the avenues of appeal, with the best
barristers that his fortune can buy, he will be approaching ninety, if he
lives that long. Vanstone and her government surely have their fingers
crossed behind their backs, desperately hoping that the problem will go
away and that sooner rather than later Kalejs will simply die.

For the hard fact is that Kalejs’s generation of mass killers is just
about to pass on. The statistical probability is that the last Nazi will
die peacefully in his bed, somewhere in Australia, in the next few
years. He will leave behind a legacy of official deceit, incompetence
and indifference. It may be Kalejs himself, who is only a year younger
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than his Latvian comrade Karlis Ozols, who died in March 2001 as this
book was going to press. It could be the Croatian war criminal Sre¢ko
Rover, whose senior post in a mobile killing squad is outlined in Chapter
Five. Or perhaps it will be the Lithuanian Leonas Pazusis, who is
discussed in Chapter Twenty-Three, or the Byelorussian Nikolai
Alferchik, who is dealt with in Chapter Six. Indeed, it could be any one
of the several hundred Nazis still living in Australia, only some of whom
are discussed due to constraints imposed even on a book of this size.

In a very real sense, it does not matter which of these mass killers is
the last to die, or when it happens. The time for justice for Nazis is
virtually at an end. Action to bring them to justice is now only of
symbolic value, and can never redress the crimes they committed,
almost sixty years ago, by killing hundreds of thousands of innocent
civilians. Soon the Nazis’ policies of mass slaughter of Jews, Gypsies,
Slavs and political and religious opponents will pass into history. The
stark reality is that there will be no living perpetrators or witnesses left,
either to bring to trial or bear witness. The lies told by successive
Australian governments to protect Nazis from justice will also pass into
history, together with the bureaucratic games played by Immigration
and Foreign Affairs officials to implement this policy of amnesty,
documented in Chapters Eleven to Seventeen. Even the Nazi agents
employed by Australia’s spies in clandestine intelligence operations —
detailed in Chapters Eight and Nine — are now little more than historical
footnotes to one of the most amoral episodes in Australian history. Like
the Nazis, most of the political leaders, bureaucrats and spies who
perpetrated these crimes against Australia’s good name are either dead,
or soon will be. Their legacy of moral and legal failure, however, casts a
shadow over their commitment to justice and the rule of law.

In other words, every aspect of Australia’s Nazi scandal will soon
be merely a matter for historical discussion. The question of what to do
about these mass killers will, in effect, be a dead letter. Australia’s war
criminal problem will finally have ceased to exist.

Except for one small problem. Even when the last Nazi is dead
there will still be many mass murderers and torturers from other
conflicts living freely in Australia. Since the crimes recounted in this
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book were carried out almost sixty years ago, many others have copied
the Nazis’ blueprint for racial, religious and political mass killings. The
Cambodian Khmer Rouge, the secret police of Soviet-controlled
Afghanistan, the Serbs and Croats who carried out the Balkans
genocide of the early-to-mid-1990s and Pinochet’s Chilean secret police
are just some of the many mass killers of the last thirty years. Each of
them has at least three things in common with the Nazi era and its
aftermath. First, they have participated in the calculated and planned
rounding up of civilians because of their race, religion or political
beliefs, usually accompanied by the separation of men from women
and children, followed by the systematic torture, rape and mass killing
of the victims. Second, the perpetrators of these crimes have found
sanctuary — even an official ‘welcome’ — in Australia, where many have
become citizens. Third, the Australian government neither wants to
know about these latter-day criminals, nor seems to care about the
problem. Indeed, in line with past policies towards Nazi mass killers,
the government does nothing. War criminals are ‘welcome.” Tragically,
history is repeatir:g itself.

*

The seeds of Australia’s modern war crimes problem were, in many
ways, planted in the fertile soil of the Nazi scandal that began in 1947
when the first Latvian war criminals arrived among the early shipments
of the post-war immigration program. The continuity between the two
eras is best illustrated by the Balkans genocide of the 1990s, when the
Serb regime of Slobodan Milo3evi¢ launched aggressive wars on its
Yugoslav neighbours, first against the Croats and then against the
Bosnians, both Croat and Muslim. According to Graham Blewitt, the
Australian Deputy Prosecutor of the United Nations International
Tribunal investigating these crimes, there is a sizeable Australian
connection that the federal government continues to ignore a decade on.
Blewitt also headed the government’s Nazi-hunting team, the Special
Investigations Unit, established in 1987 in response to a series of ABC
radio programs produced by this author the previous year.*
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Even before the Balkans wars began in mid-1991, Blewitt had
gathered evidence that Australians were being recruited to fight. ‘It was
apparent that the conflict was going to occur and people were arming
and gearing up for it” By September 1992, the federal government had
wound up the Nazi inquiries, despite the abundant evidence that there
was plenty of ongoing work investigating modern war crimes. By then,
however, Blewitt was certain that Australians were directly implicated
in the Balkans genocide. ‘It’s very clear there are Australian citizens who
have gone over there to take up arms and have been involved in
fighting. And I've got some authorities who indicate that Australian
citizens have been involved in atrocities.” According to Blewitt, this
involved both Australian Serbs and Australian Croats.?

Graham Blewitt did not, of course, keep this a secret. ‘I've indicated
this to the Attorney General’s department and the Attorney himself, and
the attitude is that the Australian Federal Police can handle that” At the
time, Blewitt had advised Attorney General Michael Duffy that a
standing war crimes unit should be established to deal with these and
similar claims about other war criminals. Indeed, this was a key
recommendation of his final report on the Nazi investigations. Nine
years on, nothing has been done. The Australian Federal Police (AFP) has
taken no concerted action against these modern Balkans war criminals.
To be fair, investigating crimes against humanity is not a mainstream
AFP operation. Nor is the AFP adequately funded to undertake war
crimes investigations, even if it wanted to give them operational priority.
As Blewitt pointed out in 1992, ‘it’s true that these Serbs and Croats have
committed offences against the Crimes Act by taking up arms in
Yugoslavia.” Nine years on, however, even these lesser offences have not
been prosecuted by the AFP. Of course, taking up arms in a foreign war
as a mercenary is a serious crime under Australian law. But as Blewitt
commented, ‘those crimes are one thing, but it’s another thing to commit
genocide, which these people have been doing.” Then as now, however,
they cannot be punished for genocide because Australia has no legal
framework to prosecute them. The War Crimes Act only covers one group
of war criminals in one theatre of one war. Nearly all other war criminals
therefore have a permanent sanctuary in Australia.*
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By early 1994, Blewitt had monitored several cases that confirmed
‘that there are Australian citizens who went and participated in the
fighting in the former Yugoslavia, that those people have been involved
in atrocities and have come back to Australia.” As will be seen, this was,
in fact, part of an international movement. By late 1994, Blewitt
confidently stated that a ‘number of mercenaries from around the
world, including Australia,” had joined and fought with the various
units carrying out genocide in the Balkans.’> Some of these latter-day
Balkan war criminals had actually been indoctrinated and trained by the
previous generation of Yugoslav Nazi mass killers who had found
sanctuary in Australia forty years earlier.

For the first time in history, however, the minute details of this
genocide were recorded at the time it occurred, unlike previous mass
killing campaigns which happened behind a veil of official secrecy and
disinformation. Indeed, the media daily beamed it into our living rooms,
and Blewitt’s Tribunal subsequently investigated the crimes with
meticulous attention to detail. The first intensive campaign of genocide —
for which the world came to use the euphemism ‘ethnic cleansing’ — was
carried out in 1991 and 1992 in Krajina, a region of Croatia with a
majority Serb population. The aim of this Serbian operation was to kill a
significant number of Croats and to force the rest to flee through a
campaign of terror and intimidation, thus making the region ethnically
pure and preparing it for political union with Serbia. To carry out this
program, the Serbs used not only the Yugoslav army and security forces,
but also irregular paramilitary units raised from among the local
population and from overseas Serbian volunteers. The aggressors
followed what came to be a standard five-point plan, used from the 1991
Krajina campaign right through to the Kosovo war of 1999. The first step
was to surround the area to be ‘cleansed’ and intimidate the victims
through the use of artillery fire and indiscriminate and arbitrary
executions. Once the victims were terrorised and began to leave their
homes, the Serb security and militia units followed up with targeted
executions of community leaders, especially judges, lawyers, public
officials, teachers and professors, journalists and writers. The third phase
was to separate women, children and old men from ‘fighting age men,’
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that is, those between sixteen and sixty years of age. The fourth was to
expel the former from the region, and the final stage was to execute the
men.’ It was, in fact, a classic scheme for genocide closely modelled on
similar operations carried out by the Nazis, with one exception: Hitler’s
mass killers did not spare women, children and the elderly. Nor did the
Serbs always spare them, as the 1995 campaign against the Bosnian
Muslims of Srebrenica demonstrated.”

The Serbs justified their campaign to a certain extent on the basis
that they themselves had been previously subjected to Croatian-led
genocide, and so their war was purely defensive. Indeed, the Serbs of
Croatia and Bosnia had been subjected to similarly brutal genocidal
campaigns during the Nazi occupation from 1941 to 1945. Those crimes
were planned and carried out by the Croatian fascist movement known
as the UstaSe, under the leadership of Ante Paveli¢. One of the senior
war criminals was a young Usta3e militant based, ironically, in Sarajevo,
the scene of one of the bloodiest Serbian campaigns of the Bosnian war
fifty years later. As discussed in Chapter Five, in 1941 Sre¢ko Rover
became a senior Nazi Security Police official in Sarajevo, who as a
member of a mobile killing unit ordered the summary execution of
Serbs, Jews and communists in and around the city. After the war, Rover
worked with US intelligence and became a senior figure in a terrorist
network that sent dozens of militants into Yugoslavia on Western-
backed operations, as detailed in Chapter Seven. Having arrived in
Australia in 1950, over the next three decades he organised a clandestine
network that carried out anti-Yugoslav terrorist operations both in
Australia and Europe. Australia’s domestic spy agency, the Australian
Security Intelligence Organisation (ASIO), for which Rover was an
intelligence source, knew full well about these activities.

According to one well-informed Australian law enforcement
official, even before the Serbs launched their campaign of genocide in
Krajina in mid-1991, Rover was secretly asked by Franjo Tudjman’s
Croatian government to supply expert advice on ‘security matters.’
Soon after, money, supplies and highly trained Usta3e militants began to
flow from Australia to Croatia.® Indeed, as early as March 1991 one of
the major Australian Ustade newspapers (Spremnost, or Readiness) had
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carried an appeal from the Croatian government that “patriots all over the
world” should form “volunteer brigades ready to defend the homeland” in
the event of war. By April 1991, several young Australian Croats had
answered the call and were ‘already in training with the Croatian militia
in Yugoslavia.” By then, young Croatian nationalists were flooding from
Australia back to their parents” homeland. They had been well trained by
Rover’s generation of war criminals. Many soon found senior positions in
the new administration, in the emerging fascist groups, which suddenly
had freedom to organise for the first time in almost fifty years, and in the
militias these groups organised and controlled. These younger militants
included nineteen-year-old Stjepan Kardum, the secretary of the Sydney
branch of the Croatian Party of Rights, which was already forming a
number of the units that would carry out some of the worst mass killings
of the war. Another was 23-year-old Angela Stoji¢, who by April 1991 was
the Party secretary of the ultra-nationalistic Croatian Democratic Union in
Sarajevo in Bosnia. Branko Bari¢ had actually joined the personal staff of
Croatian president Franjo Tudjman, the man who was devising and would
soon order the Croatian government’s murderous response to the Serbs’
genocide. This was several months before the outbreak of the war, and
while there is nothing to suggest that Kardum, Stoji¢ and Bari¢ were
personally connected with war crimes, they exemplify the movement of
young Australian Croats back to their homeland during this period. By
April 1991, the Australian Croatian community had already raised $5
million and sent it back home to assist in the looming war. Over the
following months and years, many more millions of dollars were raised
and delivered, both to the Croatian government and to far-right political
parties in control of irregular paramilitary and militia units.’

This was part of a wider international campaign in which the
veteran war criminals of the UstaSe mobilised volunteers from around
the world. Some provided technical advice, others established arms-
running and money-laundering operations, while the bulk joined
paramilitary units which were replying to Serb war crimes with a
murderous campaign of their own. By early August 1991, a senior official
in the Croatian Defence Ministry openly boasted that hundreds of
Croatian volunteers from Australia, Canada, America and Argentina had



War Criminals Welcome 27

already been thrown into battle and many more were expected to arrive
in the near future. Indeed, a source close to President Tudjman stated that
1,000 volunteers had by then arrived from overseas, including 250 from
Canada alone.” This was only a few weeks into the war.

One of the first Australian volunteers was Blaz Kraljevi¢. A 44-year-
old veteran of Sretko Rover’s clandestine international terrorist
network, Kraljevi¢ threw himself into the war with considerable skill
and enthusiasm. From the very beginning of the war in mid-1991, he
was the commanding general directing the operations of the irregular
paramilitary Croatian Defence Forces (HOS). Established in 1991 by the
pro-Ustade Croatian Party of Rights in which Stjepan Kardum was a
leading militant, HOS wore black uniforms reminiscent of the Black
Legion, one of the most notorious units to carry out mass killings against
Serbs, Jews and Gyspies in World War II. Formed from local and émigré
Croats, some Bosnian Muslims and a sprinkling of foreign mercenaries,
HOS was not an ‘official” government unit. There was, however, only a
thin veneer ‘hiding’” HOS as a ‘military’ force organised behind the
‘political” front of the Croatian Party of Rights. HOS was, in fact, both
supplied by, and on frequent occasions under orders from, the Tudjman
government in Zagreb.

To illustrate the close relationship between these ‘unofficial” militias
and the Croatian government, HOS also trained official government
troops in the fine art of ‘ethnic cleansing’ Croatian style. HOS also
operated a number of concentration camps, where both Serb and
Muslim ‘civilians were tortured, raped and killed.” In fact, Kraljevi¢’s
units carried out numerous atrocities and mass killings of civilians, in a
campaign aimed at expelling Serbs from Croatian territory as part of
Tudjman’s anti-Serb policies. “The HOS reportedly looted, destroyed
Serbian property, including 24 Orthodox churches, and killed, raped,
and mutilated civilians, including women and children. They also
engaged in ethnic cleansing and operated detention facilities where
civilians were starved and tortured.” At the major camp operated by
HOS at Dretelj in Bosnia, victims ‘stated that they were subjected to
sexual torture, beaten with truncheons and sticks, burned with
cigarettes and candles, and forced to drink urine and eat grass. One
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victim reported that she was held in a room with three other
professional women for 10 days during which time women in the room
were raped repeatedly” At another HOS-run camp, ‘two Serbian
civilians were tortured for a month before being killed  One of the
victims was impaled and burned to death and the other was killed with
a knife” In another incident on 6 May 1992, ‘members of the HOS
allegedly stabbed a man over 100 times, severed his head, spilled his
brains and intestines onto the ground, and cut off his genitals and
placed them in his mouth.” As we shall see in Chapter Five, these
crimes were reminiscent of the worst campaigns of UstaSe mass killings
half a century earlier.

Indeed, under General Kraljevi¢’s command HOS carried out its
systematic war crimes from mid-1991 until August 1992, when Kraljevi¢
was himself killed in somewhat mysterious circumstances in what one
well-informed journalist described as a ‘liquidation.” There was, of
course, a special reason why Kraljevi¢ was chosen to head this mass
killing unit. He had, in fact, received the best training from the experts
of the Nazi genocide of five decades before. Indeed, there was a direct
link between the war crimes of his mentor, Srecko Rover, in the early
1940s, and the mass killings of Kraljevi¢ fifty years later. After his arrival
in Australia in 1967 at the age of nineteen, Kraljevi¢ was recruited by
Rover into the hothouse of Croatian émigré politics. Before long, he was
inducted into the clandestine world of the Croatian Revolutionary
Brotherhood, an international terrorist organisation whose Australian
operations were secretly directed by Rover. As Chapters Eighteen to
Twenty elaborate, in the 1960s and 1970s the Brotherhood carried out a
number of armed terrorist incursions into Yugoslavia with the aim of
assassinating communist leaders, destroying infrastructure and
hastening the downfall of Tito’s regime. In 1972, Rover’s terrorist
network chose Kraljevi¢ for one of these operations. Luckily for him,
however, he was arrested in Melbourne and gaoled for rather mundane
liquor offences before he could leave the country. He therefore avoided
the ignominious death that awaited most of his comrades. Twenty years
later, he was not so lucky. Neither were the thousands of Serbs and
Muslims whose torture, rape and killing he ordered his men to carry out
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in 1991 and 1992.* Some of those carrying out his orders were almost
certainly young Australian Croats recruited through the fascist Croatian
Party of Rights which, in turn, had organised HOS.

Kraljevi¢ was not the only Australian citizen who went to fight with
the various paramilitary units that comnitted war crimes on both the
Croatian and Serbian sides of the Balkans wars. A former Australian
army reservist, Dragan Vasiljkovi¢ — better known as ‘Captain Dragan’
- was the commander of a Serb unit which ‘was involved in
orchestrating and taking part in “ethnic cleansing” in the former
Yugoslavia.™ Prior to the Balkans genocide, Vasiljkovi¢ was a low-life
petty criminal in Melbourne, involved in stand-over rackets in both
prostitution and illegal drugs. He reputedly had convictions for
handling and receiving stolen goods and unlawful possession, and
allegedly still owes large sums of money to underworld figures in
Melbourne." His teachers were the racists among the Serb émigré Nazi
groups, some of whom figure in Chapter Ten. There were, for example,
plenty of mentors for Vasiljkovi¢ among the Nazi collaborators of the
Belgrade Special Police, many of whom had found sanctuary in
Australia after World War I1.»

Like Kraljevi¢, Vasiljkovi¢ went to Yugoslavia in the early 1990s
with one purpose - to fight in the war. Vasiljkovi¢ has boasted that he
was commissioned by the Yugoslav secret police to train Serbian
irregulars. Indeed, there is evidence suggesting that he ‘had returned to
Yugoslavia at the behest’ of senior officers of the Serbian State Security
Service, who were both issuing him orders and training his men in
‘special warfare’ techniques. These included directions on how to
conduct ‘ethnic cleansing’ operations, how to establish and maintain
concentration camps and how to effectively loot the enemy’s wealth and
share it between his own men and his commanders in the Serbian
government. A senjor Serbian intelligence officer, Dejan Luci¢, allegedly
personally escorted Vasiljkovi¢ to Knin in Croatia in June 1991, where he
was introduced to senior ‘security’ officials of the so-called Serbian
Republic of Krajina. These were, in fact, the local officials carrying out
Slobodan MiloSevi¢’s campaign of genocide, in which Vasiljkovié
played such an important part. Indeed, ‘Captain Dragan’ has variously
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admitted that at the height of his power he had no fewer than 1,200 and
up to 16,000 troops under his direct command. The lower figure seems
more probable, in terms of direct command, although he did have a far
wider network of indirect influence. Vasiljkovi¢’s irregular paramilitary
forces were known variously as the Munja (lightning bolt), the Kninja
(named after the Croatian town of Knin, which was one of his main
bases) and the Red Berets. Vasiljkovi¢ also established the specialist Alfa
military training centre near the village of Bruska, where irregular and
paramilitary units were trained for the brutal conflict with the Croats
and Bosnian Muslims.*

Despite a mountain of evidence to the contrary, ‘Captain Dragan’
has (implausibly) denied that his units ever carried out war crimes.
However, his units were especially active deep inside Croatian territory
in the Krajina region and on the Bosnian border, where many of the worst
war crimes were committed by Serbian irregular units at exactly the
times he was a senior commander. In mid-1991, he first came to public
notoriety when his men attacked Glina, and he stated that when ‘the
Croatian side used hospitals or police stations in their villages as fortified
positions, I'm sorry, I just have to massacre them.” In late July 1991, his
units attacked the village of Struga, and television footage showed ‘the
mutilated bodies of nine Croat policemen — one scalped, several with
severed limbs.” By late 1991, Vasiljkovi¢ was an investigator for the so-
called People’s Court Martial in Vukovar. This was modelled closely on
the Ustase Mobile Court Martial to which Sre¢ko Rover belonged fifty
years earlier, which is described in Chapter Five. ‘Captain Dragan’s’
court had the same function of summarily executing civilians on the
basis of their race or political beliefs. According to an eyewitness,
Vasiljkovi¢ personally participated in torture in order to extract
information from Croatian prisoners. Like Rover, having proved himself
as a torturer, Vasiljkovi¢ was promoted to command a number of units
that were involved in the brutal Serb offensive in and around Zvornik in
mid-1992, in which the Muslim population was terrorised and forced to
flee. It is reliably reported that Vasiljkovi¢’s units ‘participated in the
organized expulsion of the Muslim population” Many Muslims,
especially men, were also murdered during and after this offensive. In
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January 1993, his units took an active role in the ‘ethnic cleansing’ of the
Knin district, during which large numbers of Croats were killed and
forcibly removed.”

In summary, ‘Captain Dragan’s’ forces stand accused of the mass
killing of ‘hundreds of civilians” and the organised rape of women and
girls. The UN Tribunal investigating war crimes in the former
Yugoslavia has almost certainly put Vasiljkovi¢ on its list of possible
defendants. Although speaking cautiously, Deputy Prosecutor Graham
Blewitt has stated that the Tribunal has collected statements ‘by people
who knew there were Australians involved’ in these crimes. Blewitt has
been careful not to name Vasiljkovi¢, presumably to keep the Tribunal’s
targets guessing. He has, however, identified this particular accused as
‘a significant individual, somebody to fear,” who ‘was involved in some
fairly brutal murders. These were witnessed by a number of people and
they nominated him (as the killer). The sort of details were that he was
participating himself in murder and rape and he had people under his
comunand who were doing it as well.” The ‘evidence indicated that the
man’s unit selected prominent community leaders for on-the-spot
execution and the rape of women in front of their families.”

There is no reason to doubt that the man accused by Blewitt’s team
is Vasiljkovi¢ , who was also implicated in taking a number of UN
officers as hostages and using them as pawns in the Serb game of
intimidating the international effort to stop Milosevi¢’s genocidal
campaign. Vasiljkovi¢ has also been associated with many ordinary
criminal activities during the Balkans wars. Some of these involved
Australian Serbs in a number of scams to steal large sums of money and
send them to Yugoslavia, where ‘Captain Dragan’ has used it for both
his own criminal enterprises and to fund the Serbian war effort.”
Vasiljkovi¢ has revisited his Australian home on at least one occasion
since serving in the Balkans wars, but slipped away before Blewitt’s
team could take action against him. He now lives openly in Belgrade
where in early 2000 he had friendly relations with the Australian
embassy, especially Ambassador Chris Lamb.”

His case illustrates the ease with which Australian citizens were able
to travel back to Yugoslavia, commit war crimes and get away with it.
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Only Vasiljkovi¢'s notoriety and public exposure have prevented him
from returning to Australia and settling back down to a normal life,
unlike other war criminals who have lesser known profiles. In the
absence of a thorough investigation, it is impossible to determine
accurately how many Australian Croats and Serbs returned to their
homeland during the Balkans wars and actively participated in
atrocities and mass killings. Only an official government inquiry with
access to official travel records, coupled with documentary and
eyewitness evidence, would be likely to reveal the full extent of the
problem. Senior law enforcement officials have, however, candidly
admitted that probably dozens and perhaps even hundreds of people
like Blaz Kraljevi¢c and Dragan Vasiljkovi¢ were involved in these
operations.” During the early 1990s, both communities were rife with
stories that young men were regularly spending their summer
vacations on the frontlines, serving in irregular units at the forefront of
war crimes. Despite the frequent claims of Justice Minister Vanstone
that no one ‘can describe Australia as not being proactive when it
comes to war crimes,” the fact is that the government has actually done
virtually nothing to investigate these claims. Nor has it enacted
legislation that would enable such Australian war criminals to be tried
and sentenced by an Australian court for their war crimes. As Graham
Blewitt has observed: ‘If Captain Dragan turned up in Australia, he
couldn’t be prosecuted because there is no legislation in place to enable
that to happen.” In fact, Australia’s War Crimes Act only applies to the
European theatre of World War II. War criminals from all other wars are
effectively given sanctuary in Australia, while the government has, in
reality, long since abandoned any pretence of pursuing those war
criminals who are covered by the Act.

This amnesty for mass killers and torturers also extends to newly
arrived migrants. Not all war criminals from the Balkans now living in
Australia were citizens prior to their involvement in ‘ethnic cleansing.’
To its credit, the government has taken at least some steps to screen
Balkan war criminals from the humanitarian program under which some
35,000 refugees from Yugoslavia have come to Australia in the past ten
years. This has not, however, prevented their entry. By checking the



War Criminals Welcome 33

names of applicants under this program against the records of the UN
War Crimes Tribunal, as of January 2000 immigration authorities claimed
to have prevented just two suspected war criminals from entering the
country.” According to Graham Blewitt, Australia is one of the very few
countries that makes any inquiries at the International Tribunal in The
Hague investigating war criminals from the Balkans wars. Routinely,
Australia runs the names of people applying for immigration past the
Tribunal, which in turn checks its databases of known war criminals.
Blewitt recalled that the Tribunal had found positive information on
many more than two of the names submitted by Australian authorities.
‘We send back lots of names that we get positive hits on. What Australia
does with the information that there are grounds to believe this person
may have been involved in war crimes, I don’t know."*

Soon after the government announced that this method of checking
had led to the exclusion of two suspects, reliable sightings in Australia
of Bosnian mass killers from the 1990s genocide were detailed in a major
investigation for Time magazine, published in April 2000. For example,
a Bosnian Muslim woman (who was renamed ‘Lejla’ in the story)
claimed she had confronted one of these killers at a community centre
in Sydney a few months earlier. According to ‘Lejla,’ the man used to
regularly come to her village in a ‘white car’ and had ‘put a gun to the
head of my daughter, raped my neighbors and made their husbands
and sons disappear.” Nermina Komari¢, another Bosnian refugee who
worked with traumatised survivors, reported hearing ‘stories all the
time from people who have recognized their torturers on the street, at
community centers, even in an English language class.” Another refugee
from the Bosnian conflict, Antonio Drojni¢, claimed that soon after
arriving in Australia he “met a 19-year-old Serb who was telling stories
about how he cleaned out villages — he used to throw bombs into houses
without even looking — in the same way as if he was talking about a
footy game. It was really frightening.’”

Clearly, there are substantial allegations that mass killers from the
Balkans have penetrated Australia’s immigration screening system. This
has an eerie parallel with claims that Nazis had done the same thing in
the 1940s and 1950s. As later chapters show, the federal government
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dismissed these claims at the time, but they were subsequently shown
to have been correct. There seems little reason to believe that a thorough
official investigation into these more recent claims would come to the
same conclusion as Andrew Menzies’s mid-1980s inquiry into Nazis,
which found that numerous Nazi mass killers had found sanctuary in
Australia. As the next chapter shows, the experience of the victims from
the Balkans wars is by no means unique. There are, in fact, mass killers
in Australia from many of the major conflicts of the last thirty years.



The War Criminals Next Door Chapter Two

Apart from its indigenous communities, Australia is a land of
immigrants. In the last half-century, the majority of what were once
called ‘New Australians’ have come from the killing fields of wars and
civil conflicts. Many have been the innocent victims of cruelty, mass
killing, torture, forced relocation and rape. Others were simply made
refugees by the conflicts that ravaged their homelands. In opening
Australia’s doors to these people, successive Australian governments
have both fulfilled humanitarian obligations and helped to build a
stronger country, economically, socially and culturally. In each case,
however, the victims and refugees have been accompanied on their
Australian journey by some of the perpetrators of the crimes. Like the
experience of the Bosnian migrants examined in the previous chapter, it
is common for the survivors of other instances of genocide and war
crimes to be faced with their tormentors in their new homeland. As will
be seen in later chapters, this was also a frequent occurrence in the 1940s
and 1950s, when victims of Nazi crimes came face-to-face with
perpetrators who were often living just a suburb or two away. It has
been often repeated in more recent times.

In the mid-1980s, for example, Phiny Ung was at a Cambodian
community centre in Sydney when she came face-to-face with the
Khmer Rouge official who had ruled the hamlet in which she and her
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family had been forced to live under Pol Pot’s murderous rule. Prior to
the Khmer Rouge takeover in April 1975, Phiny was one of twelve
children in a happy family home in Cambodia’s capital, Phnom Penh.
Her father was a senior public servant and her eldest brother an army
officer. This was enough to mark them for execution by the Khmer
Rouge. Along with the entire population of Phnom Penh, Phiny’s family
was forcibly evacuated from their home and marched into the
countryside for many arduous days. Here they were forced to live in a
primitive hut in the hamlet of Phumandong, part of the village of Me
Sor Preacham. Soon after arriving, Phiny first saw Lim Eak Eang, the
Khmer Rouge village chief. One of his official tasks was to conduct
regular ‘re-education’ sessions in which communist ideology — Khmer
Rouge-style — was force-fed to the imprisoned people at the end of a
fourteen-hour day of slave labour in the fields. The first time Phiny
attended one of these sessions all the people were gathered at an old
temple to hear ‘comrade Eak’ while Khmer Rouge soldiers patrolled
with guns. It was a deadly message: “You are under my control.” The
Klumer Rouge had the power of life and death over the enslaved people.!

In late December 1975, Phiny Ung witnessed the Khmer Rouge take
her father for ‘interrogation.” This was the euphemism for torture and
eventual execution. Regrettably, it was her sister-in-law who had
informed ‘comrade Eak’ about the government position Phiny’s father
had held before the Khmer Rouge seized power. In a fit of anger after an
argument with her husband, she revealed the truth, not only about
Phiny’s father but about her own husband, who had been in the anti-
communist army. Up until that time, the family had successfully hidden
its past from the communist officials, but now their lies were exposed.
The secret police official arrived in the afternoon and Phiny heard him
ask her father to go with him. “We’d just like to ask you a few questions,’
he said. Her father was desperately ill, having lost ten kilos in the
previous months of slave labour:.

I knew he was a police official, so when he talked to someone I
knew that something was terribly wrong. I just thought, “This is it.’
Dad had no choice but to get up and go with him. Dad sat on the
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back of the bike and the man rode it. At first all I could see was his
fragile frame. Then I saw Dad look at me. I looked at him and he
looked at me, but he couldn’t speak. And I couldn’t say anything
to him. He looked at me with a frightened face, and we just
exchanged our glance. That was goodbye. The last goodbye.

Phiny’s father had become one of Pol Pot’s two million victims. That
evening she learned that her oldest brother, then just thirty-two, had
also been taken to be killed. “We were scared. We didn’t know when it
would be our turn,” Phiny recalled. She was only nineteen, and the
following weeks were ‘hell on earth’ for this bright, sensitive young
woman. The next morning she had to work in the rice fields and behave
normally, chatting with forced cheer about the trivialities of life. “That
was mental torture,” she recalled. ‘I couldn’t show my emotions. I had to
suppress myself. That was the hardest part for me, and that was torture.’
The leader of her work detachment drew her aside and warned her not
to cry, ‘because that would show I was supporting the enemy. To call my
father and brother enemies, that was far too much.” ‘Enemies of the
people’ was, in fact, the Khmer Rouge’s euphemism for victims of mass
murder. Phiny’s story was typical of these years. Hardly a family was
not touched in some immediate way, with at least one member
murdered. Phiny lost two more sisters and two more brothers. When
she heard that her pregnant sister had been taken, ‘that night I talked to
my husband and said: “It will be my turn too.” I lived on every hour’s
strength of surviving.” Later, the family heard that Phiny’s pregnant
sister had been kicked and bashed, and like the other members of her
family who were taken by the Khmer Rouge, she disappeared to become
one of Pol Pot’s victims.

Phiny Ung's strength and determination pulled her and her young
family through. In 1979, Vietnam invaded and deposed Pol Pot’s Khmer
Rouge. Phiny fled, carrying her baby daughter, and in 1980 arrived in
Australia with her husband. ‘The first few years were absolutely
heaven,” Phiny recalled. “‘We learned to put our past behind us. I no
longer lived in fear.” In 1984, however, her fear returned, when she
discovered that Lim Eak Eang, the man Phiny accuses for her father’s
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and eldest brother’s deaths, was living almost around the corner. By
then, she was actively involved in the local Cambodian community. One
day she visited the local community centre and came face-to-face with
‘comrade Eak”:

I recognised that face right away. It didn’t just look familiar, but it
was a face that I knew. It was him, the person who I'll never forget
in my life, who had absolute authority at the time that my father
and brother were taken away. I couldn’t believe my eyes. I was
really shaken. I thought it can’t be him. I walked over to the table,
and as soon as he saw me he put his face down to hide from me.
I'm sure that he recognised me. I just had to sit down to calm
myself. I was so shaken. I couldn’t go back to work that day. My
nightmare had started once again. I sat down and cried. I came
home and I couldn’t do anything. I just lay down and all of those
terrible things came flooding into my head once more. I couldn’t
stop it. I couldn’t function as a mother or family member.

Phiny had come to Australia to escape from the Khmer Rouge, only to
meet her tormentor again. He lives a few minutes away, in a nearby
suburb in Sydney’s outer west. Phiny now lives in a modest red-brick
home, cluttered with traditional artefacts and pictures from her
Cambodian homeland. She remembers the day her father was taken to
be killed as though it happened yesterday. As she spoke, tears ran
freely down her gentle face, but she was determined to tell her story. ‘I
don’t know how to describe this terrible experience. That’s what makes
me so angry. To see this man who’s been involved in causing such
trauma to human beings, not just to me and my family, but to
thousands of others. I couldn’t find a word for that kind of treatment.
They're just worse than animals.’

In 2001, Lim Eak Eang is a successful businessman, running a
restaurant near Phiny’s home. He uses the name Eang Eak Tek, and is a
wealthy and powerful figure in Sydney’s Cambodian community, rising
to become vice-president of the New South Wales Cambodian Buddhist
Society. He does not even deny that he was a senior Khmer Rouge
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official in the 1970s. In a 1993 interview for SBS TV he admitted that he
was Khmer Rouge village chief in Me Sor Preacham, the village where
Phiny and her family had been herded like animals by Pol Pot’s forces.
However, he denied responsibility for harming anyone, claiming he
‘rarely lay my hand on other people.”? Phiny Ung, however, is not the
only eyewitness to accuse Lim Eak Eang over the Khmer Rouge killings
in Me Sor Preacham. Kim An Chy now lives in Sydney’s eastern suburbs,
but in the mid-1970s she also lived in the village he ruled. She is certain
that he had the power to ‘decide who would live and who would be
taken away to their deaths.”

Phiny Ung does not accuse Lim Eak Eang of personally killing
her family members, or anyone else for that matter. Indeed, she
acknowledges that he was himself purged at the end of 1976 in one of the
never-ending shifts in Khmer Rouge factional politics. He claims that as
a result, he too was imprisoned. However, the fact is that he survived
prison and then travelled freely through Khmer Rouge territory with his
ten children, on his trek out of Cambodia. This suggests that he
continued to hold favour with a section of the Khmer Rouge leadership.
Furthermore, Phiny concedes that Lim Eak Eang only held his senior
post at the time of the deaths of her father and oldest brother, as the other
members of her family were killed by the Khmer Rouge after he was
purged. She does, however, insist that Lim Eak Eang is guilty in her
father’s and oldest brother’s cases. ‘He had absolute power in his
position. This proves that he was involved because he would be the one
to authorise that this person should be taken for interrogation. He was
the chief of the village, and who else would do that? He made decisions
about who to accept to live in the village, and who to send away.” In light
of the evidence about both the central and regional structures of the
Khmer Rouge in this period, there is every reason to conclude that at the
very least Lim Eak Eang would have played some role in the local
interrogation of suspects, such as Phiny’s father and brother. It is likely
that he then would have passed them up the chain of command to be
dealt with as ‘enemies of the people. In this sense, as a senior local
Kluner Rouge official, he shares a large part of the responsibility for the
death of people under his control.*
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Lim Eak Eang is not the only former Khmer Rouge official
identified in Australia. Cambodian migrants have pointed quietly at
many others, ‘but fear of reprisals against relatives living back home,
and a lack of confidence in the abilities of the police to handle the
complex nature of the allegations has prevented them from going
public” The community has, however, taken the issue up with the
government. In 1993, when the charges against Lim Eak Eang were first
raised publicly, the Cambodian Advisory Council of Australia wrote to
the Attorney General, Michael Lavarch. The Council requested
amendments to the War Crimes Act to enable the accused to be tried in
Australia. ‘In practical terms, the accused, the victims (i.e. Mrs Ung and
her family) and the main witnesses (i.e. other Cambodians from the
same village) are all currently resident in Australia and legal
proceedings under the War Crimes Act may therefore conveniently be
conducted in Australia.” Nothing was done.®

*

The Cambodian community is not alone in identifying war criminals
among their number. Nasiba Akram is a leading member of the
Australian Afghan community. A sophisticated and highly intelligent
woman, she has spent much of the last decade campaigning for mass
killers to be brought to justice. She is especially concerned about the
large number of communist war criminals from the Soviet occupation
of Afghanistan who found sanctuary in Australia. Before the
communist coup in 1977, members of Nasiba’s family held senior
posts in the Afghan administration, including in the police force and
the military. She herself had an important position on the staff of the
Foreign Affairs Minister. When the Soviet-backed Afghani communists
seized power, all the men in Nasiba’s extended family were arrested,
brutally tortured and many were killed. In the following years, the
country lost one-and-a-half million people. Like many in the
Australian Afghan community, Akram’s family was ‘torn into pieces,’
and she lost almost forty of her close relatives.®

Soon after the coup, Nasiba Akram fled to India with her young son
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and later found sanctuary in Australia, where she had previously studied
at university. When she had left Australia in 1974 she was so homesick
that as she flew over the Sydney Harbour Bridge she told herself, ‘T don’t
hope for a day that I'll see this part of the world again.” But after the
horrors of the war and exile in Pakistan and India, her return in 1979 was
amoment of elation. When she ‘saw the Harbour Bridge again I thanked
God for being here, and I was thinking that I would one day try to save
the rest of the family who were left alive.” This was the year of the Soviet
invasion and the situation in Afghanistan took a turn for the worse. In
Australia, however, she devoted herself to the Afghan community. She
soon found that others in the tiny community had even more horrific
experiences. ‘A lot of people in the community have seen worse than me.
Alot have been in prison for a long time. I've seen them and I know what
they have been through. But when they got to Australia their hope was
that they had left everything behind. We hoped that it was all over and
thought we were in a safe place.”

Before too long, however, the war caught up with Akram and other
members of the Afghan community in Australia. By the mid-1980s, she
had become active in the community group that produced SBS Radio’s
Afghan program. One day, she was reading the news on air when the
war in her homeland suddenly hit her personally:

The news item reported that there was heavy fighting going on
very close to my grandfather’s village. It was reported that a lot of
people had been killed and that a new graveyard had been built.
About thirty children were amongst those killed. I was reading the
news and sort of shaking all over. And I couldn’t think for who or
what I was shaking. I ran very fast through the rest of the news,
and I got out of the newsroom. I called my husband and had to go
home immediately. The next day I heard that it was our family
members who had been killed. My aunt was one of them, and my
cousin too.*

Unbelievably, far worse things were just around the corner. Akram had
been in Australia for nearly fifteen years when she learned that the man
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who commanded this operation was living just across town from her
leafy, quiet northern Sydney suburb. In October 1993, a group of
Afghans arrived at her home from a funeral in a great state of agitation.
They announced that General Abdul Qader Miakhel, a former military
commander of the Afghan communist secret police, the KHAD, had
shown up at the funeral. The men were in a fury, as Miakhel had been
responsible for the torture and killing of the family and friends of many
in the Afghan community. As Akram remembered, Miakhel’s presence
had provoked a violent response and many of the men ‘had tried to get
to him and sort of torture him with their bare hands. People were very
upset” The community was devastated. Akram could not believe her
ears. ‘T just looked at the men and said: “Did you let him go? Why? You
could have done a lot to that man.” I was so aggressive I would have
wished anything, the worst for him.”

To most Australians, Nasiba Akram’s response might seem rather
extreme. However, it has to be understood that nearly everyone in the
tiny Australian Afghan community had lost at least one loved one to the
KHAD. By way of example, soon after her grandfather’s village was
attacked the KHAD had launched a series of brutal raids, rounding up
and executing civilians. According to Akram, General Miakhel ordered
these operations. A known KGB operative and Deputy Defence Minister
in the Soviet quisling government, in 1985 he had also ordered KHAD
operations in which Akram lost another four cousins, two only sixteen
years old. As a result of Miakhel’s arrival in Australia, the Afghan
community formed the Afghan-Australian Anti-War Criminal
Committee, which has conducted detailed inquiries into the
background of dozens of accused war criminals, including Miakhel. The
group claims that ‘Miakhel had headed KHAD in the cities of Jelalabad,
Kunar and Herat” and that 25,000 people were shot dead in Herat city
while he was in command there."*

The ease with which Miakhel managed to find sanctuary in
Australia, and the manner in which the Australian government has
investigated the claims against him, exemplify official incompetence
and disinterest in dealing with war crimes. The government cannot
pretend that it was not warned about Miakhel. Indeed, in 1989 the
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Afghan community warned the government that Miakhel's wife had
settled in Australia and that they believed she would attempt to sponsor
him under the family reunion scheme. A few months later, the Minister
for Immigration, Senator Robert Ray, assured the community that the
information had been ‘sent to the relevant overseas posts so they are
aware and if required can act on the information provided.” Despite the
explicit warning and the government’s assurance that action would be
taken, General Miakhel arrived in Australia in April 1993, posing as a
political refugee. He quickly got permanent resident status and settled
down in western Sydney. According to Nasiba Akram, he was given
social security benefits and was often protected by a security guard.
Despite further protests to the government, nothing was done. The
Immigration department admitted to Akram’s group that their claims
were correct, but stated that no action could be taken because there was
insufficient evidence. Eventually, however, the media placed Miakhel
and other Afghan war criminals in the spotlight."

In June 1994, ABC TV’s 7.30 Report ran a detailed segment on
Afghan war criminals in Australia, which highlighted Miakhel’s case.
In a taped interview, he admitted that he had held several senior
positions in the Soviet-controlled Afghan government, including
commanding the Military Division of the KHAD, the notorious Soviet-
controlled secret police. However, he shrugged off claims that he had
committed war crimes. Nasiba Akram is not the only member of the
Australian Afghan community to have accused Miakhel of murder
and torture as a senior KHAD official. In the 1980s, Professor Habib ul
Rahman Halla spent six years in KHAD gaols and was severely
tortured, permanently losing the hearing in one ear. Now living in
Sydney, Professor Halla blames Miakhel for his misery, and for the
torture and deaths of countless Afghans. Furthermore, a former senior
official of the pre-communist Afghan Ministry of Defence has also
pointed his finger directly at Miakhel. Lieutenant Colonel Ghulam
Wardak was living in the United States when he made his sworn
statement in mid-1995. Colonel Wardak testified that Miakhel had
‘played a major role in apprehension, torture and execution’ of the
anti-communist Afghan resistance.”
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Professor Halla’s account of his six years in a KHAD prison is entirely
consistent with known facts. According to Dr William Maley of the
Australian Defence Force Academy, the 'KHAD was established after the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan as the key agency for the practice of
systematic terror against the civilian population, particularly in urban
areas.” It was ‘a classic political police force. They tortured people in
horrific ways. One has reports of electric shocks being used, of people
being thrust into cells containing dismembered body parts, of people
having chemicals injected into their veins against their wishes. It was
bludgeoning people to death, basically. Thousands of people disappeared,
and their relatives to this day don’t know what happened to them.”*

Miakhel was not the only accused Afghan war criminal who found
sanctuary in Australia. In 1994, for example, ABC TV’s Four Corners
broadcast an exposé of Australia’s overseas intelligence agency, the
Australian Secret Intelligence Service (ASIS, the equivalent of Britain’s
MI6). Several former ASIS officers were interviewed anonymously for
the program, including the former station chief in New Delhi, India. In
1989, this officer had received a surprise visitor who was looking to
trade his secrets in the hope of obtaining re-settlement in Australia.
Major General Neda Kakar was a Soviet-trained senior Afghan Army
officer who had conducted terror campaigns against the anti-
communist mujahadeen resistance. The Western-backed resistance had
various bases in northern Pakistan, some of which were little more than
refugee camps. According to this ex-ASIS officer, Kakar masterminded a
terror campaign which involved ‘the forwarding of bombs using
refugee channels’ to dissidents and resistance leaders in Pakistan, in
which ‘people’s lives were lost or injuries sustained.” When approached
by Kakar, the former Australian spy gave the communist defector short
shrift. He interviewed Kakar, rapidly established the truth about his
terrorist activities and threw him out of his office. However, Major
General Kakar had ‘very strong political connections in Australia, and
after hunger strikes and some considerable publicity on the part of his
relatives in Australia he was allowed to come here.” This was arranged
through the ex-spy’s bosses, a development that he found so repulsive
that he quit ASIS and became a whistle-blower.™
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There is no doubt that Kakar was a senior figure in the communist
regime in Afghanistan. In an interview conducted in 2000, he admitted
that he had been the ‘secretary of the powerful 20-member supreme
national defence council in Kabul”" However, like other accused mass
killers, Kakar strongly denied any involvement in war crimes or
terrorism, and claimed that these allegations stemmed from the Soviets
who were angry at his 1989 defection from the communist forces.
Indeed, according to Kakar, the ex-ASIS officer ‘was himself a member
of the KGB,” a claim that seems to have absolutely no foundation.”

Following the public exposure of this cabal of notorious Afghan war
criminals, the government was finally embarrassed into taking some
action. In a statement to the ABC in mid-1994, the Minister for
Immigration, Senator Nick Bolkus, insisted that he was taking strong
action. In order to ‘ensure there is a more active and systematic approach
to identifying those responsible for major human rights abuses,” he
wrote, ‘an interdepartmental working group has been established to
coordinate the systematic identification of situations involving
widespread and gross abuse of human rights and the collection of details
for possible inclusion on departmental waming lists of high profile
figures thought to be responsible for major human rights violations.’
Despite this, Afghan war criminals seemed to have got the message that
they were “welcome’ in Australia. They just kept coming. By 2000, the
Afghan-Australian Anti-War Criminal Committee had identified seventy
‘former members of the regime and Afghanistan’s KGB-trained secret
police, most of them living in Melbourne and Sydney. They included
two senior ministers and three deputy ministers, eleven senior military
officers and six senior members of the secret service.'

In the wake of these well-researched exposés of Afghan war
criminals, the government was subjected to sustained criticism from the
Liberal opposition. As a result, Australian intelligence launched an
investigation in June 1994. Despite the extensive evidence presented by
Akram implicating Miakhel and other Afghan war criminals, no action
was taken. In May 1995, the government decided that on ‘the basis of the
evidence available there are no grounds on which to consider
cancellation of residence or deprivation of Australian citizenship of any
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of the persons against whom allegations were made.” In fact, no detailed
investigation had been carried out at all. The Liberal Party was especially
vocal at this time about the Labor government’s inaction in the cases of
Afghan war criminals. Predictably, however, after it came to office in
March 1996 Prime Minister Howard's government also did nothing. After
four and a half years in office, all that Howard's Immigration Minister,
Phillip Ruddock, could do was mouth the same words as his Labor
predecessor. In August 2000, Ruddock was asked to comment on a major
investigation into Afghan war criminals by the Sunday Age. Ruddock’s
response was to claim lamely that ‘investigations into allegations about
Afghan migrants who had come to Australia had not yielded “sufficient
evidence on which to act”.” Senior law enforcement officers say no
genuine investigations had taken place in the intervening years.”

*

Phiny Ung and Nasiba Akram are only two of the many Australian
survivors of torture and mass killing who have been forced to live in
close proximity to the men they blame for these crimes against
humanity. There are many other examples from similar situations. It is
ironic, for example, that while the Chilean authorities have now put
Augusto Pinochet on trial for his part in the fascist crimes committed
between 1973 and 1990, many of his secret police are living freely in
Australia. A report in the Australian in April 2000 highlighted the case of
Victor Marillanca, a survivor of brutal torture at the hands of Pinochet’s
secret police, the DINA. According to this report, in late 1973 the DINA
had tortured Marillanca for a month, ‘with beatings, electric shocks,
cigarette burns and a mock firing squad that was halted only after the
“ready aim” bit." In 2000, Marillanca was a Canberra resident, and in
‘a neighbouring suburb lives an ex-member of Augusto Pinochet’s
secret police.” Furthermore, many ‘Pinochet henchmen breezed through
immigration a decade ago under their own names. Emigré refugees, led
by Marillanca, had warned Canberra some of these people were on their
way. The name of Marillanca’s neighbour, for example, was passed on
to immigration authorities before he left Santiago.”
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Similarly, there have been claims made over the past twenty years
that some members of the Stalinist secret police from Central and
Eastern Europe are living cheek-by-jowl with their victims. The best
known case is that of Dr Tibor Vajda, a Sydney dentist who has been
accused of personally torturing and killing people while he was the
deputy commander of the Investigations Section of the communist
Hungarian State Security Service, the AVH. Vajda is accused by Magda
Bardy, who lives almost next door to him in Sydney’s eastern suburbs.
Interestingly, both accuser and accused are Jewish survivors of Hitler’s
Final Solution, and there is some evidence that Vajda may have played a
heroic role in saving Jews from the Nazis’ Hungarian puppet mass
killers, the Arrow Cross, whose crimes are detailed in Chapters
Fourteen and Fifteen. Magda Bardy is certain, however, that Vajda was
her torturer in the early 1950s, when the communist government
launched a massive purge of wide sections of Hungarian society.
According to Bardy, she recognised Vajda as the man who had
repeatedly kicked her, banged her head on a desk and eventually killed
her first husband. Vajda admits joining the AVH in 1946 and then
attending a special KGB training school in Moscow. He also admits that
in 1950 he was appointed to a senior position in the AVH Investigations
Section, but denies playing any role in torture or killings. His work
consisted merely of processing reports and paperwork. In the twisted
world of Stalinist repression in the Cold War, Vajda was himself purged
and arrested in 1953 and accused of being a Zionist agent who was
spying for the West. Whether he was personally involved in the
interrogation and torture of Bardy or other victims between 1946 and
1953, there seems little doubt that the mere holding of such a senjor post
would have involved overseeing repressive actions. Of course, once
broken the victims were transferred to the notorious ‘peoples’ courts’
for trial, imprisonment and often execution, for which senior AVH
officers such as Vajda cannot escape responsibility.”

In short, it is a statistical certainty that Australia has war criminals,
torturers and mass killers from almost every major killing field of the
past half-century. If a thorough investigation were to be launched, there
is no reason to doubt that mass killers from the Rwandan, East Timor
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and Kosovo genocides would be found living among the local Australian
cominunities. The problem with the allegations made against all these
people is that they are just that: claims made by victims and survivors,
investigated by the media, published in one form or another but never
properly tested by the government. It is therefore hard in any individual
case to be certain that the evidence presented is accurate and would stand
the scrutiny of an official investigation, let alone a trial. Nor is there any
evidence that the Australian government has undertaken serious
investigation of such cases, although many of them have been highly
publicised over many years. Despite repeated assurances by senior
government ministers on both sides of the political divide that such
allegations can be properly dealt with by the Australian Federal Police
(AFP), none has ever been followed through. Phiny Ung, for example, has
never been sought out by the AFP, the Immigration department or
Australian intelligence. Indeed, outside the Cambodian community, in the
last decade the only group to have approached her has been journalists.
While her story has been repeatedly publicised on television, in
newspapers and magazines, nothing has ever happened at an official level.

A more fundamental problem exists. Australia simply does not
have a legislative framework to take action against such people, even if
an investigation were to establish that there was substance to the
allegations. Following the furore of the mid-1980s over claims that
numerous Nazi mass killers were in Australia, the Hawke government
amended the forty-year-old War Crimes Act. The new Act (the War
Crimes Amendment Act, henceforth referred to as the War Crimes Act) is a
highly selective and restrictive piece of legislation. It allows Australian
courts to try one class of mass killers (Nazis or Soviets) from one theatre
(Europe) of one war (World War II) in one defined period (September
1939 to May 1945). If a mass killer or torturer has found sanctuary in
Australia from any other conflict, then he/she is safe from prosecution
under Australian law. The only exception is for those who have entered
since 1997, when the Howard government changed Australian
immigration and naturalisation laws. Even these changes, however,
only apply to criminal actions in lying about or concealing involvement
in crimes against humanity when applying for entry into Australia and
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for Australian citizenship. At best they involve denaturalisation and
deportation, not punishment for war crimes, genocide or crimes against
humanity. These laws are also highly restrictive and selective. If you are
a mass killer who entered Australia before 1997 then they do not apply to
you. You are still safe in your Australian sanctuary.

What then can and should be done about the mass killers living
among us? The first thing is to start listening to Australia’s war crimes
experts. In 1986, the Hawke government conducted an official
investigation into allegations made by this author that there were
numerous Nazi war criminals living unpunished in Australia. The
report by former senior Attorney General’s department bureaucrat,
Andrew Menzies, led directly to the setting up of the Special
Investigations Unit (SIU) to investigate Nazi mass killers. Between 1987
and 1992, the SIU attempted, after forty years of official denial and
indifference, to prosecute a handful of these Nazi war criminals. The
work of this unit is discussed in some detail in Chapters Twenty-Two
and Twenty-Three, and although there were no successful prosecutions,
many valuable lessons were learned. Robert Greenwood QC was the
SIU’s first head, followed by Graham Blewitt who, as discussed earlier,
is now a senior member of the UN team prosecuting war criminals from
the 1990s Balkans wars. At the end of the SIU’s work, it made a
comprehensive report to the Attorney General, Michael Lavarch. The
key elements of an adequate Australian response to the modern war
crimes scandal are outlined in the report’s recommendations. The
Keating government ignored the findings and the Howard government
has completely buried them.

In fact, the Keating government did far worse than ignore the
lessons. It did the one thing that guaranteed that Australia would be
exposed to an ongoing war crimes scandal. It disbanded the Special
Investigations Unit and conducted a surreptitious media campaign to
discredit its work. As Bob Greenwood has said:

The general experience built up by the people in the unit — coming
from scratch as we did — would have been a very valuable
resource in investigating modern war criminals. There is no doubt
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that we’ve got some ‘problem children’ here from Cambodia,
Afghanistan, Bosnia and Chile. And clearly they require to be
investigated. That would have been a logical extension of the
functions of those personnel and that expertise that we'd managed
to build up, which is now lost.

Greenwood has followed the issue closely over the past decade and
is certain that ‘the anecdotal evidence is strong’ that many Khmer
Rouge, Afghani, Serb and Croat war criminals are living in Australia. He
believes that Australia has first to ‘do a preliminary inquiry, a similar
sort of thing to the Menzies inquiry, to look at the anecdotal evidence
which has been gathered by various people and pull it all together.”

Both Greenwood and Graham Blewitt are certain that such an
inquiry would confirm that mass killers from many recent conflicts are
indeed living in Australia, often as citizens. As discussed earlier, Blewitt
received information in the early 1990s indicating that Australian Serbs
and Croats had participated in war crimes in the Balkans wars. After
seven years tracking the perpetrators as a senior member of the UN
Tribunal in The Hague, he is more certain than ever. It is a problem, he
insists, that must be addressed by Australia under Australian laws. It is
a domestic problem which demands a domestic remedy, and is not
something to be fobbed off onto the international community.

Blewitt is certain that ‘it wouldn’t take a lot of hard work to
establish’ the presence of Australian-based war criminals from the
former Yugoslavia:

There have been occasions when I've been interviewed about this,
and I've expressed the opinion publicly that Australia should be
launching an inquiry to establish whether there are Australian
citizens who committed crimes in the former Yugoslavia. But even
if that were established, it wouldn’t be a matter for the Tribunal to
prosecute these people. It should be a case for Australia to do so. I
think Australia should set up an inquiry focussed on identifying
people who had parents from the former Yugoslavia who are
within a certain age group and who travelled between Australia
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and Yugoslavia during this time period. Then start interviewing
them, ard finding out where they were, what they did. You would
then end up with an inquiry which would establish that particular
people travelled to Yugoslavia in this period of time and cannot
account for their movements. And having established that group,
well then you would try and make inquiries from the other end to
find out what they did when they were there. For example,
whether there’s any record of them joining paramilitary units. If
you've got some names, then you've got the possibility of making
inquiries with co-operative governments. If these people were in
these paramilitary units, there would have been records of them
joining up and being paid, and it could well be that records do
exist from which you could identify these people as belonging to
certain units. Once you've done that, all you have to do is establish
what those units did, and that’s relatively easy. It seems to me it
would then be possible to launch prosecutions against these
people, or to extradite them back.”

This is not, though, the usual criminal investigation of an ordinary police
service such as the Australian Federal Police. Nor is the AFP funded to
undertake such arduous, and of necessity, international work:

You can’t expect the local police to receive such an inquiry and to
then follow it through with any sort of certainty. They may make
some inquiries and may send off some letters, but I think the
experience that we've gained is quite clear. This is such a
specialised area that you can’t expect ordinary police detectives to
do these sorts of inquiries. It requires such a concentrated effort,
and also a lot of overseas contacts. And you just can’t do this
remotely. I really think that any progressive country has to take
this thing seriously, and set up a specialised unit that has the
expertise to do it. And it should be something that people aspire
to. It should be an elite unit rather than something that no one
ever wants to go near because it’s the dregs. And that way you
would attract good people. If you can attract good investigators
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and it was sufficiently resourced to do it properly, then you'd have
to get good results. Anything short of that is just window-dressing
and not serious. So if you're not serious about it, well then you're
better off not doing it.?

There would, of course, need to be a legislative basis to prosecute
individuals against whom a case of war crimes or genocide was
established by such a unit. There are various approaches to this issue.
One would be to change Australian immigration and naturalisation
laws to make it a crime retrospectively to have lied about participation
in war crimes when applying to enter Australia and gain citizenship.
Once these crimes have been established by an Australian court, it
would follow that citizenship could be revoked and the person
deported. This would not, of course, punish the offender for the war
crimes, merely remove them from the Australian community. The
Australian government has consistently refused to take this course,
arguing that retrospective laws are not desirable. Furthermore, in
December 1997, Prime Minister Howard stated that he does ‘not believe
that deprivation of Australian citizenship should be seen as a backdoor
way of punishing war criminals.” Although over three years have
passed since Howard made this statement, his government has taken no
steps to punish war criminals using the ‘front door.”

Australia has had the solution to this ‘backdoor/front door’
problem for over fifty years. In the wake of Hitler’s Final Solution,
Australia played a leading role in developing the 1948 Convention on the
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (the Geneva Convention
on Genocide), and formally ratified it in October 1958. Ratification was
not meant to be a symbolic statement of abhorrence of genocide. It was
supposed to give real legal teeth to the pursuit of those who commit war
crimes, crimes against humanity and genocide. Indeed, ratification
brought with it a specific obligation to enact Australian laws to provide
effective penal sanctions for people who comumit crimes during war and
civil conflicts. These are defined as ‘wilful killing, torture or inhuman
treatment ... wilfully causing great suffering or serious injury to body or
health.” Countries that ratify the Convention are explicitly obliged to
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‘search for persons alleged to have committed’ or ordered ‘such grave
breaches, and shall bring such persons, regardless of their nationality,
before its own courts.” Alternatively, they may be handed over to
another country that has provided a satisfactory prima facie case
establishing their crimes.”

Australia has been under this international obligation now for over
forty-two years. All of Australia’s closest Western allies — the United
States, Britain and Canada —have enacted specific statutes to give effect
to the Convention. By contrast, successive Australian governments —
Liberal and Labor alike — have failed to act. As this is written in March
2001, there is still no legislation to give effect to Australia’s ratification
of the Geneva Convention on Genocide. Indeed, the Howard government
is specifically on the record dismissing the need to do anything in this
regard. In October 1999, the issue was placed in the spotlight when the
Senate referred the Australian Democrats’ Anti-Genocide Bill to the
Senate Legal and Constitutional References Committee. This draft
legislation would give effect to the Geneva Convention, a step which the
Attorney General’s department has long opposed. Reflecting this
bureaucratic opposition, Howard’s Attorney General, Daryl Williams,
confirmed that the government would not support legislation aimed at
implementing the Convention. In a letter to Amnesty International, one
of Williams’s senior advisors claimed it was ‘“unnecessary to write the
convention into domestic law.” According to this disingenuous advice,
the ‘common law and the criminal codes of the states and territories
provide adequate punishment for acts identified by the convention as
genocidal, and are sufficient to fulfil our international obligations in
relation to the convention.””

This ignored three embarrassing points. First, the Convention
explicitly obliges Australia to enact domestic legislation to make it
effective. Without this critical first step, Australia simply cannot ‘fulfil
our international obligations in relation to the convention.” The second
embarrassing issue is the fact that in 1999 the Federal Court had ruled
that ‘genocide was neither a statutory nor common law crime.” In other
words, there is no avenue to prosecute genocide as Australian law
currently stands.?® Even more embarrassing, however, is the fact that not
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one alleged war criminal has been seriously investigated by the
government since the Special Investigations Unit was unceremoniously
shut down by the Keating government in 1992. In light of the powerful
evidence that numerous post-World War II war criminals have taken
refuge in Australia, if the government was seriously fulfilling its
obligations under the Convention then it would have brought a
prosecution by 2001. This would have tested whether the current laws
are adequate to deal with genocide. The proof, as the saying goes, is in
the pudding.

There are, then, four easy steps to finally confront Australia’s war
crimes scandal:

1. Establish an independent inquiry headed by a senior lawyer or
law enforcement officer with experience in war crimes
investigations. Its job would be to establish the scope of the
problem to be addressed and recommend further action.

2. Re-establish the Special Investigations Unit as a standing force
reporting directly to the Australian Attorney General. Its
primary job would be to investigate allegations of war crimes,
crimes against humanity and genocide, assemble evidence and
refer cases to the Director of Public Prosecutions for the final
decision on whether to prosecute. Its secondary job would be
to assist intelligence and law enforcement agencies and
immigration authorities to prevent the entry of war criminals
into Australia, liaise with international war crimes agencies
and assist them with their investigations.

3. Enact comprehensive legislation to give effect to the Geneva
Convention on Genocide. This should provide the legal
framework to prosecute criminal cases in Australian courts, or
to extradite accused war criminals to stand trial in another
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country which has established a prima facie case. The legislation
should cover all wars, as well as civil and political conflicts. It
must also be retrospective in its coverage of war crimes.

4. Enact legislation to retrospectively make it a criminal offence to
have lied about participation in war crimes, crimes against
humanity and genocide when applying to enter Australia and gain
citizenship. This would provide an alternative to ariminal
prosecutions for these crimes if the evidence against individuals
did not meet the rigorous legal test of ‘beyond reasonable doubt.’

These simple measures are what Australia’s pre-eminent war crimes
investigator, Bob Greenwood, calls the ‘anti-vermin’ package. To
Greenwood, these measures are necessary,

to protect the environment for a start, so that one doesn’t live in
a country where there’s no anti-vermin campaign. And also just on
the general principle that people who allegedly have committed
crimes should be investigated and prosecuted, very
straightforward stuff I would have thought. But I come from two
angles, the international angle which is obvious, and also very
strongly from the anti-vermin angle. These are very, very fifth-rate
type human beings if these allegations are correct, and this country
just doesn’t deserve them. So let’s run them to earth, and get rid of
them if we can. If that’s not possible, lock them up.”

As of March 2001, Australia’s international reputation on war crimes is
in tatters. The only official step Australia has done well is to support the
creation of a permanent international court to hold war criminals
accountable for genocide and other war crimes. While this is laudable,
Australia’s inaction on all other fronts gives the distinct impression that
the problem is somehow located everywhere except within Australia’s
borders. Indeed, Australia’s refusal to cooperate properly with the UN
prosecutors investigating Indonesian war crimes in East Timor
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demonstrates to the rest of the world that even on a regional level the
government lacks seriousness and good will*® All over the world there
is renewed activity on war crimes. International Tribunals exist for both
the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda. Recently, agreement was reached to
establish a court comprising Cambodian and international judges to try
Khmer Rouge criminals living freely in Cambodia. Chile is finally taking
action against Pinochet, while American and Canadian war crimes units
still investigate and prosecute Nazi war criminals while also looking
into modern cases Meanwhile in Australia, the government has
entered a deep slumber. Unless it awakes soon, the rest of the world will
start to whisper behind Australia’s back that we are soft on mass killers.
If that goes on for too long, the whisper will reach a crescendo and
Australia might gain pariah status among civilised democratic nations.



PART TWO

Europe 1939-1949: The West's Nazi Agents

Hitler’s invasion of Poland in September 1939 signalled the beginning
of the most concerted and systematic campaign of genocide in human
history. Although Stalin’s victims were more numerous, never in history
has one race so determinedly rounded up and killed so many people of
other races for one reason only: their race. The Jews of Europe were the
principal victims of this genocide, although millions of Gypsies and
Slavs were also included. Political and religious groups were also
targets, especially communists and church leaders who opposed the
Nazis.

The Germans could not have killed millions of innocent civilians in
open air shootings and gas chamber operations without the help of
volunteer collaborators, especially in Central and Eastern Europe. These
men were often pro-fascist by inclination, violently anti-communist and
anti-Semitic. When the Wehrmacht swept into the Balkans and the
Soviet Union, these people became the armies of Hitler’s Final Solution
and helped the Germans slaughter hundreds of thousands of people —
men, women and children.

The Allies knew from the very beginning what was happening, but
remained silent. In 1943, they promised to bring these war criminals to
justice, whatever and however long it might take. This was soon
forgotten in the post-war period, as the Western Allies geared up for the
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new battle against Stalin and communism. Instead of hunting down
Nazi mass killers, the West’s intelligence agencies recruited them for
operations against the Red Menace. The men who only yesterday had
worn the black uniforms of the SD auxiliary police units were now on
the West’s payroll. Their part in mass killings was overlooked and they
were treated as honourable anti-communists.

In the second part of this book, we shall meet some of the mass
killers from Central and Eastern Europe who later became Western
intelligence agents before being settled in Australia. They include
Argods Fricsons, a Latvian mass killer who helped the Nazis wipe out
the Jewish population of Liepaja. He was later recruited by US
intelligence to spy on left-wing Jews and Zionists, before his American
masters illegally sent him to Australia. They also include Nikolai
Alferchik, a Byelorussian (White Russian) mass killer, also later
recruited by US intelligence, and Sre¢ko Rover, a Croatian war criminal
who worked on terrorist operations for US intelligence. Both were
subsequently dispatched to Australia by their American intelligence
contacts.

The journey of men such as these from the horrific sites of mass
killings to the status of paid agents of various Western intelligence
agencies was only one step in their successful flight from justice. Once
embraced by the West, they were safe forever. By the time Australia
belatedly attempted to bring them to justice forty-five years after their
crimes, it was too late. They had been protected, effectively enough, by
their friends in Western intelligence. The men, women and children they
had murdered would lie in their graves without any semblance of
justice.



Latvia’'s Auxiliary Police Chapter Three

The lorries trundled along the road out of Minsk with their tightly
packed cargo of grim-faced Jewish women. There were elderly
grandmothers among them, with their daughters and other close family.
Grandchildren clutched their mothers’” hands. Some mothers had small
babies in their arms. They hoped in desperation that evacuation from
the disease-ridden streets of Minsk’s Jewish ghetto would bring some
slight improvement in their lives. ‘Resettlement’ was what had been
offered by the Nazi police ordering them to pack their few possessions
and climb aboard the trucks. Perhaps, they hoped against hope,
conditions would be better in a ‘work camp.”’

They almost certainly knew or sensed that this was not possible. It was
1943, Byelorussia had been a major killing ground of Jews for over a year,
and the victims suspected thatany transport fromthe ghetto was a prelude
to death. The men had been taken early that morning, when German and
Latvian police had brutally smashed their way into the homes of any who
refused to leave voluntarily. Random shots had rung out through the
ghetto, and bodies lay scattered in the streets. Among the police, some
sadists had thrown hand grenades into the houses and a number of Jews
were killed or horriblyinjured as a result. An air of apprehensionand terror
had gripped the entire ghetto, touching even those who were safe, at least
for that day. Now it was the turn of the women and children.
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About twenty-five kilometres outside of Minsk, the lorries turned
off the road onto a dirt track leading into the forest. A sense of
foreboding dawned on those who knew in their hearts that
‘resettlement’ was only a euphemism for mass murder. The sight of the
steely-faced company of Latvian police guarding the perimeter of the
site confirmed the worst. This was no ‘work camp,” but a killing area
secured by heavily armed men from which there was no escape. As the
convoy passed the armed police lines guarding the killing site, some of
the people in the lorries could glimpse the executioners through the
trees about 200 metres away. They were Germans and Latvians wearing
the hated uniform of the SD, the security service of Hitler’s élite SS.
They were nearly at the site when fear began to grip the women and
pass itself on to the older children. The lorries lurched to a halt and a
cacophony of shouting and wailing filled the forest. The Germans and
Latvians screamed at the women to jump down from the lorries. Any
who hesitated or showed any sign of resistance felt the sting of a well-
aimed whip or the brute force of a rifle butt. As the women hit the
ground, police pointed and pushed them to a place about ten metres
away where a small group of their colleagues waited to oversee the
next stage of this well-oiled mass killing machine.

There, the women were ordered brusquely to strip naked and to
help the younger children take off their clothes. The massive pit was
clearly in sight some twenty metres further on with two dozen men
smoking and swigging occasionally from their vodka bottles. The
wailing of the women and children now reached a horrible crescendo as
they faced imminent death. Even then, the police subjected them to one
last indignity, searching them for hidden valuables to be added to the
growing pile of clothes, shoes and jewellery. The women began to
implore the police to save their babies and young ones, or to spare their
elderly mothers. Their shrieking was to no avail. The Latvian and
German officers now herded them the final few steps to the edge of the
pit. As they stood and waited their turn, the women saw blood oozing
from the layer of dirt which covered those who had gone before them.
The ground appeared to heave as the bodies of their men folk - killed
only hours earlier - settled in the mass grave.
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For the first batch to arrive at the pit, it was over in a matter of
minutes. Now silent, as though mesmerised by the hellish sight before
them, each woman was pushed in front of the firing squad and
dispatched with a single bullet to the back of the head. Some of the
babies went into the pit alive, still in the arms of their mothers. The older
children were killed with the same efficiency as their mothers. Behind
the pits the wailing grew louder and more intense as those waiting their
turn heard the death agonies of their friends and relatives. The yelling
of the guards and moaning of the victims, punctuated by the killers’
firing, filled the usually quiet forest for the rest of the day. By nightfall,
the last of the Jews marked out for death in this Aktion had made the
journey in the lorries from Minsk’s ghetto to the pit in the forest.'

*

The officer in command of the Latvian Security Detachment conducting
this mass execution was Karlis Aleksandrs Ozols, a resident of
Melbourne since 25 March 1949 and an Australian citizen since 17
October 1956. In 1943, when this killing took place, Ozols was thirty
years old and already a veteran of Nazi mass murder. Between July 1942
and September 1943, he and his men carried out numerous similar
operations throughout the immediate regions of Minsk, the capital of
Byelorussia in the Soviet Union, today the independent state of Belarus.
Sometimes the Germans called them ‘anti-partisan operations,” but
more often they classified them as what they really were — Judenaktionen
— the mass killings of civilians because they were Jews.

Ozols was not an ignorant, low-life criminal, a man who could
somehow be excused for his actions because of family background, bad
education or a poor start in life. By contrast, Karlis Ozols was a well-
connected and highly educated citizen of Riga, Latvia’s capital. Born on
9 August 1912, he had grown up among his community’s élite, studying
law at Riga University from 1932 until May 1938 when he was called up
for military service in the Latvian Army. After fifteen months training he
was placed on the Army Reserve List and promoted to the rank of
lieutenant in June 1940, just as the Soviet Union invaded and occupied
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Latvia. He finally obtained his law degree in May 1941, a few weeks
before Nazi Germany, in its turn, invaded and occupied Latvia.* Ozols
was a sophisticated man, an international chess player of extraordinary
ability who had travelled throughout Europe to play in major
championships even before he became a mass murderer in 1941. It only
took a few years after his arrival in Melbourne for him to become
Australian chess champion, no small feat for a Baltic migrant who knew
very little English in 1949.

How is it possible that a highly intelligent, well-educated man who
spent many hours with other sophisticated chess players could so
readily become a mass murderer? We will never hear Karlis Ozols
explain or defend his actions in a court of law. As outlined in the final
chapter of this book, in 1992 a senior Melbourne QC found that a prima
facie case existed to charge Ozols under the War Crimes Act. He
recommended that investigations should be rapidly concluded and then
charges very probably laid against Ozols. Despite this recommendation,
the Australian government dropped the case. Nor will we ever be able
to hear directly from Ozols what motivated him to become involved in
mass murder, or how he felt about it then or now. Just as this book was
going to press in April 2001, Ozols died in Melbourne aged eighty-eight
and took his secrets with him. All we are left with are the known facts
in the substantial case against Karlis Aleksandrs Ozols.

By the time Hitler and Stalin divided Poland between them in
August 1939 and precipitated World War II, Ozols was already a rising
star in Latvian nationalist circles in Riga. For a few months after the
Soviet Army and Security Service (NKVD) arrived in Latvia in June 1940,
Riga University was closed and Ozols could not continue his legal
studies. Towards the end of 1940, the University re-opened and he
finished his law course. In one interview, Ozols claimed that he then went
underground and joined an anti-Soviet guerrilla unit. If true, this was
undoubtedly to avoid the fate of many other young nationalists who had
either been summarily executed by the Soviets or deported to long years
of cruel imprisonment in Stalin’s Gulag? In another interview, however,
Ozols contradicted this story, claiming to have gone underground for six
months straight after the Soviets arrived in mid-1940, and then returned
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to complete his university studies.* Whatever the truth, it was Hitler’s
decision to turn on his erstwhile ally, Stalin, that changed Karlis Ozols’s
life forever. The German Army swept eastwards into the Soviet Union on
22 June 1941, and from the moment that German troops entered Riga in
early July, Ozols was a member of the élite. He held the power of life and
death over those the Nazis had specifically marked out for extermination
- Jews, Gypsies, communists and the mentally and physically disabled.
His word could even send fellow Latvians to their graves, especially
those regarded as enemies of Nazism.

As the Wehrmacht, the German Army, moved eastwards into Soviet
territory, Heinrich Himmler, Reichsfiihrer of the SS, sent the notorious
Einsatzgruppen in its wake. These were actually four mobile killing
units of Himmler’s Security Police and SD. Each Einsatzgruppe had
several Kommando units attached to it to carry out the murder of the
key target groups. Einsatzgruppe A was responsible for implementing
the Nazis” annihilation policies in the northwestern sector of the Eastern
front, including Latvia and the other Baltic states.” By 2 July 1941, the
Germans had occupied Latvia, including the capital, Riga. As they
swept into the Baltic states, they recruited local auxiliary police units to
assist them in killing Jews and other ‘undesirables.” The initial plan was
that these units of irregulars were to be inflamed by Nazi propaganda
against the Jewish-Bolsheviks, who had ‘oppressed Latvia’ and taken
away its independence. Whipped into a frenzy of hatred they were then
to organise ‘spontaneous’ groups of locals to carry out pogroms against
the Jews. It soon became apparent to the Germans that these
‘spontaneous pogroms’ were not altogether effective in achieving their
aims. The local collaborators were so brutal in their actions against the
Jews that they caused fear in the rest of the population. Even worse for
the well-ordered Nazi machine, pogroms of this nature would take
years to eliminate the Jews and other undesirables completely. It was
decided that a more structured organisation was required to implement
Hitler’s policy to exterminate Latvia’s Jews, to be followed by the rest of
Europe’s Jewish population.

On 25 July 1941, Heinrich Himmler issued an order from his office on
Unter den Linden in Berlin to his senior commanders in Eastern Europe.
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‘The tasks of the police in the occupied Eastern territories cannot be
accomplished by the police and SS units alone that are currently or still to
be assigned. It is therefore necessary to speed up the organisation of
additional security formations from among the elements of the
population acceptable to us in the conquered territories.” The ‘acceptable’
groups included reliable Ukrainians, Latvians, Lithuanians and
Estonians, as well as Byelorussians.® Einsatzgruppe A soon busied itself
with the task of recruiting locals in Riga and throughout Latvia. They
were volunteers, armed by the Germans and organised under the
command of both the Security Police and the Order Police (Ordnungs
polizei). The Security Police’s German commander, Dr Rudolf Lange,
called his Latvian recruits the ‘Lettische Hilfs-Sicherheitspolizei’ (Latvian
Auxiliary Security Police) and made them responsible, under close
German supervision, for ‘cleansing’ Latvia of its entire Jewish
population.

Over the past fifty years, the Nazi-controlled Latvian Security Police
has become known as the ‘Arajs Kommando.” It is so named after its
commanding officer, Viktors Arajs, who was convicted of war crimes in
West Germany in 1980 and sentenced to life imprisonment for his part in
the slaughter of tens of thousands of innocent civilians, largely Jews. A
number of Latvians who later became Australian citizens started their
careers as mass murderers in the Arajs Kommando or similar units,
including Karlis Ozols, Konrads Kalejs, Argods Fricsons, Vilis Runka and
Arvids Upmalis. When first established, the Arajs Kommando probably
consisted of only 100 to 200 members, but later grew to 1,250 men
divided into several companies. Throughout its history, the Kommando
and the killing units into which it later evolved consisted of volunteers:
none of its members was coerced into becoming a mass killer.

Even before Himmler’s order to form more organised killing units,
Arajs’s men had demonstrated their aptitude. By mid-July 1941, some
2,300 people had already been killed by the Arajs Kommando in Riga in
just two weeks. Over the following weeks, 3,000 Jews were put to death
in the Bikernieki forest just outside Riga. From September 1941, the Arajs
Kommando became actively involved in executing women and children,
and in November and December 1941 helped liquidate the Riga ghetto at
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the Rumbula forest. By the end of 1941, most of Latvia’s 70,000 Jews had
been killed, with only scattered remnants surviving in three ghettos. As a
result, the Arajs Kommando members were given specialist training, re-
organised into new units and sent to other countries where large Jewish
populations still survived, especially to Minsk in Byelorussia, which was
then becomning a major killing centre for Western Europe’s Jews.

Karlis Ozols was well placed to rise through the ranks of Latvian
collaborators when the Nazis occupied Latvia in early July 1941. He had
known the commander of the killing units, Viktor Arajs, since the 1930s.
While denying involvement in mass killings, he almost certainly participated
in the mass shootings of Jews in the second half of 1941, notably in the
Biernicki forest. Immediately after the Germans invaded, Ozols served under
a Colonel Weiss, but claimed it was only in a ‘self-defence unit.”® The auxiliary
police was divided into the Latvian Security Police and the Order Police.
Ozols sought to deflect attention from his true role and place himself in the
Order Police. This seems pointless, as both sections were involved in mass
killings.’

The evidence is that Ozols lied when he placed himself in this ‘self-
defence’ unit. One witness, Gennadij Murnieks, had joined the Arajs
Kommando at the beginning of July 1941. He participated in executions in
the second half of 1941 and then was a guard at the Jumpravmuizha
concentration camp near Riga over the winter of 1941-42. When
interviewed in 1987, Murnieks stated that two officers with the name
Ozols were in charge of the guards at that camp. It is likely that one of
them was the Karlis Ozols who later came to Australia.”

There is no ambiguity, however, about the fact that on 27 February
1942 Ozols officially became part of the Nazi Security Police and SD in
Latvia under Dr Lange. Indeed, in November 1942 he certified that one of
his comrades, Konrads Kalejs, had been in the service of the Latvian
Security Police since July 1941. It hardly seems likely that Ozols would
have been in a position to vouch for Kalejs’s service in the Nazi police if he
himself had not also been a member since mid-1941." As a member of the
Riga Security Police, Ozols probably played a significant role in executions
during the early months of the German occupation. There were, after all,
only two roles for the Nazis’ Latvian volunteer police auxiliaries. The
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first was to kill Jews, Gypsies and communists, and the second was to
undertake savage reprisals against all resistance. Either way, the result
was the same and nearly all those who fell into the hands of the Latvian
Security Police were killed as Hitler’s enemies. There is also no doubt
that these units were instrumental in the execution of Riga’s Jews at
Bikernieki, Rumbula and elsewhere, and that German operational
orders dictated that all members of the Arajs Kommando had to
participate at least once in mass killings.”?

Whatever benefit of the doubt Ozols might be given about his role
in these events in the second half of 1941, there can be no doubt about
what happened in early 1942, and his role in mass murder in and
around Minsk. In March 1942, Ozols was awarded the privilege of entry
into an élite Nazi police training school at Fiirstenberg in Germany, just
near Ravensbriick where the Third Reich operated one of its many
concentration camps.” It was an appropriate site for the special police
academy, as it was adjacent to a fine example of what was expected of
Fiirstenberg’s students. The school’s purpose was not only to train
police in preventing and solving crimes, but also in organising them on
a mass scale. This school was operated by Himmler’s Security Police
and SD, and was unique among law enforcement training facilities. In
fact, Fiirstenberg’s main role was to teach its students how to commit
mass murder on a grand scale. Only those who had already proven
themselves to be competent murderers were admitted to this ‘school for
criminals,” and Ozols’s attendance at Fiirstenberg is another indication
that he had probably already participated in crimes against humanity in
and around Riga in the second half of 1941. Ozols remained at
Fiirstenberg until June 1942, when he graduated from the very first class
of Latvian Security Police officers. Following a brief period of home
leave in Riga, he was sent to Minsk in July 1942. In organisational terms,
he was seconded from the Latvian Security Police and SD to the
equivalent force in Byelorussia.

According to Ozols’s official SS personnel file, he was formally
deployed within the German program known as Bandenbekimpfung
Weissrussland on 24 July 1942. This was, literally, a force deployed
in White Russia (Byelorussia) to fight against the partisans, or in
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other words the anti-Nazi Resistance, which had grown into a
formidable force, troubling the Germans since the end of 1941. Ozols
held the rank of lieutenant and was the commander of the 1st Company
in the 4th Battalion of the Latvian Security Detachinent based in Minsk.
He served in this post until 27 September 1943. His Sergeant Major was
Vilis Runka, another mass killer who also later migrated to Australia.*
Another particularly interesting feature of Karlis Ozols’s SS file shows
that he actually joined Himmler’s SS, to be distinguished from the
mainly military units of the Waffen SS. Although Ozols later served in a
Latvian Waffen SS Division, very few citizens of the Baltic states were
officially inducted into Hinumler’s élite SS. Ozols and his commanding
officer, Viktors Arajs, were accorded this honour. Konrads Kalejs, for
instance, was not.

The Company Ozols commanded from July 1942 was part of a
Latvian Security Detachment attached to the Commander of the
Security Police in Minsk (Kommandeur der Sicherheitspolizei, Minsk or
KdS, Minsk). SS Lieutenant Colonel Eduard Strauch was the supreme
commander of KdS, Minsk, and SS 2™ Lieutenant Kurt Junkers was the
German commander of the Latvian Detachunent. Junkers was the man
who gave Ozols his orders. In mid-1942, Minsk had once again become
akey area for mass killings, not only of Russian Jews, but of those now
being deported in increasingly large numbers from Germany, Austria,
Czechoslovakia and elsewhere in Nazi-occupied Western Europe. The
arrival of Ozols and his Latvian Company, fresh from their training at
Fiirstenberg, coincided with this new operation to exterminate Europe’s
Jews in the immediate vicinity of Minsk. It was particularly significant
because the Germans were then desperately short of trained men to
carry out these Aktionen against the Jews. During late 1941 and early
1942, there had been a number of mass executions of Jews from the
Minsk ghetto, notably on 7 and 18 November 1941 and 2 March 1942.
On these occasions, Nazi officials had selected thousands of Jews to be
executed, particularly those allegedly incapable of labour. As was
usual practice, these Aktionen were disguised as ‘resettlements,” which
meant that the executions took place away from the ghetto itself. Even
then, however, there were Latvian police in Minsk who played an
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important role in mistreating and guarding the Jews and probably also
in the executions themselves.”

The presence of Ozols and his men in Minsk from July 1942, and
their part in the mass extermination of thousands of Jewish civilians, is
confirmed by numerous participants in the events, both German and
Latvian. German SS Captain Johannes Feder, for example, remembered
that Ozols’s Company was part of a small anti-partisan unit led by SS
Captain Arthur Wilke. In his 1960 interrogation for a West German war
crimes trial, Feder gave a detailed account of the structure and
personalities of Nazi police authority in Minsk. He also specifically
mentioned the existence and activities in Minsk of a Latvian Company
under the command of a Lieutenant Ozols.* Feder had arrived in Minsk
a few days before Ozols commenced his duties on 24 July. At this time,
new transports of Jews had started arriving from the West. On 21, 22
and 23 July, ‘new graves were dug.’ Another transport of 1,000 Jews
from Germany arrived on 25 July and more ‘new graves were dug’
between 25 and 27 July.

On 28 July, four days after Ozols’s arrival in Minsk, there was a
large killing operation in the ghetto that lasted for the next three days.
Like other such Aktionen, the mass shootings were preceded by the entry
into the ghetto of German and Latvian police, who shot many Jews on
site. Men, woman and children lay dead in the streets. Following this
initial onslaught, some 6,500 Russian Jews were removed from the
Minsk ghetto and brought to the freshly dug graves where they were all
shot. The following day, about 3,000 German Jews who been deported
to Minsk in November 1941 from Vienna, Briinn, Bremen and Berlin
experienced the same fate.” Feder was convinced that the men who
carried out this Aktion were the Latvians under the command of Karlis
Ozols. Immediately after his arrival in Minsk a few days earlier, Feder
had been ordered to take a Kommando of eight men and join another
Latvian unit in an anti-partisan action in the Naliboki forest. During the
time he was away, the 10,000 Russian and German Jews from the Minsk
ghetto were killed, as he discovered on his return. Feder recalled that
there was then no German Security Police unit available in Minsk to
carry out this Aktion, but that ‘at that time there was a Latvian platoon
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under the leadership of the Latvian Lieutenant Ozols. I suspect that this
unit was utilised in the  action against the Jews,” Feder testified.”

SS Captain Wilke, known for his alcoholic excesses, testified that he
came to Minsk in early 1942 and remained until the end of 1943. One of
his main tasks, he recalled, was to carry out anti-partisan operations
from the summer of 1942 onwards. He also recalled that a Latvian
Company was available for this purpose. He, too, recognised the name
of Lieutenant Ozols as one of the commanders of this unit.” In light of
the real nature of much of their work — murdering innocent civilians — it
is hardly surprising that Wilke had a reputation for hard drinking,

SS Lieutenant Kurt Junkers was another German officer who had a
clear recollection of Karlis Ozols. Junkers was in a good position to
know, as he was actually the German officer in charge of the Latvian
Company. ‘Ozols was the leader of the Latvian Company,” he stated. ‘As
I remember he was a lieutenant at the time I was leading the Latvian
unit.” He also recalled that the Latvians were undisciplined, and when
they arrived at a village during anti-partisan operations they had to be
restrained by the Germans, ‘or they would have shot every inhabitant.”
SS Captain Wilhelm Madeker was still another German officer who
served in Minsk and had clear recollections of Ozols and his men. He
recalled that the unit leaders of the Latvian Company were Bagadays,
Roland Skambergs and Ozols. ‘I am certain that the members of the
Latvian unit were deployed for executions,” Madeker testified in 1961.%

The ‘members of the Latvian unit’ were, however, those who
provided the most detailed evidence concerning their commander’s
role in mass murder. They were, naturally, more likely to remember
Karlis Ozols than his German superiors, as almost all of them had
trained with him at the Fiirstenberg SD school and then served under
his command for an extended period. Over the years, no fewer than
thirty-seven members of Ozols’s Latvian Company from Minsk have
provided testimony about their activities. It is possible that others
could have provided evidence too. Unfortunately, we will never know
the full extent of eyewitness testimony about Ozols’'s Company
because the Keating government closed down the investigation into
his case in 1992. This occurred just as it seemed likely that a watertight
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case would be assembled to establish Ozols’s guilt under Australia’s
War Crimes Act. A detailed account of this betrayal of the search for
justice can be found in Chapter Twenty-Three. The testimony of these
thirty-seven members of Ozols’s Company of around 100 men has,
however, remained on the official record, and some of their evidence is
presented here.

In early 1987, this author travelled to Riga and interviewed a
number of Ozols’s former comrades, including Janis Prieditis. Like
many of the other former Latvian police officers interviewed on that
occasion, Prieditis had been punished for his crimes by the Soviet
authorities after the war. The years of imprisonment showed clearly on
his prematurely aged and lined face, even though he was then only
sixty-five years old. By his own admission, Prieditis had joined the Arajs
Kommando in February 1942. In April 1942, he had first met Ozols
when he arrived at the Fiirstenberg SD school. In mid-1942, Private
Prieditis finished the special police training course and was sent to
Minsk in Byelorussia. He said his Company was commanded by Karlis
Ozols and his Sergeant Major was Vilis Runka. Although he claimed to
have spent most of his time guarding the Security Police and SD
headquarters in Minsk, he confessed to playing a small part in mass
killings on at least four or five occasions. According to his evidence, the
executions were conducted about twenty kilometres outside the city
along the main Minsk-Moscow highway, in a pine forest where big pits
had been dug.

Prieditis insisted that he had not directly taken part in the mass
shootings at the pits. ‘I was relatively far away, about 400 metres,” he
said. ‘We had to guard the area so that civilians couldn’t have access.
The Jews were brought from the ghetto in Minsk on lorries, and when
they were unloaded they were brought to the edge of the pit and then
shot.” According to Prieditis, the executions started in the morning and
went on till after dark. ‘I know that when I was on guard duty, a total of
10,000 people were shot,” he continued, although he later confessed on
tape that 15,000 people could have been killed on these four or five
occasions alone. “Those killed were mainly people of Jewish nationality
from the Minsk ghetto,” he recalled. Prieditis was certain that the man
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who gave him his orders to guard the sites of these mass executions was
Karlis Ozols. He was also certain that Ozols and Vilis Runka were at the
mass graves when the killings took place. However, he could not
remember whether they personally participated in the shootings. “There
was alcohol there and, of course, afterwards when the Germans came
back there was drinking  and then, of course, the living went high,” he
said. Although there was at least one other Karlis Ozols active in the
Latvian killing squads during World War II, Prieditis knew his
commanding officer was a champion chess player, just like the Karlis
Ozols who moved to Melbourne, Australia, and resumed his playing
career. The other Ozols at first held the rank of captain, and was later
promoted to major. That Ozols was known as a champion horse rider,
not as a chess player.”

Private Paulius Rudzitis was sixty-six years old when interviewed
in Riga in early 1987. He also had been sent to Minsk in mid-1942 after
two months at Fiirstenberg. ‘The course was meant for three months,” he
recalled, but ‘we stayed there only two months because we were
urgently sent to Minsk.” This, of course, was precisely the time that mass
shootings resumed in the Minsk area, and the Germans were desperate
to obtain trained killers to assist them because they were short of
manpower. ‘I remember Karlis Ozols well,” Rudzitis said. ‘He was
Company Commander and his rank was initially lieutenant and then
senior lieutenant. At that time Ozols was about thirty years old, rather
tall, slim and slender.” He, too, remembered that his Sergeant Major was
Vilis Runka. ‘I personally served in the Security Police and SD Company
commanded by Ozols from the summer of 1942 to the autumn of 1943
Rudzitis said that on one occasion towards the end of his tour of duty,
he was ordered to guard the site of a mass execution about twenty
kilometres from Minsk at a former estate. This was, in fact, a former
Soviet collective farm known as Maly Trostinec. It was located in the
Blagovshchina forest about five kilometres from the village of Maly
Trostinec. The farm was turned into a Nazi concentration camp in May
1942, when Russian prisoners of war and Jews from the Minsk ghetto
had been used to build barracks capable of holding up to 600 Jewish
slave labourers. When the camp became operational, the Jews were put
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to work under the harsh supervision of Germans and Ozols’s Latvian
Detachment. The estate was also a huge storage house for the plundered
property of Jews and other Nazi victims. The forest around Maly
Trostinec was also frequently used as the site for mass executions.”

According to Rudzitis’s recollections of this mass shooting at Maly
Trostinec, ‘several covered lorries were bringing people to be shot from
morning till night.” Ordered by Vilis Runka to stand guard about 200 to
300 metres from the grave, Rudzitis said that Karlis Ozols and Runka
were at the place where the Jews were being shot and that they gave
orders to those carrying out the executions. ‘Ozols and Runka gave the
conumands,” he said. ‘Both of them took part in the shooting personally

I'm certain of it I was at a distance of some 300 metres and they
were walking there along the side of the pit.” Rudzitis also remembered
that there were large quantities of vodka available for the police at the
mass executions, ‘as a reward for the shootings.””*

Apart from mass shootings, the Nazis also used special gas vans to
execute Jews in the Minsk region. For example, on the occasion Rudzitis
was involved in this mass killing he saw that some of the victims had
already been gassed in these vans before they arrived at the pit in the
forest. The vans were known as ‘Black Ravens’ and they had only one
purpose — to poison the victims with carbon monoxide on the way to the
mass graves. This method of mass killing was developed as a result of
Himmler’s visit to Minsk in August 1941. On that occasion, the SS chief
insisted on observing the execution of 100 Jews so that he could see
what mass executions were really like. A graphic film of this mass
shooting shows Himmler standing too close to the action, so that he was
spattered with blood and pieces of the victims’ brains. The SS
commander was so sickened by what had happened to him, and so
worried about the effect that such mass shootings would have on his
men, that he requested the development of a more efficient and
technologically advanced method of mass killing that might also be
more ‘humane.”” As a result of Himmler’s concern, therefore, lorries
that pumped their exhaust fumes into hermetically sealed chambers at
the rear were developed in an attempt to satisfy the delicate sensibilities
of the Reichsfiihrer SS. The gassing method had, of course, been trialled
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earlier during the euthanasia operations in which disabled and
handicapped Germans were murdered. Himmler’s squeamish reaction
to his own orders for mass murder was followed, however, by a still
more ghoulish twist of history. The ‘Black Raven’ gas vans were, in fact,
precursors of the gas chambers of Auschwitz, Treblinka, Sobibor and
the other death camps which so efficiently murdered at least two
million Jews.

According to a 1960s verdict in the West German war crimes trial
of a senior German officer of the Security Police and SD in Minsk, there
were three of these ‘Black Raven’ vans at their disposal from early June
1942. They were used for mass executions, initially near the goods
platform at Minsk, and later at the Maly Trostinec estate. The vans were
supposed to execute Jews 'cleanly’ using carbon monoxide and without
causing too much distress to the executioners. Jews and Russian
prisoners of war were then used to unload the dead from the vans, strip
the bodies of their clothes and valuables, and throw them into the same
pits that had been dug for mass shootings.* Frequently, however, the
gas hoses of Minsk’s vans leaked, lengthening the time required for
death and causing the victims to be asphyxiated rather than poisoned.
Some of them left nail marks on the steel interior of the mobile gas
chamber as they clawed in desperation to get out. Furthermore, three
vans were insufficient for the large number of Jews then being shipped
into Minsk for “special treatment,” as the Nazis termed these Aktionen.
Most of the executions, therefore, had to be carried out using the
traditional method of shooting.

Despite the technical problems with the ‘Black Ravens,” by August
1942 the Minsk SD was able to use them for large-scale killings. For
example, on 4 August a train left the Theresienstadt ghetto in
Czechoslovakia with 1,000 Jews packed into cattle cars. Six days later, it
reached Maly Trostinec after stopping briefly in Minsk to allow 60 Jews
to be taken off to be used as forced labourers. When the train stopped in
the open countryside near the estate on 10 August, the remaining 940
Jews were ordered off and herded into the "Black Ravens.” They were
gassed as they were driven into the forest and dumped in a mass grave.
Over the next two months, only 25 young, fit Jews out of 7,000
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transported from Theresienstadt were spared a similar fate. The others
were gassed in the ‘Black Ravens’ and buried in the forest. These mass
gassings, in fact, took place every week and sometimes twice a week.
The men guarding the pits and supervising the burials were often Ozols
and his Latvian Security Detachment.”

Arnold Zuika also served in Ozols’s Detachment in Minsk under
the direct orders of Sergeant Major Vilis Runka. At first he merely
guarded the SD building in Minsk, but later took part in regular anti-
partisan actions, which involved burning down entire villages. ‘I took
part in many operations to burn villages and arrest inhabitants in the
environs of Minsk,” he said. ‘I did all that on orders from Karlis Ozols.
We later sent the arrested civilians to Minsk. Their further fate is not
known to me precisely. Some of them may have been released, but most
were shot dead. I can assert this because I myself repeatedly
participated in guarding the place of shootings of arrested citizens,
some twenty to twenty-five kilometres from Minsk,” he stated in
October 1986. These shootings occurred in the forest near Maly
Trostinec. In February 1987, Zuika told this author that the victims
included ‘women and men, young and old,” and that they were often
stark naked when they were killed. His role had been to guard the site,
while Ozols, Runka and other members of the Latvian Detachment
selected by Ozols did the shooting. Private Zuika said that he
remembered that Lieutenant Ozols was ‘among the persons who
executed peaceful Soviet civilians. He was armed with a sub-machine
gun. Usually during such actions, Ozols was a little drunk, because he
took alcoholic drinks before executions,” he said. ‘Mostly he was already
drunk when he arrived. He’d had a drop too much already, and I could
see he was using alcohol on the spot.’

He was also adamant that ‘Ozols and Runka were there, and on
those days when they went shooting they always had machine guns
with them. I don’t know whether they fired them or not, probably they
did,” he testified in 1987. ‘One thing is clear. They did not go to this
execution place to read the newspaper.” Zuika said mass killings took
place ‘no less than once a week’ from autumn 1942 to summer 1943, and
that it was Ozols who ‘would personally appoint eight to fifteen men
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from among his subordinates to take part in the shootings.” He also
recalled that the ‘usual procedure for shooting civilians” was that:

Ozols would receive a list of citizens to be shot from his superiors.
The victims would be taken by lorry  to a young pine wood,
placed on the edge of a pit that was already dug, and shot down.
The task of our guard platoon was to secure the place of shooting,
against partisans and so on. Pits were dug by Jewish prisoners,
who also back-filled the pits after the shootings.*

In the five years following these interviews in Riga in February 1987,
investigators from Australia’s war crimes unit — the now disbanded
Special Investigations Unit — traced and interviewed a number of
additional eyewitnesses to Ozols’s crimes. Paulius Rudzitis’s brother,
Aleksandrs, for example, told a very similar story to those recounted by
the other former members of the Latvian Detachment, as did Viktors
Bruzitis and Bertuls Buls.?® Buls, too, had first met Karlis Ozols at
Furstenberg and then served under him in Minsk. According to his
statement, Ozols received his orders directly from Lieutenant Kurt
Junkers, the Security Police and SD officer. Ozols then passed these
orders on to his Latvian subordinates. Buls stated that he had witnessed
torture and inhuman beatings, and had seen people crippled and with
black eyes, especially members of the anti-Nazi underground and
partisan fighters. Like the others who served under Ozols, Buls reported
that his commander was frequently drunk, and that on one occasion he
was reprimanded by his German superiors for his alcoholic excesses.
This is consistent with a captured Nazi document signed by Ozols and
fourteen other Latvians. In this document they pledged, in writing, to
refrain from heavy drinking. From the context of this solemn
declaration, it is clear that they had signed the document as a result of a
reprimand from the Germans* Buls also confirmed that Ozols was a
good chess player. He, like most of the others interviewed by the
Australian investigators, also identified Ozols’s photograph and
confirmed it was the same man he had served under in the Latvian
Security Detachment in Minsk.”
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In February 1943, the Nazis launched an Aktion that resulted in the
murder of between 2,000 and 4,000 Jews incarcerated in the ghetto at
Slutzk, a town just to the south of Minsk. This operation confirms the
important position Ozols had by then assumed in the Nazis’ Final
Solution. It also confirms that his Latvian Security Detachment had
become a vital cog in organised mass murder. The operational order for
the Slutzk Aktion was issued by SS Major General Kurt von Gottberg,
the senior Nazi officer in charge of ‘anti-partisan operations’ in
Byelorussia. This was a euphemism for any Aktion against the German’s
enemies, and von Gottberg had recently conducted a series of brutal
campaigns against fugitive Jews who had fled from the towns into the
forests to avoid the mass killings. Frequently they also took up arms and
joined partisan units. From November 1942 to March 1943, von Gottberg
reported that his Aktionen had succeeded in killing about 16,000 Jews in
operations code-named Swampfever, Nuremberg, Hamburg and Hornung.*
There are frequent mentions in the German files of the role played by
Latvian units in these campaigns, and it is probable that Ozols and his
men were involved in many of them.

There is no doubt, however, that Ozols’s unit played a key part in
the Aktion to liquidate the Slutzk ghetto. Following von Gottberg’s order
that this operation should take place on 8 and 9 February 1943, Ozols
and the Latvian Company were in turn given their orders by SS 2
Lieutenant Kurt Junkers, the immediate commander of the Latvian
Detachment. Slutzk was by that time one of the few remaining Jewish
ghettos in Byelorussia, a region which, as we have seen, had been a
major collection centre for Jews from Western and Central Europe. The
documentary evidence clearly shows that Ozols and all 110 of his men
were called in to assist the Germans to liquidate the Slutzk ghetto. On
5 February 1943, SS Lieutenant Colonel Strauch of KdS, Minsk issued a
written Command Order (Kommandobefehl) from his headquarters in
Minsk. His Order outlined in great detail the timing and precise steps to
be taken in the murder of Slutzk’s surviving Jews, most of whom had
been killed in earlier Aktionen, especially in a violent incident in October
1941. Strauch sent his Order to all the Commanders of the Security
Police and SD in Byelorussia. He appointed an SS officer by the name of
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Miiller to be in overall command of the operation, and assigned a
number of other German officers to particular roles in the Aktion.®

Karlis Ozols is specifically mentioned in this Order. In fact, he is
ordered to personally participate in this killing operation. Ozols’s rise
through the ranks of the Latvian Security Police officers is further
indicated by the fact that he is classified as a ‘Hilfsbeamte, which,
translated literally, means ‘supernumerary’ public servant. In other
words, by February 1943, Karlis Ozols was regarded by his Nazi
superiors as an honorary German - a rare privilege, indeed, for a
Latvian Jew-killer. Under the Nazis, public servants had to be of pure
German stock. Since Ozols was a Latvian, his achievement of the status
of ‘Hilfsbeamte’ shows his special status. Even if Ozols did not have
tenure, he was still considered a German public servant. It is
noteworthy that the other members of the Latvian Security Police
Company are not even mentioned by name in this Order, but are
nameless Latvians. Colonel Strauch’s ‘Killing Order’ illustrates further
important aspects of the Nazis’ methods of mass extermination. One is
the use of the term ‘resettlement’ as a euphemism for ‘killing.” As
discussed earlier, even the victims on the whole did not believe
‘resettlement’ literally meant just that, and many suspected or even
knew that it meant death. In fact, the Command Order specified that the
Jews were to be transported to a ‘resettlement site,” not to a named place
where they would live and work, even in a ‘labour camp.” Moreover,
Strauch mentioned that there would be two pits at the site and that the
teams involved in the operation would work in shifts of two hours
between 8.00 am. and 4.00 p.m. Pits were hardly the making of a
‘resettlement’ camp, and these are the daylight hours in Byelorussia
during the late winter month of February.

Then there is the fact that two German officers were made
specifically responsible ‘for handing out ammunition at the resettlement
site/ In other words, ‘resettlement’ involves a significant amount of
shooting at pits. Strauch’s Order also made it clear that there would be
a significant amount of Jewish property at the ‘resettlement’ site, which
would have to be both valued and then disposed of. Finally, Strauch also
singles out 110 unnamed members of the Latvian Volunteer Company to
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participate in the ‘resettlement’ operation. In light of the specific
mention of Ozols as a participant in the Slutzk Aktion, there is no reason
to doubt that this was, in fact, a reference to his own Latvian
Detachment, which he had commanded since July 1942. Strauch’s Order
is a good example of the meticulous planning that characterised
German mass killing operations. The role of the Latvians is designated
almost down to the last man. Ten were to assist SS Captain Wilhelm
Madeker with the “utilisation of the Jewish property.” Madeker, it should
be recalled, made an appearance earlier as one of the many German
officers with vivid recollections of Ozols as the commander of the
Latvian Security Detachment in Minsk. A further fifty-four (comprising
6 Kommando units, each of nine Latvians) were to be involved in ‘the
rounding up of the Jews in the ghetto.” Twenty-four were to ride on the
trucks as guards when the Jews were transported from Slutzk to the pits
(four on each of the 6 trucks). Ten were to secure and guard the pits
themselves.

In other words, of the 110 Latvians ordered to participate under
Lieutenant Karlis Ozols’s command in the murder of the Slutzk Jews,
98 were specifically designated tasks directly related to the killings.
Presumably, the remaining dozen would have been unavailable for
some reason, illness for example, or have been held in reserve, or been
involved directly in the shooting. The command structure operating at
this time dictated that Lieutenant Ozols would have received these
orders from his immediate German superior, Lieutenant Junkers, who
is also specifically named in Strauch’s Command Order. In his evidence
to a West German war crimes trial in the 1960s, Junkers admitted that
he was in Slutzk for this operation. It is almost certain that he was
involved with the unit designated to cordon off the killing area to
prevent the escape of any of the victims.** In turn, Ozols would have
been directly responsible for assigning his subordinates their particular
tasks, as outlined in Strauch’s Order. Even taking into account the huge
numbers of civilians who were murdered at this time in Byelorussia,
the destruction of the Slutzk ghetto was a major operation. The entire
ghetto of no less than 2,000 Jews, perhaps twice as many, was
liquidated. A force of 194 men was used, including the 110 Latvians and
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63 named German officers, non-commissioned officers and men, 9
named interpreters, 6 named supernumeraries (including Ozols) and
6 named auxiliary staff.

Two months after the Slutzk massacre, Lieutenant Karlis Ozols was
given significant recognition by his Nazi masters. One of the highlights
in the Third Reich’s calendar was the annual ceremonial handing-out of
medals and awards on Hitler’s birthday, 20 April. On this date in 1943,
Ozols was awarded the prestigious War Merit Cross 2 Class with
Swords (Kriegsverdienstkreuz). It was a further indication of Ozols’s
special status, especially as this decoration was only very rarely
bestowed on non-Germans. Moreover, he received the decoration
personally from the German commander of the Security Police and SD
in Latvia, Dr Rudolf Lange. This is yet another indication of Ozols’s
senjor status in the Latvian Nazi hierarchy, and underlines that he had
distinguished himself in his duties.®® A few months later, on 28 June
1943, a further award was made to Karlis Ozols, the Decoration for
Bravery and Merit of the Eastern People, 2™ class in bronze, a medal that
indicated that Ozols had also taken part in military operations, most
likely against the partisans’ By this time, Ozols and his Latvian
Security Detachment had almost completed their work in Byelorussia.
The period of mass, open air killings and gassings in the ‘Black Ravens’
was almost over. The much larger-scale killings in the death camps of
Poland had taken over, and the tide of war was slowly but surely
turning. Soon the Soviets would start moving westwards and re-occupy
Minsk and the rest of Byelorussia.

A week before Ozols received his medal for Bravery and Merit of
the Eastern People, SS Reichsfithrer Himmler had ordered the final
liquidation of all the Jewish ghettos in the occupied countries of
Eastern Europe. He exempted only a handful of Jews involved in
important work projects in a few concentration camps. Everyone else
had to be murdered by the usual methods. In September 1943, the
Minsk ghetto, which had kept Ozols and his men so busy for the
previous fourteen months, was destroyed completely. On 18
September, 2,000 inmates were deported to the Sobibor death camp in
Poland, where all but a dozen were immediately gassed to death.”” Nine
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days later, on27 September 1943, Lieutenant Karlis Ozols completed his
tour of duty in Minsk. He returned home to Riga, satisfied in the
knowledge that he and his faithful men had served the Nazi cause well.
It was not the end, though, of his service for the Third Reich, nor the end
of Hitler’s gratitude to his loyal servant. Twelve months to the day after
he was decorated with the War Merit Cross 2™ Class with Swords, Ozols
received promotion to 1* Lieutenant. This was on 20 April 1944, the last
birthday Hitler would celebrate before Germany was overrun by the
Allied forces. A few months later, on 15 November 1944, with the Allies
advancing relentlessly towards victory, Ozols was transferred to the 15"
Waffen SS Grenadier Division (Latvian SS Division Number 1). In his
new military unit he met up with many of his old comrades from the
Arajs Kommando, or with members and commanders of other police
units who had served in Latvia, Byelorussia and elsewhere.*®

The most appropriate epitaph for 1* Lieutenant Ozols and his
Latvian Security Detachment comes, however, not from the Germans
who praised and rewarded them for their efficiency in mass murder.
Rather, it is the words of Ozols’s immediate German superior, who saw
his Latvian subordinates at work on a daily basis. SS 2™ Lieutenant Kurt
Junkers had arrived in Minsk at the same time as Ozols and his men in
late July 1942. He served with them through much of the time they were
stationed in Byelorussia and, perhaps, knew them better than almost
anyone else. It was Junkers who had described Ozols’s Latvians as
undisciplined, and recalled that when they arrived at a village during
anti-partisan operations they had to be restrained by the Germans, ‘or
they would have shot every inhabitant” While his Nazi superiors
obviously considered Ozols an exemplary mass killer — as demonstrated
by his decorations and promotion - Junkers much more accurately
labelled both him and his men ‘a wild, almost bestial horde.”*
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Karlis Ozols was only one of several dozen Latvian mass murderers
who found their way to Australia. Some were fellow members of his
‘wild, almost bestial horde’ that had carried out mass killings in
Byelorussia in 1942 and 1943, such as Vilis Runka, Ozols’s Sergeant
Major in these actions. Others included Arvids Upmalis, Argods
Fricsons, Konrads Kalejs and dozens of others who had served in the
Arajs Kommando and other Nazi-controlled Security Police and SD
units. Once they found sanctuary in Australia, they formed the Latvian
Relief Society, the Australian branch of the Daugavas Vanagi (the Hawks
of Daugava), named after Latvia’s major river. Daugavas Vanagi was an
international Latvian émigré group, established in Belgium in 1945 by
officers of the Latvian SS Legion to provide welfare and aid for former
members of the two Latvian SS Divisions. It rapidly grew over the next
twenty years, boasting a worldwide membership of 8,500 by the mid-
1960s. The Australian branch was one of the largest, with 1,200
members, many of whom were also very active in local party politics.’
Sergeant Major Vilis Runka was one of the prime suspects
investigated by the Nazi-hunters of Australia’s Special Investigations
Unit in the late 1980s and early 1990s. He had arrived in Australia in
1951 and became a citizen in 1956. His case, however, was suspended by
the investigators because they discovered that Runka had moved to
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West Germany in 1962 and taken citizenship there in 1972.? Like Ozols,
Runka was not an ill-educated man who had drifted into the ranks of
the Latvian Security Police by accident. He was, in fact, a highly
intelligent man who had been a policeman before the war. His entire
training and professional life was supposedly devoted to the prevention
and detection of crime and the arrest of criminals. As soon as the
Germans occupied Latvia in July 1941, however, Runka joined the Arajs
Kommando and became a senior guard at the Valmiermujza (Valmiera
Manor) concentration camp. Located in the town of Valmiera, this camp
was set up on an estate near the regular prison at the same time the
Germans occupied the area on 7 July 1941. Survivors recall that Runka
was a ‘particularly cruel guard” who personally participated in the
execution of prisoners.’ Several eyewitnesses have vividly recalled
Runka’s participation in murder, both at this camp and later under
Ozols’s command in and around Minsk.

For example, in January 1942, two prisoners by the names of Saulitis
and Gulbis were murdered by the Nazi authorities at the Valmiermujza
camp. They were suspected of planning an escape attempt, and the
guards also found they had a newspaper describing the situation at the
front. This was considered such a serious crime that they were
summarily condemned and publicly executed in front of their
assembled fellow inmates. Voldemars Jekabsons, Anton Glavans,
Miervaldis Berzins-Birza and Elmar Gusts were all prisoners in the
camp at the time, and forty-five years later they recounted how the
inmates were lined up one morning to witness the execution. After a
special path had been dug through the snow, and a platform erected
from which the local Security Police chief, SS Sergeant Major Werner
Gottschalk, gave a speech condemning the prisoners’ ‘treachery,’
Saulitis and Gulbis were put against a wall and shot by a firing squad of
camp guards. These witnesses had no doubt that Vilis Runka was a
member of the squad, as his face was etched into their memories as one
of the most cruel of the camp’s guards. According to Anton Glavans,
Runka had a bad reputation among the prisoners, even when compared
to the other sadists running the Valmiermujza camp. His reputation
extended to ‘arranging and taking part in various orgies, where



War Criminals Welcome 83

prisoners were tortured and killed.” It was hardly surprising then, that
as a result of his service at the camp Runka followed the familiar path of
his fellow Arajs Kommando officers. He was sent to the SD school at
Fiirstenberg for advanced training, promoted to the rank of sergeant
major in the Latvian Security Police and posted to Minsk to serve under
Lieutenant Karlis Ozols.

As we have seen, during 1942 and 1943 Ozols and Runka played
leading roles in many mass shootings of Jews in and around Minsk.
Several of the men who served with Sergeant Major Runka in
Byelorussia had vivid recollections of his part in these executions.
Arnold Zuika, Janis Prieditis and Paulius Rudzitis were all members of
Ozols’s Latvian Security Detachment who served under Runka’s
immediate command. After Ozols received his orders from SS 2
Lieutenant Kurt Junkers, he would pass them on to his platoon
commanders, who in turn instructed Sergeant Majors like Runka on
what precise role Zuika, Prieditis, Rudzitis and the other rank and file
were to play during Aktionen. As already detailed, Zuika, Prieditis and
Rudzitis testified that their unit was involved during 1942 and 1943 in
the extermination of thousands of Jews who were taken from the Minsk
ghetto to sites near Maly Trostinec about twenty-five kilometres outside
the city. Here they were forced to undress and shot into huge pits that
had been dug especially for the purpose. They agreed to a man that
Runka was one of the key officers involved in these massacres,
frequently supervising the operations at the pits and overseeing the
guarding of the area to prevent the victims from escaping.®

*

Arvids Upmalis was yet another member of the ‘wild, almost bestial
horde,” although his crimes were committed exclusively in Latvia. Born
Arvids-Karlis Hofmanis in November 1909, before the Nazi occupation
of Latvia Upmalis had been a police officer in the Seventh Precinct
Guard Company in Latvia’s capital, Riga. Upmalis also found safe
haven in Australia, where he first settled in Ballarat and helped to found
the Australian branch of former Latvian Waffen SS members. He is now
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buried in the Fawkner cemetery in Melbourne in a memorial garden
dedicated to Latvian SS officers, including a number of men who, like
Upmalis, were mass murderers. Soon after the Nazi invasion in mid-1941,
Upmalis was appointed Senior Lieutenant in the Nazi auxiliary police. A
year later, on 22 July 1942, he was promoted by the Chief of the Bauska
district of the Latvian Security Police to the post of Assistant Chief of the
First Bauska Police Precinct. This was one of the most important posts in
the German-controlled repressive regime. His unit’s area of operation
contained large Jewish and Gypsy populations. One of the main roles of
Upmalis’s unit was to carry out Aktionen to execute these Jews and
Gypsies, together with all political opposition, especially communists.®
Although he died in 1971, Upmalis was still well remembered by
many of his subordinates in the Bauska Security Police interviewed in
early 1987. Janis Buda, for example, was a lieutenant between December
1941 and August 1943, serving as commander of a unit of the Bauska
Police Precinct. Upmalis was his commanding officer and considered
Buda to be something of a ‘mama’s boy’ with a ‘yellow streak,” while
Buda thought his commanding officer was ‘a ruthless person, even a
sadist.” Buda recalled several incidents in which Upmalis tried to harden
his attitude and acclimatise him to the idea of torture. On one occasion, he
was called to Upmalis’s office to witness the beating of a young man with
a rubber club, ‘while Upmalis sneeringly looked at me to see how I would
react. That was one of his attempts to try to get me accustomed to what
he considered to be normal conditions of work in the police station.”
One of Buda’s colleagues, Jekabs Kaucis, had joined the Bauska
auxiliary police as a typist in early July 1941, just after the Nazis had
occupied Latvia. He was a relatively low-level clerk, responsible for
compiling equipment inventories and typing pay lists, but his memories
of Upmalis’s position as deputy to precinct chief Peteris Samsons were
still vivid forty-five years later. Kaucis worked closely with Upmalis on
a daily basis, typing orders and lists dictated by his boss. He testified
that prior to the start of mass executions, Upmalis had detailed a group
under his command to castrate around two dozen Jewish men who
were brought to the local hospital under police escort. These brutal
actions were stopped soon after the Germans established the Security
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Police apparatus. Almost immediately, mass shootings started in the
Bauska region. According to Kaucis’s evidence, Upmalis took the
leading part in organising these Aktionen against Jews and Gypsies in
Bauska, while Samsons showed considerable reluctance to be involved
in the mass executions. Kaucis particularly recalled the day that
Upmalis arrived in the office very drunk, informing him ‘that they had
passed a law about the liquidation of Jews,” which was to be carried out
in the Vecsaule forest.

‘In August-September 1941, when the Bauska Jews were rounded
up the first mass shootings took place,” Kaucis said, adding that the
‘execution site for the doomed in the forest of Vecsaule was guarded by
policemen under Upmalis’s supervision. Without his instructions the
Bauska police could not take part in these actions.” Upmalis was also
responsible for detailing some of his subordinates to travel to nearby
Jelgava where they carried out mass executions of Jews. Upmalis
returned a few days after the action, drunk again, telling his typist that,
‘Everything is in order now.” Kaucis also remembers with horror the day
‘Upmalis entered the office smiling,” and ordered a placard to be made
proclaiming that Bauska was ‘Judenfrei,/ which Upmalis then hung on
the road at the entrance to the town to indicate that no more Jews were
left alive in the town.?

Jekabs Kairens was another of Upmalis’s officers who corroborated
Kaucis’s testimony. Kairens explained that before the war he had been a
driver and mechanic. He had lost his job when the Germans occupied
Latvia because the army seized all cars and lorries. At first he worked
under Samsons, commandeering old cars, lorries and motorcycles and
repairing them for police use. In early September 1941, he joined the
Security Police, serving directly under Upmalis. A few days later,
Upmalis instructed Kairens to muster his men at the police station.
When they were assembled, Upmalis ordered that Bauska’s Jews be
arrested and confined in a building on the corner of Vienibas and
Skurstenslaucitaju streets. Throughout the night the local Jews were
rounded up and brought to this building, where they were crammed
into a small enclosure. The following morning Upmalis ordered
Kairens to go there and ‘personally take part in the delivery of the Jews
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to the execution site.” When he arrived a bus was already standing by
the gate. It had brought the police who were actually to carry out the
shootings.

There were around 100 Jews crammed into the yard by then, in an
area capable of holding at best a few dozen. Mostly they were women
and children, including ‘infants whom their mothers were holding in
their arms’ and older children up to about ten or twelve years of age.
Kairens recalled that the doomed people had been lulled into a false
sense of security. They were told that they were going to a special camp
and ‘for this reason they did not resist’ being taken to the bus. Upmalis
personally supervised this operation while Kairens stood by the door
and watched them enter the bus for their final journey. The first load,
comprising about thirty-five Jews and ten armed police guards, travelled
to the Vecsaule forest about eight kilometres from Bauska where there
had once been an old shooting range. Here they were forced off the bus
and taken to the execution site and forced to dig pits, which then became
their graves. Meanwhile the bus returned to town for another load. It
was, in fact, the start of a much wider Aktion in which some 800 to 900
Jews from the surrounding districts were also murdered and buried in
two pits, both fifty metres long, two and a half wide and three deep.
While they were being dug by the younger men, the elderly, women and
children were forced to lie down nearby and wait for the executions to
begin. The shootings started early in the morning, the police bringing ten
to twenty at a time to the pits and murdering them at close range. This
went on for many hours. Throughout the executions Kairens was on
guard about 100 metres from the pits to prevent escapes. Anyone ‘who
tried to escape had to be shot,” he remembered. The police, ‘both those
doing the shooting and those on guard,’ were drunk during the
executions. According to Kairens, there was plenty of vodka available to
strengthen the men’s resolve, ‘as the screams of the victims were
horrendous.” After the operation was completed this drinking bout
continued at the police station, when Upmalis ‘laughed that the Jews had
dug their own ditches and buried themselves.”

On one occasion in mid-1942, Upmalis’s typist, Jekabs Kaucis, was
personally present at the execution of a large group of Gypsies in the
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Jaunsaule forest. Upmalis ordered him to travel to the killing site where
he found ‘the Gypsies had been herded into a barn’ and told that they
were to be sent to a labour camp. Kaucis remembered that ‘it was a
beautiful morning. The sun was rising and nightingales were singing
and there were flowers’ throughout the forest. When the Gypsy families
were brought out of the barn and saw the armed men, they realised they
were not being sent for labour and they began to scream and wail.
Kaucis testified that their terror was met with pitiless contempt by
Upmalis, who cursed them, declaring that they would ‘have the same
fate as the Jews.” He ordered his men to place the Gypsies in several
lorries, and there followed a scene of inhumanity as they were brutally
herded into the trucks, driven into the forest and shot, including the
women and children.”

Janis Buda also recalled Upmalis’s role in the mass shootings of
Gypsies in mid-1942. He remembers that about 150 Gypsies were
brought to Jaunsaule forest where Upmalis had ordered his men to
guard the killing site, while police from Jelgava carried out the
executions. Some of the Security Police were ordered by Upmalis to
convoy the Gypsies to the execution site during the night. As soon as
they arrived, the ‘Gypsies realised what was awaiting them, so there
was an unimaginable din,” Buda said. ‘The victims were moaning,
screaming and cursing us. Most of them were women, and there were
also children of different ages.” The doomed people were escorted to the
pits under Upmalis’s orders, and the executions lasted for about two or
three hours, during which Upmalis was present at the mass grave."

*

The story of Maly Elinsohn is typical of a number of survivors of
genocide and torture who have found safe haven in Australia, not only
refugees from the Nazi era but from other conflicts of the last thirty years
of the twentieth century. As outlined in Chapters One and Two, some
became Australians after surviving the crimes of the Khmer Rouge in
Cambodia, or after living through Pinochet’s dictatorship in Chile, or the
Soviet occupation of Afghanistan, or the ethnic and religious genocide of
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the Balkans wars inthe1990s. Maly Elinsohn survived the horrors of the
Arajs Kommando in Latvia, life in a ghetto and several concentration
camps. She then went through the rigours of selection for migration to
Australia and was eventually accepted as a citizen, finally settling in
Melbourne. Like other survivors, Maly Elinsohn thought she had left
the horror behind until she learned that one of the men who had killed
her father and persecuted her entire family and many of her friends was
living just a few suburbs away in Melbourne. The criminals had
followed her and found sanctuary in her very own safe haven.

Maly Elinsohn was born in 1914 in Liepaja, Latvia. She was raised
and educated in a vibrant Jewish community of about 10,000 out of
Liepaja’s population of 100,000. After finishing school she decided to
become a teacher and studied at the nearby Jelgava Teachers’ College.
She returned to Liepaja in 1937 to serve her community as a teacher.
When the Nazis entered Liepaja in July 1941, Elinsohn remembered that
almost immediately Latvian collaborators took to the streets terrorising
and assaulting Jews, ransacking their homes and looting their property.
She recalled that one of the men who took part in this terror campaign
was a 26-year-old Latvian by the name of Argods Fricsons. She
remembered Fricsons vividly because he had come to her house on
several occasions, terrorised her family and friends and extorted
property using violence and intimidation. At first Fricsons was dressed
in civilian clothes, but later he wore an auxiliary police uniform and was
frequently present at the square in Liepaja where Jews had to assemble
for forced labour each morning at 6.00 a.m.

Fricsons became a resident of Australia in 1949, and was granted
citizenship in 1955. In order to be accepted into the country and obtain
citizenship, Fricsons simply lied about his background, claiming that he
had only done menial administrative work as a clerk during the war.
Over the following thirty years, numerous allegations were made
against Fricsons, particularly that he had held a senior position in the
Nazi killing apparatus in Liepaja. After the Special Investigations Unit
was established in 1987, Fricsons was among the first cases investigated,
and soon became a serious candidate for prosecution under Australia’s
War Crimes Act. According to the SIU’s final report, the case against him
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was substantial and would have been referred to the Director of Public
Prosecutions except that Fricsons died, aged seventy-five, in 1990.%2

When she was interviewed by the SIU investigators in 1988, Maly
Elinsohn recalled that the first time she had met Fricsons was soon after
the Germans had arrived in Liepaja when he came to the flat she shared
with her parents. Fricsons searched the flat and stole a number of items,
including a lady’s gold watch, towels, tablecloths and other household
items. As he left he promised to return and, as good as his word, two
days later Fricsons arrived, seized a suitcase and stole more of the
family’s property. After he left, he then raided the flat of their elderly
Jewish neighbours, the Aronsoms, and immediately after that did the
same to the local dentist, Dr Dorfman, and his wife. Elinsohn
remembered that she heard Fricsons shouting at her neighbours, calling
them ‘bloody Jews, dirty Jews’ and telling them to ‘shut your mouth.’
When Elinsohn saw her neighbours later in the day, they told her that
Fricsons had demanded gold and money and when they had refused he
had beaten them. ‘T saw that they were both bleeding from the nose and
mouth area and were very distressed,” Elinsohn recalled.”

Far worse was to come. On 23 July 1941, Fricsons again came to the
Elinsohn flat, where Moses Rosenthal, a family friend, was staying
because his flat had been seized by a Latvian collaborator. Members of
another family, the Stolpers, were also present. This time, however,
Fricsons was not after the Jews’ property. He wanted them. If he had
been brutal before, this time he made his murderous intentions clear
from the very beginning, shouting and hitting out at all those in the flat.
He ordered the three men, including Maly’s father, to leave the flat. As
her father moved to go, his wife attempted to hand him something and
Fricsons hit her over the head with his rifle. Maly’s father tried to shield
his wife from this vicious blow, and as he did Fricsons beat him, too.
While this commotion was going on, Mr Stolper made good his escape
and hid in the cellar.

Elinsohn’s father was not so lucky. Fricsons ordered him out of the
flat together with Moses Rosenthal. After they left, Elinsohn went to the
window and saw everything that happened next. A covered truck was
parked in front of the house, and German officers stood nearby together
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with Latvian volunteers who had been rounding up other Jewish men
from nearby flats. Elinsohn could see that many of the men had been
beaten and were bleeding from the nose, mouth and ears. The last image
Maly Elinsohn had of her father was of Fricsons waving his rifle at him
and Rosenthal. Her father then collapsed onto the pavement and his
body was thrown into the truck by Fricsons. After about an hour,
Elinsohn went to the local police station where she met a Latvian
volunteer, Frickops, whom she had known at the Jelgava Teachers’
College in the 1930s. When she asked him what had happened to her
father, he replied, ‘If your father is in Fricsons’s hands no one can help
him and you had better go home immediately.”™

Maly Elinsohn never saw her father again. More than likely he died
there in the street outside his own home, shot by Fricsons together with
Moses Rosenthal. Her own suffering, however, was not yet over. After
9,000 of Liepaja’s 10,000 Jews had been murdered by the Germans,
aided by Fricsons and his men, she was taken to the local ghetto.
Elinsohn lived there until it was closed in October 1943 and she was
transported on a cattle train to another camp near Riga. From there she
was sent to Stutthof concentration camp in what was then called
‘Greater Germany.” Liberated eventually by the Red Army in 1945, she
later emigrated to a new life in Melbourne, Australia where, to her
horror, she was confronted again by her tormentor.

What Maly Elinsohn did not know was that Argods Fricsons’s career
as a murderer was only just beginning on that day in July when her
father was shot in front of their house. Fricsons had proved his worth to
the Nazis during these early weeks of German killing operations in
Latvia. As a result, some time in either late September or early October
1941, he was promoted to head the Political Department of the Latvian
Security Police and SD in Liepaja. This was a very significant time for the
Nazi killing machine in this area. On 20 September 1941, the local SS and
police leader Dr Fritz Dietrich had arrived in Liepaja. The following day,
Jewish labourers were forced to clear the streets and remove the rubble
of destroyed buildings. On 22 September, sixty-one Jews were executed,
the first of a series of mass killings in the city. At first they were limited
to older Jews — male and female — considered unsuitable for labour. The
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killings were carried out by SS 2™ Lieutenant Kiigler who, while
subordinate to Dietrich, was Fricsons’s direct superior in the Political
Department.”

In December 1941, Laimonis Zarins joined this Department. He
remembered Fricsons extremely well, having known him since 1926
when they had been at school together. Zarins’s job was to organise a
network of agents whose main task was ‘to pinpoint people undesirable
for the German authorities.” When they were located the victims were
handed over to Fricsons and his team, who conducted an
‘investigation.” If they did not cooperate by admitting their guilt, ‘they
were beaten with rubber clubs.” Zarins was certain that these beatings
took place on the orders of his commanding officer, Argods Fricsons.
Once Fricsons had concluded his work, the cases would be handed over
to the Germans. Invariably the end result was that the people were shot.
For example, Zarins recalled:

an incident where under Fricsons’s direct supervision a group of
young people who were preparing to set up an underground
organisation was found out. It is precisely to Fricsons’s ‘merit’ that
the group was discovered as a result of a ruthless interrogation. A
number of these youths were later shot following the investigation
of the case.®

Evidence of Fricsons’s role as commander of the SD Political
Department is also found in captured Nazi documents. They record, for
example, that on 26 January 1942, Fricsons ordered the arrest of
Krisjanis-Otto Rosenthal, a local Jew. Fricsons commanded his
subordinates to take Rosenthal to the Tukums prison, where he was to
be put ‘at my disposal.” On the bottom of the Order it is recorded that
Rosenthal was detained at the Talsi police detention room at 3.40 p.m.
on 31 January 1942.” This Order was signed by both Fricsons and one of
his subordinates, Martins Meiers, the Deputy Senior Clerk at Political
Police headquarters. Although he confirmed to the SIU investigators
who interviewed him in 1988 that he had served directly under
Fricsons’s orders, Meiers insisted that his work consisted of routine
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administrative duties. He did confirm, however, that Fricsons was
responsible for arresting many local people, including Krisjanis-Otto
Rosenthal.”

Another of Fricsons’s men also recalled these activities with some
clarity. Karlis Strazds was three years younger than Fricsons, but had
known him from when they both attended the same elementary school in
the 1920s. Strazds joined the Liepaja SD in February 1942, and
immediately discovered that his old schoolmate Argods Fricsons was
head of the Political Department. Strazds provided important eyewitness
testimony about Fricsons because he admitted that he had twice
personally participated in mass executions under the orders of both SS 2
Lieutenant Kiigler and Fricsons. Strazds told Australian investigators that
Fricsons was not only personally present when some thirty-five people
were murdered in these two Aktionen, but that it was Fricsons’s Latvian
squad that had carried out the shootings. He also recounted his personal
knowledge of the torture that Fricsons and his men inflicted on their
victims before they were killed, and how he saw the bloodied and bruised
prisoners when he escorted them from the cells after ‘interrogations.’
After the war, the Soviets convicted Strazds of war crimes. He served
twenty years in gaol because he admitted to taking part personally in
these and other mass shootings. He especially remembered large-scale
Aktionen that began at the end of 1941, at the beach at Skede near Liepaja
after the shooting of a German Army officer on 15 December. In reprisal,
270 Jews were shot that same day, followed by a further 2,500 over the
next three days. Although organised and instigated by the Germans
under Dietrich and Kiigler, the Latvian units commanded by Fricsons
took part in every aspect of the operation. Strazds admitted on tape that
he had not only been present, but had been a member of the Latvian firing
squads that had shot the innocent victims.”

*

Karlis Strazds had the distinction of serving under the command of both
Argods Fricsons and Konrads Kalejs, two of the many Latvian war
criminals who later found sanctuary in Australia. In the late 1990s,
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Kalejs became perhaps the best known of the Arajs Kommando officers
in Australia due to unprecedented media focus on his case. Although
Kalejs did not actually want to live in Australia, the determination of the
United States, Canada and Britain to throw him out made it his best
option. As an Australian citizen, Kalejs is effectively immune from
prosecution under domestic law. In fact, Australia is the only Western
nation with a significant Nazi war criminal problem that does not have
a law under which to take action to deport him. Furthermore, the
Australian government refuses to charge him under the War Crimes Act,
as the Liberal Party has consistently opposed the very concept of war
crimes trials for World War II Nazis.

Kalejs arrived in Australia in October 1950, having been accepted
under the Displaced Persons’ migration scheme three months earlier. He
had told the Australian security officers responsible for screening Nazis
out of the scheme that he was only a farm labourer during the war. Kalejs
maintained that he had no papers to substantiate this account, having lost
them, supposedly, in a fire in 1947. He had been questioned earlier by
officials of the International Refugee Organisation (IRO), the body
charged with ensuring that only victims, not perpetrators, would be
permitted to emigrate from Europe to new homes. Kalejs admitted to the
IRO that he was a lieutenant in the Latvian army in 1941, yet he was
passed on to Australia’s immigration team without further investigation.
As discussed in later chapters, this was typical of the shoddy screening
system, which allowed thousands of Nazis to immigrate to Western
nations, including Australia, between 1947 and 1955.

For three years after his arrival, Kalejs occupied the important
position of documentation and processing clerk at the Bonegilla migrant
camp. In this position he was well placed to help other Nazis, handling
many sensitive documents, especially the issuing of identity cards to
other migrants with no papers. He later moved to Melbourne, obtained
Australian citizenship in August 1957 and shifted to the United States in
1959 where he became a millionaire property owner and businessman.
Despite living in the United States for the next thirty-five years, he
retained his Australian citizenship. In April 1985, US Marshals arrested
Kalejs in St Petersburg, Florida. He had been on the run from the
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authorities for over twelve months, having been charged under
America’s Immigration laws over his Nazi background. Among other
charges, the US Justice Department’s Nazi-hunting team, the Office of
Special Investigations (OSI), claimed that Kalejs had been a key officer
at the Salaspils concentration camp, where mass executions of Jews and
others were carried out. They further charged that Kalejs was a 1*
Lieutenant and unit commander in the Arajs Kommando. Among the
OSI charges was one which related to a particularly chilling event in
March 1942, when the Latvian village of Sanniki and a number of
neighbouring hamlets were wiped off the map. Almost the entire
population of the village and surrounding area was said to have been
exterminated in this operation, allegedly under Kalejs’s command.

The American court that heard the Kalejs case was presented with
evidence that his unit aided the Nazis ‘in the persecution and murder
of those persons considered to be undesirable or enemies of Nazi
Germany,” killing ‘thousands of Jewish men, women and children.’
According to Michael Wolf of the OSI, the Arajs Kommando units
‘were shooting upwards of 5,000 people a day.” The American legal
proceedings did not address the substance of Kalejs’s alleged crimes,
however. Rather, he was charged with committing fraud against the
American government by claiming in his 1959 entry visa application
that he had only been a farm labourer during the war. The case was
heard in April, May and August 1988, and the court finally ordered
Kalejs to be deported to Australia — his country of citizenship — on 1
November 1988.2° The American judge, Anthony Petrone, found that
the prosecution had not satisfactorily established some of the charges.
However, he noted that:

[After] careful consideration of the evidence, I find that the
Government has shown by clear, convincing and unequivocal
evidence that the respondent was a member of the Arajs
Kommando under the supervision of the German SD on the
eastern front of Latvia from January thru fall of 1942, that
persecution against individuals based on race, religion, national
origin, and political opinion was committed by the Arajs
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Kommando and German SD during this period at the front, and
that the respondent assisted and participated in this persecution.

Further on, Petrone also upheld the government’s case that Kalejs had
been commander of guard units at Porkhov, Salaspils and Sauriesi
concentration camps, where forced labour and executions, especially of
Jews and Gypsies, had taken place.”

Over the following few years, Kalejs fought Judge Petrone’s order of
deportation through various legal appeals. On 30 April 1992, the Board of
Immigration Appeals upheld the order, having found that in all relevant
aspects the judge’s analysis of the evidence supported the case against
Kalejs.> The case then wound its way through the tortuous appeal
processes that a wealthy man like Kalejs can mount in the United States
until he was finally deported to Australia in April 1994 after the Supreme
Court dismissed his final appeal. He was met with a media furore when
he did finally arrive in Australia, only to slip away quietly into the
welcoming arms of pro-Nazi sections of the local Latvian community. He
did not stay long in his country of citizenship. A few months later, in June
1994, he entered Canada on a visitor’s perit where he remained until the
following May when his presence was detected and he was ‘encouraged’
by the Canadian immigration authorities to depart voluntarily and return
to Australia, the only country that would accept him. He was back a few
months later, in September 1995, when he was interrogated at Pearson
International Airport and found to be barred from entry, a decision that
he decided to fight through the Canadian courts?

The result of the Canadian legal proceedings was little different to
the American. Although Anthony Iozzo, the Immigration Adjudicator
who heard the case in Toronto, determined some facts differently to
Judge Petrone and the other American courts, his judgement was, if
anything, more forthright and outspoken than the previous decisions.
Iozzo found that Kalejs

was an accomplice to the brutality and criminal acts committed
at Salaspils [concentration camp] ... As an accomplice to the acts of
murder, forcible confinement, enslavement, torture, and failure to
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provide for the necessaries of life, Konrads Kalejs violated the laws
of war and committed war crimes or crimes against humanity. He
violated The Hague Conventions of 1899 and 1907 and the Geneva
Convention on the Treatment of Prisoners of War of 1929  Konrads
Kalejs by serving as company commander of the external guards
at Salaspils in 1942 became an accomplice to the crimes committed
at Salaspils. The crimes comumitted at Salaspils were war crimes or
crimes against humanity in that prisoners of war were murdered
and ill-treated and enslaved at the camp and the civilian prisoners
at Salaspils were murdered, enslaved, tortured and persecuted on
political, racial and religious grounds.*

Kalejs's second deportation again ignited a frenzy of media interest in
Australia as he bounced back to his country of citizenship in August
1997. Before long, he reinforced his peculiar love-hate relationship with
his Australian sanctuary by slipping out once more to an anonymous
refuge in Britain. This, too, came to an end in late 1999 when Dr Efraim
Zuroff of the Simon Wiesenthal Centre exposed him in an aged care
home at the luxurious Catthorpe Manor, near Rugby.” As a result, the
fugitive Nazi war criminal was once more in the media spotlight, this
time on an unprecedented international scale. The British government,
which had been the slowest of the Western nations to take legal action
against Nazis who had settled there, indicated almost immediately that
it would commence deportation proceedings against Kalejs.
Presumably knowing that the evidence would inescapably result in the
courts of a third country finding him liable to deportation owing to his
major role in war crimes, in January 2000 Kalejs opted to hop on a plane
and fly back to Australia, the country he has done everything possible
to avoid living in since 1959, but the only place he could truly call home
on account of his citizenship. As outlined in Chapter One, by December
2000 the Latvian government had instituted extradition proceedings in
Australia to have Kalejs returned to his original home to face genocide
and war crimes charges at last.*

The evidence of Konrads Kalejs’s role in the mass killings carried
out by the Arajs Kommando has now been considered by judges in
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numerous Western courts. All have found against him. The evidence
comprises the testimony of men who themselves were former members
of the Arajs Kommando and either served directly under Kalejss orders
or witnessed his participation in crimes. There is also a significant
amount of documentary evidence, such as Karlis Ozols’s November
1942 certification that Kalejs had been in the service of the Latvian
Security Police since July 1941, which was discussed in the previous
chapter” There is also contemporary photographic and newspaper
evidence that clearly demonstrates Kalejs's position of influence in the
Nazis’" machinery of mass murder. The evidence was set out
comprehensively in Judge Petrone’s 1988 decision and then examined
thoroughly in all subsequent legal proceedings. In addition to the
statements of other members of the Arajs Kommando, three Jewish
survivors of Salaspils gave evidence about conditions during the period
that Kalejs was an official of the camp. Alfred Winter, Kurt Servos and
Ernest Ilberg had all been deported from Germany to Latvia and were
at various times sent to Salaspils and forced into extremely hard labour.
They testified to numerous public hangings and shootings which the
inmates were lined up to witness, to random killings by camp guards
and to the function of the Latvian guards in carrying out the executions
and supervising forced labour

Seven men who witnessed Kalejs’s actions when they were
members of the Arajs Kommando were also key to the case in the
deportation proceedings. Rudolfs Soms stated that he served directly
under 1* Lieutenant Kalejs on Latvia’s eastern front in early 1942. He
recalled that Kalejs was personally involved in operations which
resulted in the extermination of the inhabitants of two villages. One was
alargely Gypsy village near Zabolotye and the other was Sanniki, which
was believed by the Germans to be infiltrated by the Soviets. The March
1942 operation at Sanniki was carried out by Kalejs’s unit under the
orders of the Germans, who were particularly enraged by the wounding
and subsequent death of their commanding officer, SS General
Stahlecker. The commander of Einsatzgruppe A, Stahlecker was
wounded during the fighting at Sanniki. Another of Kalejs’s men,
Viktors Ennitis, identified him as the commander of the guard company
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at the Salaspils and Sauriesi concentration camps. Ennitis also stated
that both he and Kalejs had been present at the hanging of two Jews at
Salaspils. He further testified that members of Kalejs’s unit had
‘participated in treating the prisoners brutally by making them do
exercises to the point of exhaustion.””

After Karlis Strazds had served under Argods Fricsons in the
Liepaja SD in early 1942, he was sent to the Fiirstenberg school for mass
murderers. After he graduated in November 1942, his very first
assignment was at the Salaspils concentration camp where his
commanding officer was none other than Konrads Kalejs. The guard
company consisted of about 100 to 120 men, and Strazds was certain
that it was Kalejs who gave the orders. The inmates were both Jews and
political prisoners. About a week after arriving at Salaspils, Strazds was
sent to the Sauriesi camp where he was appointed by Kalejs as chief of
the guard detachment. Thereafter, Kalejs was a regular visitor to this
camp, until his company, including Strazds, was posted to the Porkhov
camp in mid-1943. At Porkhov, Strazds witnessed at least one mass
shooting, when some twenty to thirty Gypsies were taken to a site
about three kilometres outside Krasnaya where they were shot and
buried in a pit.*

At all his trials, Konrads Kalejs has consistently lied about his
wartime activities on behalf of the Nazis. He has ducked and weaved
in order to evade responsibility for his crimes, persisting with
extraordinary and unbelievable stories to explain the evidence
presented against him. The courts certainly did not believe him, and
neither could any fair-minded observer. For example, to rebut the
documentary evidence about his membership of the Arajs
Kommando, Kalejs has persistently stated that he had asked friends in
the unit to ‘manufacture’ these documents for him. This was
supposedly to convince the university authorities that he had been
‘helpful in the war effort” and thereby gain entry to various courses, a
story never accepted by the American or Canadian courts. Indeed,
Canadian Immigration Adjudicator Iozzo not only rejected Kalejs's
versions, but found that they were ‘contradictory, and are a deliberate
falsehood.”
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While Konrads Kalejs has lied about almost every important aspect
of his activities during the war, he has admitted membership of a
Latvian police unit, commanded by SS General Stahlecker, that served
on the Eastern front. He also admitted being present with Stahlecker at
Sanniki when the general was wounded and later died, but denied any
part in the extermination of the villagers. He could hardly deny his
presence at Sanniki, as he had written an article about the battle in a
Latvian collaborationist newspaper. Moreover, two other members of
the unit provided Western investigators with eyewitness testimony on
this point. Harijs Svikeris was a war crimes suspect investigated by the
British Police War Crimes Unit. In taped interviews conducted in Britain
in the early 1990s, Svikeris spontaneously named Kalejs as a member of
the same unit of the Arajs Kommando he had served in on the Russian
front. Around the same time, Eizens Petersons was investigated by the
Australian Special Investigations Unit. He, too, served in the same Arajs
Kommando unit that was sent to Russia and told the Australians that
Kalejs was both an officer in that unit and a member of the Security
Police since the very beginning of the Nazi occupation.”

At the end of World War II, Konrads Kalejs took the path of most
other members of the ‘wild, almost bestial horde.” By his own
admission, in 1944 he joined the 15" Waffen SS Grenadier Division
(Latvian SS Division Number 1) with the rank of lieutenant and finished
the war fighting with this unit. This was the same unit that Karlis Ozols
joined after he finished his bloody work in Minsk, and was comprised
of a significant number of former officers and men of the Arajs
Kommando and similar Latvian killing squads. The time for mass
murder was over, however, and Ozols, Runka, Upmalis, Fricsons and
Kalejs faced only retreat from the Red Army. Retreat, and the hope that
their bloody crimes could be hidden from those who captured them.*

*

The Latvians who volunteered for duty with the Nazis to exterminate
Jews, Gypsies, communists and other target groups were not alone
among the conquered peoples of Central and Eastern Europe. Wherever
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the German Army subjugated nations they found menand women who
were eager to enlist in what was seen as the ‘victorious forces of the
New Order.” Whether in the neighbouring Baltic countries of Estonia
and Lithuania, the Ukraine, Poland, Czechoslovakia or Hungary, there
were intelligent, well-educated and sophisticated men who were
prepared to be transformed into ‘bestial hordes.” Nowhere was this
more evident than in the Balkans, especially in Yugoslavia, the land of
the South Slavs. In the so-called ‘independent’ state of Croatia, the
bestiality was, if anything, more awful than that carried out elsewhere.
Here, many of the victims would have been glad to be shot rather than
dismembered alive, as so often was the case. And nowhere in this so-
called ‘state’ were the methods of mass killing more mediaeval and
cruel than in the territory of Bosnia and Hercegovina. In the early 1990s,
Sarajevo, the capital of Bosnia and Hercegovina, became a symbol of the
martyrdom of the Muslims of the region as the Serbs reduced this
beautiful multi-ethnic, multi-religious city to ruins. Half a century
earlier, Croatian fascists had demonstrated their methods of mass
murder during a campaign of carnage that left even hardened Nazi
troops sickened and in despair.



Croatia, 1941-45 Chapter Five

The torture sessions had been going on for weeks. Each time it was the
same. Savage punching, kicking, prolonged beatings with truncheons,
the yelling of the guards, the sneering face of the commanding officer, the
bruised and battered faces of fellow inmates and the screams of women
being tortured in nearby cells. Amidst the ritual abuse of the ‘dirty Jews’
and the ‘dirty Serbs,” the questioning almost always came back to the
underground organisation of the Sarajevo branch of the Communist
Party of Yugoslavia. Who were the leaders? Who were the main activists?
Who organised the secret printing presses spewing out anti-Nazi
propaganda? Who were the recruiters for the growing partisan
movement in the hills? Each refusal to answer, every evasion of the
question was greeted with a stinging crack of a whip, a crushing punch
to the face, skull or neck or merciless beatings with a club or stick.

Mujo Zvizdi¢ had already been in the Serbian Orthodox monastery
that Croatian fascists had used as a torture centre since the end of June
1941. He had watched as many of the inmates — mainly Jews and Serbs,
some of them fellow communists — were taken away to concentration
camps, or worse, to Vraca on Trebjevi¢ mountain just outside Sarajevo.
Mass shootings had been under way at Vraca since soon after the fascist
Usta3e had seized power in the wake of the Nazi invasion in early April
1941. Now it was Zvizdi¢’s turn. The police called out a long list of
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names of those to be taken away. His was among them, as was Vaso
Migkin Crni's. Luckily for them, their destination was not Vraca and
instant death. Unfortunately for them, it was Cemalusa, an advanced
torture chamber where only the most recalcitrant prisoners were taken,
to be broken by the harshest methods.

The senior police officer who interrogated Zvizdi¢ at Cemalusa was
different. He repeated the questioning, but did not personally beat or
torture him. Instead, he promised a good job with the new regime if only
Zvizdi¢ would reveal the names and hiding places of his comrades.
When this did not work, his interrogator appealed to Zvizdi¢ as a
Muslim to reject the Jews and Serbs and join the Catholic Croatians in
their battle for freedom. Even the promise of a good house that had
belonged to a prosperous local Jew could not induce Zvizdi¢ to
cooperate. Suddenly, the atmosphere changed, and the officer abruptly
ordered that Zvizdi¢ be taken to another room. Here he met Vaso Mi8kin
Crni again, and they were once more ordered to provide information on
members of the Communist Party. When they refused, the beatings
started immediately. One of the guards delivered a massive blow to the
back of Zvizdi¢’s neck and he instantly passed out, only to be
immediately revived when cold water was thrown over him.

Then the senior officer ordered his men to tie the prisoners’ feet
together, and directed them to be hoisted, face down, over either side of
the door. Within seconds the blood drained to Zvizdi¢’s and Crni’s
heads and they quickly passed out. When he came to, Zvizdi¢ was lying
on the floor with his friend. The commanding officer leaned down and
sneeringly asked him whether he had now thought things over. When
this failed to elicit the desired response one of the policemen asked his
commander, “What shall we do with this one?” and was brusquely told
to “Take him away.” Zvizdi¢ was then dragged fromthis torture chamber
to the local police headquarters where the beatings immediately started
all over again. This time he was kicked viciously by the Ustase all over
his body, so that by the time he was returned to the monastery he had
several broken ribs.

A few weeks later, Zvizdi¢ was transferred to the prison of Beladija
in Sarajevo, and in early August was taken in chains before the Ustase’s
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Mobile Court Martial. Here, he once again met the man who had
overseen his torture at Cemalusa. This time the Ustase police officer had
the power of life and death over his victims. As one of three ‘judges,” he
could decide who was to be taken immediately to Vraca to be shot and
who would be spared. The ‘trial’ before this ‘court’ was a farce. Both
prosecution and defence were peremptory, and as soon as the ‘case’ had
concluded a verdict was handed down. As the death sentence was
pronounced on Mihajlo Popovi¢ the ‘judge’ who had overseen the
torture session at Cemalusa left the bench, pounced on the condemned
man, grabbed him violently by the beard and abused him at close range.
Popovi¢ responded defiantly, spitting in his tormentor’s face. In the
uproar and confusion that followed, Zvizdi¢ and several of the other
accused managed to escape. Popovi¢ himself was shot and wounded as
he, too, tried to escape. This, however, did not save him. Together with
another condemned prisoner, Salom Albahari, he was taken to Vraca
soon afterwards where the Mobile Court Martial’s sentence was carried
out and they were both executed by firing squad.’

*

The Ustade police officer who ordered the torture of Mujo Zvizdi¢ and
Vaso Miskin Crni at Cemalu$a and then passed the death sentences on
Mihajlo Popovi¢ and Salom Albahari at the Mobile Court Martial was
Sretko Blaz Rover. A resident of Australia since 8 November 1950 and
an Australian citizen since 28 November 1956, Rover’s comrades often
called him Vucko - the Little Wolf. As we shall see, this was an entirely
appropriate nickname, in light of his many brutal actions. Born on 3
February 1920, by the time of these events Rover was a 21-year-old
member of the Nazi-controlled Ustase Security Police in Sarajevo. He
was also a ‘judge’ on the Mobile Court Martial which then roamed
throughout the Sarajevo region, dispensing summary death sentences to
the UstaZe’s ethnic, religious and political enemies. Over the next four
years, Rover would rise to prominence in the quisling regime, holding
an important post by the end of the war in the élite Security Service of
Ante Paveli¢, the Poglavnik or Fiihrer of fascist Croatia.
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Originally a lawyer in Croatia’s capital, Zagreb, Paveli¢ had gone
into exile in the early 1930s, formed the Ustase (‘'Insurgent’) movement
and then waged a long campaign of terrorism against the Yugoslav
government. He also gained political and financial backing from
Yugoslavia’s fascist neighbours - Italy, Hungary, Germany and Bulgaria
— all of which had territorial ambitions against Croatia.* Paveli¢ viewed
the large population of Serbs in the Lika region south of Zagreb and in
the multi-racial and multi-religious regions of Bosnia and Hercegovina
as an emblem of Serbian imperialism. Although these territories were
not historically part of Croatia, Croatian Franciscans harking back to
mediaeval times vigorously fostered hatred of Serbs among Bosnia’s
Croatian peasantry.’ The Serbs observe the Eastern Orthodox faith,
while the Croats are mainly Catholics. Although they essentially speak
the same language, the Serbs write in Cyrillic while the Croats use the
Western script.*

Paveli¢’s main aim was the dismemberment of Yugoslavia and
creation of a ‘free and independent Croatian state’ under a fascist
government. His opportunity came when Germany and Italy invaded
Yugoslavia in early April 1941. By 10 April, the Nazis had reached
Zagreb and Paveli¢ was made head of a quisling government, but only
when Hitler realised that a more acceptable figurehead would not
volunteer for the job® Soon after, Paveli¢ formally joined the Axis,
declared war on Britain and later the Soviet Union and the United
States, and introduced fascism as the official state ideology. He boasted
in the quisling parliament that he ‘had inculcated National Socialist and
Fascist’ ideas among his followers, also proclaiming ‘his faith in the
New Europe and expressing his profound belief in the victory of the
Axis arms.”®

To appease the UstaSe for theloss of large parts of Croatian territory,
especially the highly prized Dalmatian coast, Hitler allowed Paveli¢ to
incorporate Bosnia and Hercegovina into his ‘state.” This move was
deliberate, as Hitler wanted to use Paveli¢’s followers to persecute and
exterminate the region’s large Serbian and Jewish populations. Hitler
had also learnt the lesson of World War I, when stubborn Serbian
resistance had rendered the Balkan front into a quagmire for the
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German Army. In addition to enforcing harsh Nazi racial measures
against the Jews and Gypsies, Hitler planned a unique intra-Slavic racial
and religious civil war in Yugoslavia. The Serbs and Croats were to be
manipulated to dig pits so wide and deep and filled with slaughtered
civilians on both sides, that they would never unite to wage a successful
guerrilla struggle against the Axis.’

Soon after assuming power under Nazi control, bands of Ustase
police commenced systematic mass killings of Serbs, especially in Bosnia
and Lika. Lika is the region where the Serbs declared the independent
Republic of Krajina in the early 1990s and then carried out their brutal
campaign against the Croatian population, as discussed in Chapter One.
In part, this was justified as a defensive strike to prevent a repetition of
the 1940s Croatian genocide. Indeed, at that time, Paveli¢’s government
had openly proclaimed their intentions, inciting its supporters to
massacre. Paveli¢’s deputy, Milé Budak, speaking at Gospi¢ on 22 June,
declared that, ‘One part of the Serbs we shall kill, another we shall
deport, and the third we shall convert to the Catholic religion, and thus
make Croats out of them.” The resulting massacres, deportations and
forced conversions to Catholicism drove large numbers of Serbs into the
forests, where many joined the communist-led partisans or the royalist
Cetniks, fuelling the civil war Hitler had intended to ignite. Pavelié’s first
actions included a series of laws aimed against his racial, religious and
political enemies. These were the work of Andrija Artukovi¢, the
Minister of the Interior — who many years later was extradited to
Yugoslavia from the United States where he had settled after the war -
and Mirko Puk, the Minister of Justice and Religion. Beginning on 19
April, decrees confiscated Serbian and Jewish property, Cyrillic was
barined, Serbs were forced to wear blue armbands and Jews the yellow
Star of David. These were the first steps on the road to the Holocaust,
reinforced by vitriolic propaganda to arouse hostility against those
singled out for extermination. On Hitler’s birthday, 20 April 1941, signs
were displayed in official offices, public places, restaurants, hotels and on
public transport, declaring ‘No Serbs, Jews, Gypsies and dogs allowed.”®

At the end of April, Paveli¢ introduced his own version of Hitler’s
racial decrees, the so-called Nuremberg Laws. One decree concerned the
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‘protection of Aryan blood and the honour of the Croatian people,
while another was titled ‘Belonging to the Same Race.” These laws were
based on the absurd proposition that Croatians were of Gothic origin
and so related to the Aryan race, not to the Slavs. This claim had no
scientific or historical basis, but it justified the promulgation of racial
decrees to establish whether people were of Jewish or Serbian descent.
Paveli¢’s definition of a ‘Jew’ was issued on 30 April, and ‘dutifully
followed, and even improved upon’ the Nazis" Nuremberg decrees.’
Mixed marriages were banned, non-Aryans prohibited from working in
Aryan households and the framework established for mass killings of
‘non-Aryans.” The potential victims included over two million Serbs,
around 40,000 Jews who had lived for generations in larger cities such
as Sarajevo and Zagreb, and the substantial Gypsy population. All those
found to have sullied ‘the Honour of the Croatian people” were targets
of the Poglavnik’s Security Police, and were therefore liable to end up
either in front of his ‘courts’ or in a concentration camp. Invariably, the
result was death, often after horrible torture. The Ustase Security Police
were not even as sophisticated as their German commanders in the
methods used to dispatch their victims. Sometimes they gouged out the
eyes of their victims before killing them. In other cases they cut off lips,
noses, ears, women'’s breasts and sometimes even the arms and legs of
the victims. The entire population of a Serbian village was frequently
herded into the local Orthodox Church, which would then be set alight.
Ustase guards in the concentration camps were notorious for their
propensity to kill inmates by smashing their heads with
sledgehammers, slitting their throats or cutting open their stomachs.
Persecution and mass killings of Jews had also started soon after
Hitler installed Paveli¢ and his followers in power. Mass arrests,
deportations to the network of concentration camps, torture and
executions were carried out throughout the country, but especially in
the capital, Zagreb, and in Sarajevo in Bosnia, the two cities where the
Jewish population was concentrated. So effective was the UstaSe’s anti-
Jewish campaign that in December 1941, Paveli¢ boasted that the Jewish
population had already decreased by one-third in his first seven months
in power. In mid-1942, he deported thousands of Croatian Jews to
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Auschwitz, where most were gassed. By the end of the war, only 20 per
cent of the 30,000 Jews who lived in the borders of Croatia proper were
left alive. Thousands more had been murdered in Bosnia, especially in
Sarajevo. In an act of extraordinary boastfulness at a meeting in Berlin,
Paveli¢ even chided Hitler that the Ustase had solved the ‘Jewish
question” in Croatia while a number of Jews still remained alive in
Germany."’

The vast majority of Paveli¢’s victims were, however, Serbs.
Hundreds of thousands of civilians were deported to numerous
concentration camps where most were killed. The brutal, hands-on
methods disgusted even some of the most hardened Nazi troops. In
addition to the camps, open-air mass executions occurred in Serbian
villages and churches, while the Mobile Courts Martial appointed by
Justice and Religion Minister Puk were also efficient mass killing
machines. These special ‘courts’ roamed the countryside implementing
the Ustase’s racial, religious and political decrees, sentencing thousands
of civilians to death under a system of ‘drumhead justice.” Another of
Paveli¢’s key instruments of death was his élite intelligence
organisation, the Poglavnik’s Bodyguard. Among other duties, it was
charged with guarding the dictator and taking draconian measures
against the régime’s opponents. One of Paveli¢’s senior colleagues later
admitted to American intelligence that the Bodyguard performed
‘special police functions’ and conducted intelligence activities similar to
the German army’s Abwehr and SS Reichsfiithrer Hirnmler’s Gestapo.™
By the end of their four years in power, Paveli¢’s followers had
slaughtered well over half a million people.

*

Although only twenty-one when Paveli¢ came to power in April 1941,
Sre¢tko Rover soon became a member of the Ustade élite. Rover
immediately volunteered for the Nazi-controlled Security Police, a
position he obtained because of previous loyalty to the then illegal
Ustage cells in Sarajevo. He had joined the underground movement in
1938 when an eighteen-year-old secondary student, although he had
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been attracted to it for some years before that. He then came into close
contact with local senior Ustase figures, including Bozidar Kavran, who
later became Paveli¢’s Headquarters Commander during the war. Rover
was also close to two other important Ustase leaders in Sarajevo, Drago
Jilek and Drago Gregori¢, who recognised his talents and assisted his
subsequent rapid rise through the terrorists’ ranks. Kavran had first met
Rover in the summer of 1939, when he introduced him to the Ustase’s
clandestine work. Soon after, they were both arrested by the Yugoslav
secret police who had infiltrated their illegal cell. The police suspected
that Rover was involved with Jilek and Gregori¢ in a conspiracy to
assassinate King Peter. The plot was apparently abandoned when the
conspirators’ propaganda activities were discovered and they were
imprisoned in Belgrade. Three months later, they were released under a
political amnesty and Rover returned to Sarajevo to await another
opportunity to serve the movement. This came with the Axis invasion.
Soon after Paveli¢ was installed by the Nazis in April 1941, Rover joined
the local Security Police. Together with Jilek and Gregori¢, he then
played a major part in capturing many of the leaders of the Bosnian
Communist Party, thus ensuring his further promotion within the
quisling administration.”

A few days after Rover volunteered for service in the security
apparatus, the Nazis launched their first assault on the local Jewish
population. On 16 April, the Germans entered Sarajevo and together
with local collaborators plundered and then demolished the main
synagogue.”® ‘Spontaneous’ Ustase mass killings of Jews in Sarajevo
had, in fact, commenced some days earlier. On 12 April, twelve Jews
were picked up on the streets and shot at Vraca. Panic set in among the
local Jewish community. A few days later, Iso Papo went to see Sre¢ko
Rover at Ustase headquarters, hoping that he might provide him with
a pass to travel to Split on the Dalmatian coast, where the far more
benign Italian fascists had taken control. Papo, who later changed his
name to Doron after emigrating to Israel, had known Rover since they
were both about thirteen years old. Although he knew that Rover was
an avid Ustae member, Papo hoped that Rover would help him in this
hour of crisis for Sarajevo’s Jews.



War Criminals Welcome 109

In this he was disappointed. When Papo finally was shown into
Rover’s new office in Nazi Security Police headquarters and made his
request, he was simply told: “Just get lost. It’s better if you're not here. You
are a Jew. Just get out.” As Papo recalled in an interview in 1988, ‘it was a
very brutal way that he treated me. I can’t remember if Rover said anything
else to me but I left him in fear. I was frightened by Rover’s words. I felt
that I would be picked up and the same thing would happen to me that
had happened to the other twelve people.”™ The fear that gripped Iso Papo
and the rest of Sarajevo’s Jewish population was well founded. Sretko
Rover’s treatinent of Papo was typical of the new UstaSe administration. In
fact, these early pogroms soon tumed into a systematic program to
dispossess and ultimately slaughter Sarajevo’s well-established Jewish
community. In the following weeks, thousands of Jews were arrested by
the Security Police and either taken to Vraca for execution or transported to
concentration camps where conditions were so unbearable that even death
was considered a relief by many of the victims.”

Zlatko Mesi¢ saw these events from the other side from Iso Papo.
Mesi¢ had also known Rover since high school and between April and
August 1941 had held a significant post in the railways administration
in Sarajevo under his brother-in-law, Ante Voki¢, a senior Ustase official.
Voki¢ later became Minister for Transport before Paveli¢ executed him
as a traitor, while Mesi¢ became the head of the UstaSe intelligence
service in Sarajevo. In those early months of Nazi rule, Mesi¢ knew
everything that happened in Sarajevo because he heard it all directly
from his brother-in-law. He recalled that Rover was, in fact, a member of
Section II of the Ustase Security Police (UstaSke Nadzorne Sluzbe,
known by its acronym, UNS). Section II was involved in both
intelligence and counter-intelligence operations, and the three men who
directed operations were the pre-war conspirators, Drago Jilek, Drago
Gregori¢ and Srecko Rover. Mesi¢ testified that one of Rover’s main jobs
in Section II was the ‘cleansing of political enemies in Sarajevo.” Me&i¢
remembered that Rover ‘actively participated in compiling lists of
people who had to be physically eliminated.”

Rover’s part in this program of extermination of the Usta3e’s
political, religious and racial enemies was well known in the wider
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Sarajevo community. DuSan Kr3i¢ frequently heard Rover’s name
discussed in his uncle’s house. Jovan Kr3i¢ was a professor at the
university, who was arrested, imprisoned in the Orthodox monastery
the UstaSe had converted into a torture centre, and later executed at
Vraca after being tried by the Mobile Court Martial. Teachers and
intellectuals were among those leading the anti-Nazi struggle; Professor
Krsi¢’s arrest was part of a wider crackdown on Sarajevo’s intelligentsia.
After his uncle’s arrest, the family discussed Professor Krsi¢’s plight,
and as a consequence Dusan first heard the name Sre¢ko Rover. Even at
this early period, Rover’s name was well known, and inspired fear in
the Sarajevo community. According to DuSan Krsi¢, Rover had ‘the
deciding word about arrests of Sarajevo intellectuals. There was a lot of
talk about Rover at my uncle’s house, and mostly all the stories were
that his word was final about what will be done with the intellectuals.
And not only intellectuals, but with all those who were not to the liking
of the Ustage. Rover’s name was also mentioned in connection with the
mass arrests of Jews and Serbs, and that Rover had an important role in
those arrests.””

The entire Rover family embraced these policies with considerable
enthusiasm, including Sre¢ko’s sister, Ksenia, and father, Josip. It was
certainly a case of ‘like father, like son.” Srecko’s support for Paveli¢’s anti-
Jewish and anti-Serbian policies was also taken up by his father. Josip
Rover had been a customs official before the war. He immediately
volunteered his services to the quisling regime in April 1941 and was
rapidly promoted to the position of Deputy Director of the State
Administration for the Revision of the Economy. This innocuously named
department was an important instrument in the Nazis’ repressive
machinery, responsible for overseeing the confiscation and dispersal of the
property of Sarajevo’s sizeable Jewish and Serbian communities. Rover
senior employed a network of secret agents to spy on local Jews and Serbs
and obtain details of their possessions and businesses. This information
was then used to strip these doomed communities of their economic
assets. Rover senior’s department in fact played a key role in preparing
Sarajevo’s Jews and Serbs for mass killing operations by depriving them
of any capacity to resist the Nazis and their Ustase collaborators.'
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Meanwhile, his son Sre¢ko had assumed two important posts in the
administration of ‘justice’ in Bosnia. In the role of “policeman,” he was
responsible for the arrest and brutal interrogation of suspects. In the role
of ‘judge,” he would turn up to ‘court’ to hear the case against those
whose torture he had so recently directed personally. This perversion of
justice was made official on 14 July 1941, when Paveli¢’s Minister for
Justice and Religion, Mirko Puk, appointed Srecko Rover, “Ustada of
Sarajevo,” as one of the ‘judges’ on the local Mobile Court Martial. These
‘courts’ were being set up throughout the Croatian ‘state’ at this time.
The Sarajevo ‘court’ had a far-flung jurisdiction, including most of the
Bosnian countryside and specifically the towns of Biha¢, Banja Luka,
Derventa, Travnik, Dolna Tuzla and Mostar.”” The law establishing these
‘courts’ had been proclaimed three weeks earlier, on 24 June. Their true
nature is revealed starkly in this decree. It specified, for example, that
‘the entire proceedings of the Court should be completed in one session,
without interruption,” leaving little room for the exploration of the facts
of the case. Furthermore, immediately following prosecution and
defence submissions at the end of the trial, ‘the judges shall retire to
consider their verdict in private. They will then return to the Court to
announce that verdict in public, and if the accused is found guilty the
only sentence the Mobile Courts Martial can hand down is death by
shooting.’ The verdicts of the ‘courts’ were final: “There will be no right
of appeal. Also, there can be no commuting of death sentences. Three
hours after the Court verdict has been announced, the sentences must be
carried out and the carrying out of death sentences shall be either by the
local police, or by other armed militia designated by the Presiding
Judge.”®

In reality, the Mobile Court Martial to which Srecko Rover was
appointed in mid-July 1941 had only one job — to travel widely
throughout Bosnia summarily sentencing the Ustae’s racial, religious
and political opponents to death after a brief ‘trial’ in which neither
evidence nor justice played any part. This was exactly what the ‘court’
set about doing with great vigour. As will be seen from the testimony of
numerous eyewitnesses, Rover was its most fanatical member. Precisely
how many people were murdered by this so-called ‘court’ during
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Rover’s seven weeks as a ‘judge’ will probably never be established.
Most of the official records did not survive the war. Those files that were
located nearly half a century later detail only a small fraction of the
actual death sentences handed down during this period. What is certain
is that Rover’s Mobile Court Martial immediately started sentencing
large numbers of civilians to death, in particular Jews, Serbs,
communists and anyone who actively opposed the Nazis.

On 30 July, for example, only two weeks after the ‘court’ had been
formed, Milan Saric was sentenced to death by Rover’s Mobile Court
Martial.** This was followed a few days later by a mass killing of forty-
one inmates of a nearby concentration camp. On 6 August, a group of
seventy desperate prisoners in the Krus¢i¢ concentration camp near
Travnik attempted to break out after several months of abuse and
deprivation. During the escape attempt, twenty-nine of the inmates
were killed by the UstaSe guards. However, one of the guards, Jozo
Gesler, was killed by the prisoners. Retribution was swift. The
remaining forty-one inmates were rounded up, taken straight before the
hastily convened Sarajevo Mobile Court Martial, tried, found guilty,
sentenced to death and immediately executed.?” This mass killing -
ordered by Rover’s ‘court’ — was just the beginning of its bloody work.

Srecko Rover has consistently denied that he was ever a member of
Sarajevo’s Mobile Court Martial. Since this allegation was first made
publicly in a series of programs on ABC radio produced by this author in
1986, Rover has emphatically denied it, despite the unequivocal
documentary and eyewitness evidence to the contrary. When
interviewed by this author in April 1986, for example, Rover claimed that
he was at university during this time, studying electrical engineering in
Zagreb? He has stuck to this story ever since. There is no doubt that
Rover was enrolled at Zagreb University between 1 October 1940 and
1944, although he was not on the books at all for the 1943 academic year.
It is equally clear, however, that he was not seriously studying for most
of this period. During the entire time he was supposed to be a university
student twenty-five examinations were held for the electrical
engineering course. Rover’s official university files reveal that he passed
just three of them.* Whatever else may be said about Rover’s academic
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achievements, it is clear that he spent little, if any, time at Zagreb
University between April 1941 and May 1945. There are, however,
several matters clearly established in his university records. One is that
he enthusiastically signed up to his racial pedigree, a prerequisite for all
students wishing to enrol at the university at this time. This made it clear
to the fascist authorities that he was not Jewish. Another is his request of
19 April 1943 that his late enrolment be accepted by the university,
because ‘I am in the field in the service of the Ustaske Nadzorne Sluzbe.
As outlined earlier, UNS was actually the Nazi-controlled Security Police
in the ‘independent’ state of Croatia. In fact, Rover had been a member
of UNS since almost the very beginning of the Paveli¢ regime in April
1941, and the admission in this document on his university file
contradicts the versions he has given over the past fifteen years” Further,
he was given a special exemption from attendance at university in 1944
because he was in the UstaSe armed forces.

There is also testimony from Rover’s own comrades that firmly
places him in killing units. For example, one of his vocal supporters is on
the record claiming that Rover had served in a unit ‘under the command
of the late Jure Franceti¢,’ the commander the notorious Black Legion
which carried out some of the worst mass killings.* Given the significant
amount of evidence that directly contradicts Sre¢ko Rover’s version of
events there is no convincing reason to believe that he was doing
anything other than serving on the Mobile Court Martial in Sarajevo
between mid-July and early September 1941. This conclusion is
bolstered by the lack of evidence indicating that he was a serious student
at Zagreb University at any time during the war.?” There is, in fact, an
abundance of evidence-that far from being in Zagreb studying electrical
engineering, Rover was a senior officer of the Nazi Security Police in
Sarajevo between April and September 1941, just when the Ustase’s
policies of mass murder were beginning to be fully implemented. Mirko
Hemen, for example, had known Rover since 1930 when he met him at
high school in Sarajevo. In 1939, Rover had recruited Hemen to
distribute Usta$e propaganda, and he had been among the group
arrested and imprisoned in Belgrade as a consequence. Hemen’s version
of Rover’s wartime career is very different to his friend’s.
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Far from being in distant Zagreb, well away from the Ustase’s mass
killing apparatus in Sarajevo, Hemen recalled that straight after ‘the
establishment of the Independent State of Croatia in 1941, I remember
that he came from Zagreb by bus with students and secondary school
students. They came from Zagreb to help with the formation of the
Ustase executive rule.” In other words, Sre¢ko Rover travelled as quickly
as he could from Zagreb to Sarajevo to help establish Nazi rule.
According to Hemen, once he was back in Sarajevo Rover met up with
his old friend Drago Jilek, who had been appointed to one of the most
senior positions in the Security Police apparatus in Sarajevo.” Jilek, in
turn, promoted his fellow conspirator from the old days into an
influential position in the repressive regime. Mirko Hemen could not
recall the exact duties his friend Srecko Rover had been assigned by
Jilek. He did ‘remember that he behaved like a prominent Ustase
functionary. I remember that he could even order a vehicle at any time,
issue various orders and similar things.” In mid-1941, Hemen and Rover
argued over a girl and parted company for a few years, though later
they patched up their differences. Soon afterwards, Hemen was
transferred to a tank school in Karlovac. While on leave in nearby
Zagreb, he read in the local Ustade newspaper ‘that Srecko Rover was
appointed as a member of the Mobile Court Martial.” Although he could
not provide any direct testimony about either the activities of this ‘court’
or his friend’s role on it, there were many other witnesses who could.

Drago Maltari¢, for example, had a bird’s-eye view of Rover’s role
on the Mobile Court Martial. Unlike Mirko Hemen, Maltari¢ had not
known Rover previously, although they had both grown up in
Sarajevo. From mid-July 1941, however, he got to know him extremely
well. When Rover was appointed to the ‘court’ that July, Maltari¢ was
also appointed as a deputy, or alternate member. Soon afterwards, he
was promoted to the position of public prosecutor to the ‘court,” and
hence witnessed everything that went on during its proceedings. When
he was interviewed, Maltari¢ recalled that both Rover and another
Mobile Court Martial during this time. This is confirmed, in fact, by
Mirko Puk’s decree of 14 July 1941, which named both Rover and
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Svijezi¢ as ‘judges’ on the ‘court.” According to Maltari¢, both Rover
Ustase uniforms. Maltari¢ also recalled that during this period, the
president of the ‘court had been Franjo Hafner and before that Mehmed
Hajrovi¢.” Puk’s 14 July decree had, indeed, named Hajrovi¢ as the first
president. Maltari¢ stated:

It is known to me that Mehmed Hajrovi¢ belonged to the Ustage
movement and that he was particularly strict in passing the
sentences. He and SvijeZi¢ and Rover were insisting on death
sentences. As far as Franjo Hafner is concerned, it is known to me
that he was not as strict as Hajrovié. I often talked with Hafner
after the matter had been before the court, as we were good
friends. I remember that Hafner used to complain to me that it was
Rover were members of the Mobile Court Martial because the two
of them were insisting on death sentences. Hafner used to

Rover would outvote him, and that in certain cases the accused
was sentenced to death by firing squad although Hafner was
against it.”

Maltari¢ also recounted the details of several cases that had come
before the Mobile Court Martial while he was the prosecutor. He
recalled that in the main, ‘it was members of the communist movement
who were brought before these Mobile Courts Martial for distribution
of leaflets, carrying guns, antagonism towards the authorities of the
time, and because of communist propaganda.’ When prominent
members of the local Communist Party were brought in front of the
‘court’ there was a different intensity than during other cases.
Undoubtedly this was due to the growing power of the communists’
underground organisation, and to their success in uniting anti-Nazi
Serbs, Croats, Jews and Muslims to form a particularly effective multi-
ethnic and multi-religious partisan army in the Bosnian mountains and
forests. This probably explained Rover’s savage response to captured
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communists like Mujo Zvizdi¢, both in the period of ‘investigation’
when confessions were being forcibly extracted and once at ‘court.” As
Maltari¢ explained in relation to Sre¢ko Rover, ‘I can remember that in
cases of more noted opponents of the then regime, he was more strict
and he would then be more active, and as Hafner used to complain, was
insisting on death sentences.’

One of the few documents of the Mobile Court Martial that has
survived is an Optuznica, or indictment sheet, from the proceedings
against Zvizdi¢ and ten of his comrades in the clandestine communist-
led underground. Dated 22 July 1941, this document was written by
Drago Maltari¢ himself, who identified his signature at the end of the
three-page indictment when he was shown it in 1988. Apart from
Zvizdi¢, the other accused were Mihajlo Popovig, Salom Albahari,
Ibrahim Cengi¢, Staka Popovi¢, Serif Bjedi¢, Mehmed Baruti¢, Ester
Romano, Drago Sobot, Jozef Papo and Ester Papo. The first four were
accused as senior members of the local communist party committee,
while the others were said to be party members. In the main, they were
all accused of possessing and distributing communist propaganda,
holding party meetings, fund raising and setting up clandestine hiding
places for members of the underground. Mihajlo and Stako Popovi¢
were accused in particular of operating a printing press in the cellar of
their house, which was being used to produce the numerous pamphlets
and leaflets that were then flooding Sarajevo.*

A few weeks after the charges were drawn up, the Mobile Court
Martial convened on 7 August to consider the case. Maltari¢ recalled
that both Mihajlo Popovi¢ and Salom Albahari were sentenced to death,
but could not remember what had happened to the other prisoners. He
did recall that “after the death sentence by firing squad was passed, the
execution of this sentence would have been carried out very quickly.” In
this case, there can be no doubt that Popovi¢ and Albahari were killed,
as the contemporary newspaper report of the trial explicitly mentioned
that the executions had, indeed, taken place. As described earlier, this
trial broke up in chaos when the sentences were announced and Srecko
Rover grabbed Mihajlo Popovi¢ by the beard and abused him. Probably
realising that he was as good as dead, Popovi¢ spat in Rover’s face and
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Zvizdi¢ made good his escape in the ensuing uproar. He was not the
only one to take advantage of the confusion. Drago Sobot also survived
the ‘trial’ to tell his story. Sobot had been arrested at the end of June 1941
at the railway workshop together with six or seven of his comrades.
They were then imprisoned for about twenty days in the Beladija gaol
in Sarajevo. Here he met many others who had been arrested earlier by
the Ustade police. Sobot recalled that his fellow prisoners were

... of all nationalities, but mostly Serbs. I was in a room in which
there were thirty prisoners. An investigation was started against
them all and interrogations were conducted individually. We were
taken to special rooms where we were interrogated. We were all
terribly tortured. We were beaten up, individuals had their nails
pulled out of their fingers. We were all blue from blows and
beatings. I remember a Muslim who was purple and blue all over
his face and body. Only his teeth were white*

Sobot remembered that it was not only Communist Party members who
were brought before the Mobile Court Martial, but also:

... all patriots, of all nationalities. There were also many priests and
clergymen, prominent citizens and professors. They also brought
before the Mobile Court Martial all those who didn’t accept the
Ustade regime. They brought the Jews, in particular, before this
court. Many who were not even sympathisers of the Communist
Party were brought before the Mobile Court Martial. When I was
in the gaol there were over twenty orthodox priests. I have
personally seen those priests. I've seen that all the arrested were
beaten up and flogged, full of bruises and stabs.”

Sobot further recalled that the ‘trial’ before the Mobile Court Martial was a
very peremptory affair, lasting about two hours for all eleven defendants, at
the end of which death sentences were immediately announced against
Popovié and Albahari. As Sobot remembered, after they attempted to escape,
the two condemned men were taken to Vraca and shot by firing squad.
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Mujo Zvizdi¢’s recollections were very similar, both about the “trial’
itself and the outcome. He also remembered that Sre¢ko Rover was very
active during the proceedings, questioning the accused and especially
pressing Mihajlo Popovi¢ to reveal details of the illegal printing shop.
Zvizdic recalled in particular the shocking condition of Mihajlo’s sister,
Staka Popovié. As he said in his 1989 interview, ‘I knew her from before.
She looked so badly that she hardly held herself. The marks from
beatings were clearly visible. I noticed that her mouth was completely
turned on the side. Staka was otherwise before a healthy, large woman,
but when I saw her then at the trial I was surprised at how badly and
pitifully she looked and how much she had been tortured.’*

Josip Albahari was Salom Albarahi’s cousin, and a member of the
vibrant and well established Jewish community in Sarajevo. Many of his
family and friends were either executed at Vraca just outside the city, or
taken to concentration camps from where they never returned. Josip
Albahari witnessed, for example, the arrest of his eighty-year-old
grandmother, who could not even walk, and her deportation to the
concentration camp of Pakovo where she eventually perished. Three of
his brothers were also arrested and deported to the notorious Jasenovac
concentration camp where they too were killed by the Ustage. Before the
war, Albahari had worked in the District Court, until he was removed
by the Ustase in May 1941. When he was interviewed in 1989, Josip
Albahari remembered that:

At the beginning of the war, there were arrests of a large number
of Jews and Serbs. Jews were picked up in the streets and in their
homes and were taken to the concentration camps. There were no
trials and almost none of those taken away returned. As far as the
Serbs were concerned, they were also taken to concentration
camps without prior trial and some were kept as hostages. I
remember that on the evening of 1 August 1941, the more
prominent Jews of Sarajevo were taken from their homes. Among
them were merchants, a rabbi, a Cantor and many intellectuals.
They were simply taken away only because they were Jews. The
same night they were shot at Vraca. As far as I can remember now,
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in that group there were approximately 15 to 20 Jews who were
shot on 1 August 1941. Then I remember that in September 1941,
there was also a mass rounding up of Jews and Serbs and they
were taken to the concentration camps, and a larger group of Jews
was also taken away on 25 October 1941. On 16 November 1941,
Jewish women and children were rounded up and they were also
taken to the concentration camp in Pakovo. As far as I know no
one out of these Jews returned.*

This was the climate of mass killing and deportations before, during and
immediately after the period when Srecko Rover was a ‘judge’ on
Sarajevo’s Mobile Court Martial. News of the executions ordered by the
Mobile Court Martial spread far and wide throughout the city. Residents
did not need to be particularly well informed to know about the work
of the “court,” as it was publicised in the newspapers and on placards
pasted up throughout the city. Kazimir Jelenc was another Usta3e officer
who knew Srec¢ko Rover extremely well. They had both gone to Saint
Vinko’s primary school, where Jelenc first met Rover in 1927. After the
Nazi occupation of Sarajevo, Jelenc had joined the new administration
and although he had not been closely associated with Rover in this
period, he knew about his work on the Mobile Court Martial. Jelenc
gained his information from readily available public sources, and
particularly,

... from placards which were pasted up in the more prominent
places in Sarajevo. I remember that the names of the people who
were brought before the Mobile Court Martial and sentenced to
death by firing squad were on those placards. I remember —and
I'm sure about this — that on those placards I've also seen the name
of Srecko Rover. As far as I can remember, alongside his name it
was stated that he was a judge of the Mobile Court Martial. I
remember Sre¢ko’s name for the reason that he was my school
companion. On these placards there would frequently appear the
names of Jews and Serbs. Those people appeared more frequently
before the Mobile Court Martial.*
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According to Jelenc, these placards bearing Sre¢ko Rover ‘s name
as a member of the Sarajevo Mobile Court Martial would often contain
the names of up to twenty-five people who had been condemned to
death.In the weeks following the trial of the eleven communists before
the Mobile Court Martial and the execution of Mihajlo Popovi¢ and
Salom Albahari at Vraca, Sre¢ko Rover’s activities in the Security Police
and on the ‘court’ continued unabated. On 20 August 1941, Pavid
Haveri¢ and Milovan Purdevi¢ were taken before the ‘court” accused of
communist activities. Both were found guilty and sentenced to death.
Haveri¢, a 21- year-old, was taken to Vraca and shot, while Purdevié
was one of the very few victims pardoned by Paveli¢ and then
sentenced to twenty years imprisonment.” Haveri¢ had been at
Cemalu$a at the same time as Mujo Zvizdi¢. While he was being
interrogated, Zvizdi¢ recalled that the UstaSe police officers asked
Rover what they should do with Haverié. ‘Rover did not want to talk
with them about that in front of me, so he pointed with his eyes for
them to go to the other room with him. Then Rover and those Ustase
went to the other room and I could not hear what they decided for
DPavid Haveri¢. But after that I have heard that he was killed.””® Drago
Maltari¢ recalled that he had been the prosecutor in this case, and
confirmed ‘that Haveri¢ was sentenced to death by firing squad and
that the death sentence was carried out.””® A few days later, on 30 and
31 August, Lovro Cesar and Salih Gozo, both thirty-four years old,
were also ‘tried,” sentenced and executed at Vraca. Gozo had allegedly
carried out guerrilla actions, and was convicted of placing ‘a mine in
the Railway Workshop in Sarajevo, blowing up bridges, destroying
telegraph poles” and ‘sabotage of all kinds.”* Drago Maltari¢ recalled
the case of Salih Gozo, although he could not remember whether he
had personally prosecuted it. He confirmed, however, that Gozo had,
indeed, been executed at Vraca."'

On 9 September, another group of eleven came before the Mobile
Court Martial after they were captured following an ambush of a Ustase
unit the previous week. Except for Mihajlo Luburi¢, the others were
convicted and then taken to Vraca and shot, including Velimir
Milogevi¢, Branko Poki¢, Grujo A¢imovi¢, Vlado El¢i¢, Ignjat El¢i¢, Vaso



War criminals then and
now: General Abdul
Qader Miakhel (top),

a former military
commander of the
Afghan communist secret
police, the KHAD, who
now lives in Sydney.
Lieutenant Karlis Ozols
(left), commander of a
Latvian Security Police
unit that carried out mass
killings of Jews in
Byelorussia in 1942 and
1943. Ozols avoided
justice when the Keating
government abandoned
his case in 1992. He died
in March 2001,
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The infamous

Command Order
(Kommandobefehl) of

5 February 1943 (top),

in which SS Lieutenant
Colonel Strauch ordered
Karlis Ozols and his men
to take part in the murder
of the 2,000-strong
Jewish ghetto in Slutzk,
Byelorussia. A mass
execution allegedly
carried out on the orders
of Karlis Ozols (right).




Argods Fricsons (left),
the commander of the
Political Department

of the Latvian Security
Police and SD in Liepaja,
who carried out a
series of mass killings,
especially of the local
Jewish population.
Fricsons personally
shot Maly Elinsohn’s
father in mid-1941,

and both the killer and
the survivor migrated
to Melbourne and lived
in nearby suburbs.

1avistot Tulize cis

Qﬁt}mb Ribaent K

Vi Arlisvas 3ug

Py speistinaiana Yy

Fumatss yiow {

Above, Fricsons’s order of 26 January 1942 that Krisjanis-Otto Rosenthal,
a local Jew, should be arrested and taken to the Tukums prison. The Order
recorded that Rosenthal was detained a few days later.



Arvids Kripens (right),
one of the most
important Latvian war
criminals to find
sanctuary in Australia.
Kripens was a senior
official of the Nazi-
controlled Interior
Ministry, which directed
the mass killings, and
later an SS Colonel.
Upmalis and Kripens
were key Australian
leaders of the Daugavas
Vanagi, the international
organisation of Latvian
SS officers.

Arvids Upmalis (left),
the Assistant Chief of
the First Bauska Police
Precinct in Latvia, who
ordered and carried out
numerous mass killings
of Jews, Gypsies and
communists in 1941
and 1942.




Srecko Rover, the Croatian fascist
who was a member of a mobile
killing unit based in Sarajevo in
1941, which ordered numerous
executions of Serbs, Jews and
communists. Rover was a
member of an underground
terrorist cell before the war, and
was arrested and photographed
in 1939 (right).

R g

By 1941, he had the
power of life and death
as an officer of the
Nazi-controlled UstaSe
Security Police (left).
After the war, Rover
became an agent for US
intelligence and a senior
officer in the Croatian
terrorist network, before
coming to Australia and
resurrecting his fascist
and terrorist cells.



Salih Gozo (right), the 34-year-old
partisan who was executed in
August 1941 by

Srecko Rover’s Mobile Court
Martial for carrying out anti-Nazi
sabotage, including planting
mines, blowing up bridges and
destroying telegraph poles.

OGLAS

Dana 31. kolovoza 1941, odgovarao Jje pred senatom Pokretnog

priekog suds ;
SALIH GOZO, 31 godine star

Sudbenom je istragom ustanovijeno, da Je Gozo bio &lan komu-
nistidke stranke, to &an t. zv. »rusiladkog pokretaz. Ustanovijeno ja
nadalje, da je postavio pakieni stroj u Zeljeznidko] radionl u Sarajevu,
dizzo Zeljezmitke mostove, ruslo lm'.oxlnsne stupove, te vrilo sve vrsti
sabotaZe,

Zbog foga go je senat Pokretnog prickog 1= ~svdin na kazom
smril strieljanjem,

Osuda je lzvricma u zakonskom roku.

Sarajevo, dne 2. runa 1B4L

RAVNATELJSTVO
ZA JAVNI RED 1 SIGURNOST VELIKE 2UPE "V'RHBOSNE

Above, the poster issued by the Bosnian Security Police proclaiming Gozo’s
trial and execution.



Pavid Haveri¢ (right) and
Milovan Purdevi¢ were taken
before Srecko Rover’s Mobile Court
Martial in August 1941 accused
of communist activities. Both
were found guilty and sentenced
to death. Twenty-one-year-old
Haveri¢ was taken to Vraca and
shot, while Purdevi¢ was one of
Rover’s few victims pardoned
and then sentenced to twenty
years imprisonment.

Osudeni komunisti

u Sarajeva

PO POKRETNOM PRIJEKOM
SUDU
Jucer poslile podne Ravnateljstvo
za javni red i sigurnost Velike Zupe
Vrhbesne izdalo je oglas slijedeleg
sadrZnja:
OGLAS

Danas su pred senatom Pokretnog
prijekog suda odgovarali zbog ko-
munisti¢ke promiébe HAVERIC
DZAVID, 21 godinu star i PUR-
PEVIC MILOVAN, 27 godina star.

Sudskom je raspravom ustanov-
ljeno, da su imenovani organizlrall
komunisti¢ku stranku i da su rasge
patavali letlie komunistid¢lcog saclr=
Zaja, a Haveri¢, Jdn je prilikom uhi-
éenju pokudwo ubiti organa vlasti,
pa ih je stoga scnat Pokretnog pri-
jekog suda OSUDIO NA SMRT.

Nad Haveri¢ D2Zavidom {zvraena
je u zakonskom roku KAZNA
SMRTI' STRIJELJANJEM, dok je
Durdeviéu Milovanu kazna smrti mi-
lo%¢u Poglavnlika zamijenjena
8 20 godina te3ke tamnice.

Sarajevo, dne 20. kolovoza 1941. . g
Raihatelistvo  sa’ javoL ted Left, the poster issued by the Bosnian

TEIRE el Ll R Security Police proclaiming their ‘trial’
'ELIKE 2UPE VRHBOSNE s :
and Haveri¢’s execution.



Victims of the UstasSe.
The Croatian Nazi
collaborators were
notorious for the
brutal methods used
to kill their Serbian,
Jewish and Gypsy
victims. Disembowelment
was a frequent method
used, as demonstrated
by the photo (right)
taken at Jasenovac
concentration camp.

e : -
The use of sledgehammers to smash the skull of victims was another favoured

technique, as shown by the photo (above) taken at the Stara Gradiska
concentration camp.
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Jerki¢, Veljko Pandurovi¢, Branko Kukovi¢ and Stojan Stijepi¢.*? This
was followed on 29 and 30 September with yet further ‘trials” before the
Mobile Court Martial, and the executions of Radojka Laki¢ and
Aleksandar Salzberger. Salzberger was shot at Vraca on about 4 October,
and two days later a placard was pasted up around Sarajevo
announcing his execution.”” Technically, Srecko Rover had ceased being
a member of the Mobile Court Martial prior to these last two ‘trials,’
although the evidence shows that he was directly involved in the
murder of these twelve people. It is recorded, however, that on 8
September 1941, Mirko Puk, the Minister for Justice and Religion,
relieved Rover from his duty as a member of Sarajevo’s Mobile Court
Martial** Dusan Krsi¢ remembered the cases of both Radojka Laki¢ and
Aleksandar Salzberger. He recalled that Laki¢ was ‘tried by the Court
Martial and that she was sentenced to death and executed by firing
squad.” He also knew that Salzberger had previously ‘worked as an
officer of the Jewish bank Melaha.” Kr$i¢ testified that the Salzberger case
directly involved Srec¢ko Rover. According to his evidence, Salzberger
had been arrested

near Hadi¢, near Sarajevo. The Ustase who arrested him at first
didn’t know who he was, and they called people to identify him.
That’s how I found out from my acquaintance Karlo KuZzatko that
Karlo was called to the UstaSe police by Rover personally to
identify someone arrested. Kuzatko told me that he recognised the
cashier who had been working in the Jewish bank Melaha.*®

Drago Maltari¢ also recalled these cases vividly:

I remember that during the time I was a public prosecutor at the
Mobile Court Martial, Radojka Laki¢ was brought before the court.
I was the prosecutor, and it remained in my mind that Radojka
Laki¢ was very brave during the proceedings and that she was
sentenced to death by firing squad. It is known to me that this
death sentence was carried out. It is also known to me that at
about the same time Aleksandar Salzberger was brought before the
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court. I remember that he, too, was sentenced to death by firing
squad, but Salzberger escaped while he was being taken from the
court house to the gaol. As far as I know, Salzberger was caught
and I think that he was executed.*

When he was interviewed in May 1988, Ervin Salzberger also vividly
remembered the trial and execution of his brother, Aleksandar. He
recalled that Aleksandar had been ‘caught during a partisan action near
Hadi¢ at the end of September 1941." This involved conducting
reconnaissance operations in preparation for a partisan attack on the
Sarajevo—Mostar railway line. After his capture, Aleksandar ‘was taken
to the gendarmes’ station in Hadi¢ and from there under escort he was
taken, tied up, to Sarajevo, to the jail of the Mobile Court Martial.
According to Ervin, the ‘court’ dealt with his brother’s case on ‘1 or 2
October 1941, and he was executed on 4 October 1941 at Vraca.” He was
convinced that Sre¢ko Rover was a member of the Mobile Court Martial
‘which passed the sentence on my brother Aleksandar.”” Technically this
was not possible, as Rover had been relieved of his duty as a ‘judge’ on
8 September. As discussed above, there is no doubt that Rover played a
part in investigating the Salzberger case in his capacity as a senior
Security Police officer. Given the chaos and utter lawlessness of these
times, it is conceivable that he also sat on the Mobile Court Martial that
sentenced Aleksandar Salzberger despite having been relieved of this
duty three weeks earlier. At this late stage, the facts will probably never
be finally established one way or the other.

After serving on Sarajevo’s Mobile Court Martial, Sre¢ko Rover rose
rapidly through the ranks. It is not possible to determine with accuracy
when he left Sarajevo to return to Zagreb, but the prosecutor on the
Mobile Court Martial, Drago Maltari¢, distinctly recalled that Rover had
been recalled to Ustase headquarters after he ceased to be a member.*
One witness was certain that he met Rover in Zagreb in January 1942.
His old school friend Mirko Hemen testified that he had met Roverin a
bar in Zagreb at this time.*” Soon afterwards, Rover was sent to a special
officers’ training school in Stockerau in Austria. At this time, Stockerau
was a military training school, mainly used for the élite of Paveli¢’s
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followers — those who had proven themselves in the early months of
mass slaughter after the Nazi invasion. Sre¢ko Rover had reached this
élite status.*® Later, Stockerau became the key training headquarters for
the Muslim SS units organised by the Germans, especially for the
Bosnian Muslim Handschar and Albanian Skanderbeg Divisions, both of
which distinguished themselves in brutal anti-partisan operations
during which many innocent civilians were murdered and their villages
wiped off the map.

Following the training course at Stockerau, Rover was posted back
to Sarajevo as commander of the First Tank Brigade. A few months
later, he was sent again to Zagreb and by late 1943 had risen to the rank
of lieutenant in the Ustase army, although his university records make
it clear that he also continued to serve in the Security Police until at
least April of that year.” At this time he again met up with his school
friend Mirko Hemen, who asked Rover to be the best man at his
wedding on 26 December 1943. Soon after, Rover was posted to Zagreb
and on 15 May 1944 promoted to the rank of Reserve Ustase Standard
Bearer in the armoured corps of the Poglavnik’s Bodyguard. This
promotion followed his completion of the Stockerau course in Austria.”
As discussed earlier, the Bodyguard was an élite security formation
that guarded the Poglavnik, Ante Paveli¢, and performed repressive
security functions similar to the Gestapo. From the beginning of
Paveli¢’s rule, his Bodyguard had been viewed by the Nazis as the élite
of the regime. As early as the end of 1941, for example, Reinhard
Heydrich, the head of the Reich Security Main Office (RSHA), had
written to the commander of the SS, Heinrich Himmler. Heydrich
reported that approaches had been personally made by Paveli¢ and one
of his senior ministers to the Commander of Einsatzkommando
Zagreb, requesting that members of the Bodyguard should be trained
by the Waffen SS and then deployed on the Eastern Front. The
Commander of the Einsatzkommando had already identified the
Bodyguard as the élite of the UstaSe regime, noting that it was
comprised of ‘hand-picked people whose attitude and ideology cannot
be questioned.” Furthermore, as Paveli¢ continued the reorganisation of
his forces, members of the Bodyguard would increasingly fill the major
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posts.” Rover, always a member of the senior ranks of the Usta3e, had
now reached the pinnacle.

Two months later, on 27 July 1944, Rover was transferred from the
Bodyguard back to the Ustae armed forces.* By this time, the partisans
were already well advanced in their preparations to seize power in
Yugoslavia, and a few months later would receive assistance from the
advancing Red Army to capture Belgrade. A few months earlier, Rover
had received a high honour from Ante Paveli¢. On 20 April 1944, Adolf
Hitler’s birthday, the Poglavnik awarded Rover, ‘Ustada in the Usta3e
camp Sarajevo,” the prestigious Small Silver Medal ‘for courageous and
resolute conduct in the battles against the renegades in the year 1941 in
Bosnia, but especially near Maglaj.”® When the Australian war crimes
investigators gathered evidence about his wartime activities, they
uncovered allegations that ‘Rover was involved in a “cleansing”
operation in the area of Maglaj*® ‘Cleansing’ meant brutal actions
against civilians in the course of anti-partisan operations. Rover
received his medal on the same day that Karlis Ozols received his
promotion to the rank of 1* lieutenant for his role in mass killings in
Latvia and Byelorussia. As was the case for collaborationist forces
throughout Nazi-occupied Europe, Hitler’s birthday was an occasion to
honour loyal mass killers. Rover was not the only UstaSe officer to
receive the Small Silver Medal on this day. Several of his closest
comrades were awarded the same decoration at the same time,
including Drago Jilek, Mirko Hemen and Drago Gregori¢. It was,
however, the beginning of the end for these loyal Nazi officers. Like
Ozols and his Latvian comrades, Rover spent his last twelve months of
the war fighting in the armed forces, ending his career as a 1%
Lieutenant. By the end of 1944, Rover was in Zagreb preparing for
retreat westwards, and planning his escape from Allied justice. By April
1945, the entire Ustase administration, Sre¢ko Rover included, was in
headlong retreat, marching westwards into the hands of the British,
French and American forces in Austria.”’

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, when the Australian Nazi-hunters
of the Special Investigations Unit spent considerable effort and
resources in investigating the Rover case, it formed the view that ‘the
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allegations against Rover appeared to have substance.” They could not,
however, obtain the cooperation of the newly independent Croatian
government to finalise the case.*®

*

One of Sretko Rover’s fellow mass murderers also made the trek
westwards in April 1945 and made it to Australia ten months before the
Little Wolf. In April 1952, Pujo Krpan was discovered in Australia when
the Australian Security Intelligence Organisation’s Regional Director for
Western Australia received information about Krpan, who was using
the Christian names Tomo and Jure. According to ASIO’s informant,
Krpan was ‘born 1914 Petrinja. He was [a] Ustasa police investigator. He
participated in murdering several hundred persons. He is also able for
carrying out and organise [sic] all terroristic undertaking. Address — 15,
Duke Str. West Australia.””® Krpan was born on 9 December 1914 and
had arrived in Fremantle in January 1950, accompanied by his wife and
stepdaughter.

Abutcher at Petrinja before the war, Krpan had joined the Ustase as
soon as they came to power in April 1941. He had then been involved in
mass killings in Petrinja and the surrounding regions. Situated some
fifty miles south of Zagreb in the Lika region, this was another area with
mixed Croat and Serb populations. Petrinja was the scene of organised
massacres of the Serb population as early as mid-1941. Krpan was a
member of a Ustase police unit that roved from village to village in
trucks, arrested Serbs and executed them. Among the numerous
operations this unit conducted were three in which Krpan personally
took part. The first was on 4 May 1941, when five people were killed at
Bacuga. Two months later, 2,000 Serbs were executed at Grabovac after
being arrested in eighteen nearby small villages. Then in October 1941,
thirty-six men were taken from Komogovina to Petrinja and shot in the
St Nikola cemetery® The period during which Krpan was active as a
Security Police officer was the pinnacle of Ustase brutality against the
Serbs of Bosnia and Lika. From early May 1941, this campaign extended
unchecked until nearly the end of the year. Inmediately the partisans
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moved into Lika in late 1944, the Yugoslav War Crimes Commission
began collecting evidence of the mass killings of three and a half years
before. They found many eyewitnesses who identified Pujo Krpan as
one of the most bloodthirsty members of the units which exterminated
tens of thousands of innocent civilians in Lika at that time.

Among the many incidents documented by the Commission, one
stands out from all the others, both for the number of its victims and the
ruthless and brutal conduct of the operation. On the morning of 23 July
1941, Krpan's unit began a five-day rampage in and around the village
of Grabovac, starting with the tiny hamlet of Begovi¢. It was only a trial
run for the main operation, which was launched the next day. According
to the testimony given by Zarko Vujaklija, Krpan arrived at Begovi¢
with two dozen Ustase and told the local inhabitants not to be afraid.
The police detachment then slaughtered Milja Pavli¢ straight away, and
burned down most of the houses in the village. A number of other Serbs
were also murdered, including a baby of only a few months who was
thrown into an oven and burned alive.”!

According to Ljubomir Petrovi¢’s statement, Krpan came to
Grabovac the next day with a group of Ustase including Stevo Pjesak,
Jozo Filjkovi¢ and Stefo Stajcer. The first action of the Security Police was
to throw a ring around the town and set up machine-guns to prevent the
population from escaping. The people were told they were only to be
interrogated, but Jekip Stojan and Stevan Miljevi¢ were immediately shot
and the other men taken to a post the Ustade police had established at the
local railway station. Here a system for mass murder had been
established involving four groups of police. Petrovi¢ witinessed the event
at close quarters, and stated that one group ‘hit them around the body
with their rifle butts, another on top of their heads, the third pierced their
stomachs with bayonets so that some of them walked with their
intestines hanging out, and the fourth group took them about 25 metres
to the pits.” There were three pits, the largest about six metres wide and
thirteen metres long. The men were taken in groups of between twenty
and thirty, forced to face the pit and then shot from behind. Petrovi¢
identified Krpan among the two dozen executioners participating in the
mass killing. He also remembered the names of thirty-seven victims.*’He
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further recalled that the Usta3e stopped passing trains and seized Serbs
‘who were tortured and shot’ Many other witnesses corroborated
Petrovi¢’s testimony. Petrovi¢ identified Puro Stekovi¢ as one of the
victims, whose gruesome fate was also witnessed by Milja Maslovara, a
56-year-old widow. She described seeing Stekovi¢:

... lying in the ditch with his hands chopped off up to the elbows,
and his legs up to the knees. When an UstaSe was taking me to be
interrogated I saw how Puro talked to the UstaSe passing by, and
pleaded with him to kill him and to stop his suffering. But the
Ustase laughed, saying, “‘Why should I kill you, why shouldn’t you
live?’®

Another statement by Lazo Madjarac recounted how Krpan’s unit had
gathered hundreds of men, women and children from neighbouring
villages, including Ba¢uga, Susnjava, Lus€ani, Vlaovici and Kraljev¢ani.
They were assembled at Grabovac, where they were killed and buried
in pits dug by local Gypsies.* Puro Drljan gave evidence about the
killing of Boro Vaktar, who was beaten so severely that the Ustase broke
his spine.® Peter Oblakovi¢ of Batuga remembered that Justice Minister
Puk had arrived at Grabovac on the day the slaughter began and
ordered the police to carry out the executions.*

The Yugoslav War Crimes Commission took evidence over many
months from dozens of witnesses who survived the five days of
slaughter which started at Begovi¢ on 23 July 1941. From their
testimony, they identified the name, age and place of residence of 176
men, women and children allegedly killed personally by Pujo Krpanin
this action. Of the approximately 2,000 people who died during the
operation, Krpan was accused of personally murdering almost 9 per
cent of the victims.”” Eyewitness accounts of his numerous other crimes
listed dozens of further victims. The Yugoslav War Crimes Commission
noted the identities of at least 200 others whom Krpan was accused of
murdering at Gradac, KoZa-Petrovica, Brestika, Trnovac, Nova Glina
and other Serbian villages in Lika.*

*



128 CROATIA, 1941-45

The Yugoslav War Crimes Comunission also gathered substantial
evidence about the crimes committed by a Catholic priest known as
"Pop Jole.” His real name was Josip Bujanovi¢. During the Ustase’s rule
in Lika, Father Jole held several senior posts in the Nazi-controlled
administration. As the mayor of the town of Gospic in the mixed Serbian
and Croatian region of Lika, Father Bujanovi¢ oversaw many of the
mass killings in the surrounding area. These had started in the middle
of 1941, but the Yugoslav investigators concluded that they had, if
anything, got worse towards the end of the war when Bujanovi¢ was in
charge of the killing operations. Allegations concerning his participation
in war crimes included mass executions at Mogori¢, Divoselo, Radug,
Licki, Osik, Oto¢ac, Gacka, as well as in Gospic¢ itself. His personal role
in the mass killings continued right up until February, March and April
1945 when he ordered mass hangings at Gospi¢ and punitive operations
against civilians in Gacka.”

There is very little trace of Bujanovi¢’s activities in the early period
of the Ustase administration. Presumably he had played an important
role, because we do know that he was promoted to the rank of Standard
Bearer in the Artillery in late 1942, a position he would not have
obtained without first proving himself as a loyal Ustase member. Soon
after receiving this promotion, Bujanovi¢ was ordered to serve in an
anti-aircraft defence unit in the Croatian Airforce.” By September 1943,
however, he had already assumed an important role in the mass killings
in the Lika district. For example, when the Italians capitulated early that
month about twelve badly wounded partisans were literally
slaughtered at the hospital at Oto¢ac. Around 500 armed Security Police
had entered Otofac on 14 September, a few days after the Italian
surrender. Eyewitnesses identified Bujanovi¢ as the senior Ustase officer
directing the operation, and detailed how most of the partisans had
been killed with axes and knives, while the rest had been dispatched by
shooting. Tomislav Kronja, a doctor at the hospital, described how the
walls were covered in blood after the mass killing.”

Many other eyewitnesses also identified Father Bujanovi¢ as the
man who ordered and carried out a series of crimes against humanity.
For example, in November 1943 he led a Ustase raiding party on
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Divoselo in the Lika region during which a number of villagers were
killed, some in the most brutal fashion. Two were burned alive, while
Tode Jerkovi¢ and three young children were publicly hanged.? Six
months later, it was the turn of Kurjak. On this occasion, a large number
of the villagers were able to escape to the hills and avoid the mass
killing, but at least eleven were caught and murdered. They included
two-year-old Marija Klai¢ and seven-year old Dusanka DPuki¢.” Gospi¢
was an especially savage area for Bujanovi¢’s mass killing operations,
and the files are full of long lists of those murdered on his orders
between October 1943 and October 1944.” Major killing operations were
also launched in Mogori¢ in May 1944, in Osik in June 1944 and in
Radu¢ in December 1944. The records of the Yugoslav War Crimes
Commission contain thick dossiers on these crimes, replete with lists of
the villagers killed on Bujanovi¢’s orders during these operations.”” On
9 October 1944, a similar operation was launched in Gacka, when 100
men and twenty women were arrested and interned in the local gaol.
Many were subsequently killed during torture and ‘interrogation’
sessions, others died of hunger over the coming weeks, while there were
also several mass hangings. These were often brutal affairs, in which the
victims were strung up with their toes touching the ground so that they
were slowly strangled in the struggle to find their footing.”
Bujanovi¢’s rise through the ranks of the UstaSe accelerated
dramatically as a result of his role in these mass killings. He was
promoted to the rank of captain and later to major, and ended the war
as the Veliki Zupan of Lika and Gacka, a post he received on Ante
Paveli¢’s direct order at the end of 1944. In effect, he was the district
governor of much of the Lika region, the senior regional position in the
Ministry of the Interior” The position was not just a political or
administrative post: the regional Security Police structure reported
directly to Bujanovi¢ who in effect directed the entire machinery of
repression in the Lika region together with his police chief, Stipe
Stilinovié. Together they used this power with ruthless determination,
as illustrated by one well-documented mass execution carried out in
February 1945. A poster preserved in the Croatian Archives tells the
gruesome story. The poster was displayed throughout the town of
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Gospic¢ and surrounding areas, following the public hanging of twenty
opponents of the UstaSe regime on 14 February. Although signed by the
local police chief, Stipe Stilinovi¢, the poster makes it clear that the
executions were actually carried out on the orders of the Veliki Zupan of
Lika and Gacka, Josip Bujanovic.

The hangings were in reprisal for a partisan action in which a young
man had been killed and another captured. The victims were entirely
unconnected to the partisan attack, but they were condemned to hang
anyway because their ‘anti-State activity’ had been proven, at least to
Bujanovi¢’s satisfaction. Those hanged were eight women and twelve
men, ranging from boys and girls barely into their teenage years,
through to men in their late sixties. They included, for example, three
seventeen-year-old girls — Danica Obradovi¢, Manda Bobi¢ and Jovanka
Bogi¢ — who had either supposedly distributed communist propaganda
or provided information to the partisans. Two young sisters were also
hanged in this group. Neda Tesli¢ was nineteen and her sister Sofija
twenty-two, and their ‘crime’ was allegedly to have attended partisan
meetings. Some of the boys were even younger. Branko Dobri¢, for
example, was at most fifteen and may only have been fourteen. His
brother, Dusan, was sixteen or seventeen, as was Vojislav Poc¢uca. These
three teenage boys were publicly hanged on Bujanovi¢’s order merely
because they had ‘maintained contacts’” with the nearby village of
Divoselo. So too was Vaso Obradovi¢ who was at best sixteen and
perhaps only fifteen. The oldest victim of this mass hanging carried out
in Bujanovi¢’s name in mid-February 1945 was 69-year-old Simo Dimic¢,
who was executed because he had distributed partisan pamphlets.”

The Yugoslav War Crimes Commission found that many of the
worst atrocities committed in the Lika and Gacka region had in fact
taken place during the six months when Bujanovi¢ was the Veliki Zupan
in the last months of the war. In April 1945, for example, only a few
weeks before Bujanovi¢ was forced to retreat with the defeated Ustase
government, he carried out further punitive operations against civilians
in Gacka. On 4 April, he personally conducted a raid at Gacka, during
which he ordered his police officers to pick up a sick and elderly
woman, Mrs Vujnovi¢, and drag her away to be killed despite her



War Criminals Welcome 131

extremely frail state. The same day, one of Bujanovi¢’s senior police
officers in Gospi¢ carried out a series of mass killings in the local gaol,
in which he machine-gunned a number of anti-Nazi prisoners in the
cellar.”

A few weeks after these mass killings, Bujanovié¢ retreated along
with other senior officials of the Paveli¢ regime, including Sre¢ko Rover
and Pujo Krpan. Having abandoned his priestly garb in favour of the
Usta8e uniform during the war, Bujanovi¢ once again donned the collar
and black robe and headed first to Austria and then to Italy. Although
the Yugoslav War Crimes Commission followed him everywhere he
went, he always stayed one step ahead of justice. In October 1946,
however, the Yugoslav government tracked Bujanovi¢ down to his
Italian sanctuary, where he was protected by the Vatican. The Yugoslavs
presented just some of the evidence of his crimes against humanity and
demanded that the British and American authorities should arrest and
hand him over for trial. A few months later, on 18 March 1947, the
British governunent agreed that the evidence against Father Bujanovié
was so powerful that they would hand him over just as soon as he could
be traced.® In making their decision, the British Foreign Office relied, in
part, on the testimony of a young army captain by the name of Evelyn
Waugh, who had served with the British Military Mission to Tito in the
second half of the war. Waugh had investigated Bujanovi¢’s activities in
Gospi¢ and recorded that ‘he is credibly reported to have taken a hand
in the massacre of Orthodox peasants.”"

Father Bujanovi¢ was never handed over to face justice for his role in
ordering and carrying out mass killings. Instead, he played a crucial part
in both the Vatican’s Nazi-smuggling network and the Western-backed
terrorist network that had been assembled in a futile effort to overthrow
communism in Yugoslavia. Under the diplomatic immunity conferred on
him by the Vatican, he helped to establish the Catholic Church’s Ratlines,
as the Nazi escape routes were dubbed by American intelligence.®? Along
with other Croatian Catholic priests, especially Father Krunoslav
Draganovi¢, Bujanovi¢ organised the escape of almost the entire cabinet
of the UstaSe government. His most important task was to arrange
personally the clandestine shipment of Paveli¢ to Argentina in 1947. He
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followed his leader there shortly afterwards, and lived in Argentina until
1964 when he emigrated to Australia and settled in Adelaide.

When the Nazi-hunters of the Special Investigations Unit began
their inquiries in 1987, Bujanovi¢ was high on the list of suspects.
Extensive investigations were carried out by the Australian
investigators, including interviews with a number of eyewitnesses. In
the unit’s final report, it was concluded that inquiries had ‘confirmed
the positions allegedly held by him,” including his membership of the
UstaSe and that he was a former mayor of Gospi¢. Further, they were
‘satisfied that a number of the allegations against [Bujanovi¢] had
substance,” but a prosecution could not be launched because insufficient
evidence was available fifty years after the crimes had been committed.®

*

When Sretko Rover, Pujo Krpan and Josip Bujanovié¢ fled from the
‘independent’ state of Croatia in April 1945, there was a real danger that
they would be summarily executed if Tito’s communist-led partisans
were to capture them. Thousands of rank and file Ustase who fell into
the partisans’ hands were dispatched with ruthless efficiency in the
second half of 1945. These included many who had been forcibly
returned by the British forces who apprehended the mass killers at the
Austrian frontier. Even surviving this initial cull of the throngs of
refugees and fugitive Nazis on the British side of the border did not
ensure long-term safety. In the immediate post-war period, the policy of
the Western Allies was to return war criminals, quislings and Nazi
collaborators to the countries where they had committed their crimes.
Whether found in Austria, Germany or Italy, Rover, Krpan, Bujanovig,
Karlis Ozols, Argods Fricsons and other mass killers were fearful that
they would be punished for their crimes against humanity. They had
undoubtedly heard the radio broadcasts in which the Allies had
promised to pursue Nazi mass murderers to the four corners of the
earth. At first, they probably took these threats very seriously indeed. As
things panned out, they need not have worried. There was safety in the
Western camp, so long as the fugitives knew how to pitch their wares.



Operation Headache/Boathill: Chapter Six
US Intelligence and the Nazi
Scandal

How did men like Karlis Ozols, Argods Fricsons, Sre¢cko Rover and
Josip Bujanovi¢ escape punishment for their crimes? How did they
evade the Allied intelligence teams hunting Nazi war criminals in the
immediate post-war period? How did they fool the security
screening teams sent to Europe by the Australian government to
ensure that only the victims of the Third Reich should be given the
privilege of migration? Once they had settled in Australia in the late
1940s and early 1950s, how did they continue to hoodwink the
authorities and gain citizenship? Did Australian authorities remain
oblivious to their presence in Australia over the next thirty-five
years, until they were exposed in a series of investigative reports
prepared by this author in 1986?"

In theory, Ozols, Fricsons, Rover, Bujanovi¢ and hundreds more
like them who found sanctuary in Australia were on the Allied Black List
when World War II ended with the unconditional surrender of Hitler’s
Third Reich in May 1945. This meant that they were liable for automatic
arrest and forcible repatriation to the scene of their crimes. More
importantly, it also meant that they were explicitly excluded from
receiving any assistance to immigrate under the rules established by the
International Refugee Organisation (IRO). Yet thousands of war
criminals and Nazi collaborators slipped through the allegedly rigorous
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screening procedures established to protect the Western countries that
were accepting refugees at that time. The vast majority of them found
new homes in Australia, the United States, Canada, Great Britain and
several South American countries.

Western Europe was in almost complete chaos in the immediate
post-war years. Much of the infrastructure of Germany, Italy and
Austria had been reduced to rubble, and there were millions of people
displaced from their homes in desperate need of shelter, clothes and
food. Many of these people had no identification papers, and no means
of proving who they were and what they had done over the previous six
years. There is no doubt that this contributed greatly to the ability of war
criminals to hide themselves among the genuine refugees and pretend
that they, too, were victims of either Hitler or Stalin. Furthermore, each
of the Nazi groups among the refugees established effective clandestine
networks to protect fugitives and aid their escape when the Allied war
crimes teams came too close. In this effort they were greatly aided by the
Vatican, which under the Pope’s direction established a vast network of
underground assistance, supposedly ‘in the name of Christian charity.’
The Allied authorities were also extremely lax, even incompetent. In the
main, they did not search diligently for these mass killers, nor trace the
eyewitnesses and documentary evidence needed to bring them to
justice. These factors certainly assisted the guilty to evade justice, fool
the immigration screening teams, find new homes in the Western
nations they had so recently fought against and live to ripe old age
without answering for their crimes.

There was, however, another powerful factor at work assisting the
guilty. While some units of British, American and French intelligence
were out actively hunting war criminals, others were searching not to
bring them to justice, but rather to recruit them for the battle against
communism which had begun even before the war ended. This covert
program started in earnest in mid-1945 on the Austrian-Yugoslav and
Italian-Yugoslav frontiers where Stalin’s new Central European
empire met the British and American armies, and quickly spread into
the Western occupation zones of Germany. These were natural
recruiting grounds for Western spy agencies that were hungry for
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agents who had so recently been in the forefront of Hitler's war
against communism. Austria, Italy and the British, American and
French zones of Germany were, in effect, safe havens for the fleeing
fascist armies of Croatia, Hungary, Ukraine, the Baltic states,
Byelorussia, Czechoslovakia and other countries that had been
occupied by the Third Reich. These fascists knew that if they were
caught in areas controlled by the communists, their fate was almost
certainly death. In the Western-controlled zones they had at least some
chance of survival, and if they could find the right intelligence officers
they sensed they might even prosper.

Former members of Nazi-controlled Security Police and SS units
were especially prized by British, French and American intelligence.
They were considered ideal agents for espionage, disinformation and
black propaganda programs, assassination and terrorist operations
precisely because they had spent much of their time and effort fighting
communist-led partisan forces, serving under Nazi command on the
Central and Eastern European fronts. They had studied the West’s new
enemy at close hand and understood the need for utter ruthlessness in
the fight against Stalin and his followers. They had also retained
underground cells behind the Soviet lines, and had family and friends
who could serve as contacts and potential agents.

Furthermore, many of the senior officers of these ex-Nazi units had
worked for French and British intelligence prior to the war. It was easy
to resurrect these contacts and reorganise such old intelligence fronts as
Intermarium, the Prometheus network, the Organisation of Ukrainian
Nationalists, the Russian People’s Labour Alliance (Narodny Trudovoi
Soyuz or NTS) and the Pan Danubian Federation. Many of these émigré
groups were hopelessly factionalised and supported contradictory
political platforms. Some strove to dismember the Soviet or Yugoslav
empires into separate states. Others wished to overthrow communism
but to preserve Russian and Serbian domination over Ukrainians and
Croats. Despite these differences, Western intelligence saw their
potential as a fighting force against Stalin?

Groups like these had, in fact, served as anti-communist fronts for
British and French intelligence since the 1920s. The NTS, for instance,
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had been used by British spymaster, Sir Stewart Menzies, for ‘terrorism
and sabotage’ against the Soviet Union since it was formed as a fascist
front in Belgrade in July 1930 by a loyal British agent, Claudius Voss,
and an equally loyal Soviet agent, Prince Anton Turkul. Though
notionally ‘social democratic” at birth, the NTS swiftly moved to the
right in the 1930s and before long was little more than a Russian version
of the German Nazi party. Menzies was evidently unconcerned by NTS’
pro-Nazi stances.’ So long as it was anti-communist, he was happy to
use it against Stalin. There were, however, many dangers in this
approach. The hothouse atmosphere of émigré politics, the highly
factionalised and competing political goals of the various groups, the
mutual hatreds between Russians and Ukrainians, Serbs and Croats,
Czechs and Slovaks made these groups prime targets for penetration by
Soviet intelligence.

From the very beginning of White Russian anti-communist
emigration in the early 1920s, there had been well-trained Red agents
among the groups. These had carried out a series of assassinations and
kidnappings against their opponents and ably sowed dissension, ethnic
hatred and political disaffection. The anti-communist émigrés had been
goaded into an endless series of futile splits and the founding of
numerous competing and mutually hostile organisations. The émigrés’
espionage operations were, likewise, also compromised by communist
agents. Pre-war efforts to infiltrate NTS agents into the Soviet Union, for
example, were invariably disastrous. One British operation led to the
capture of no fewer than 150 agents, a disaster that led the Polish secret
service to denounce a senior NTS leader as a communist double agent.*
Though the émigré groups were all anti-communist, they often loathed
each other more than they did the common enemy.

In the late 1930s, many of these British and French intelligence
fronts defected to German intelligence, and subsequently played key
roles in organising the auxiliary Security Police units that carried out the
Nazis" mass killings in Central and Eastern Europe. This did not,
however, deter British intelligence from renewing ties. When it became
certain in the second half of 1944, that the war would end with an Allied
victory, feelers were put out to determine whether the cooperative
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relationship of the 1930s might be resurrected for mutual benefit.
Western intelligence teams contacted old émigré agents, and fascist
regimes such as Ante Paveli¢’s in Croatia sent emissaries to the West to
appeal for assistance in the fight against Bolshevism. The official policy
of both Britain and the United States was that no compromise would be
made with Hitler and his collaborators. Unofficially, however, a small
cabal of intelligence officials followed a different policy, sometimes with
the support of higher authorities, at other times in defiance of explicit
orders. By mid-1945, Britain’s Secret Intelligence Service (MI6) and
France’s Deuxieme Bureau were actively targeting Eastern and Central
European émigrés who had recently taken off their Nazi uniforms and
were masquerading as victims of Stalin’s repression. These British and
French officials found support in senior circles of American intelligence,
particularly from Allen Dulles and James Jesus Angleton, who were to
become senior officers of the Central Intelligence Agency?

In theory, these Western operations were meant to result in
spectacular intelligence coups behind the Iron Curtain and build
effective anti-communist resistance movements that would challenge
Stalin at home. In their most extravagant dreams, Western spy agencies
believed their émigré Nazis would eventually overthrow communism
throughout Europe. In practice, the operations were disastrous. The ex-
Nazi agents were, in fact, of a generally poor quality. In the main, they
were far more efficient mass killers than they were effective intelligence
operatives or popular resistance leaders. Although some of the Central
and Eastern European networks established by French, British and
American intelligence in the mid-1940s survived for the next ten years,
most turned out to be deeply penetrated by communist double agents.
Many of these were the best Soviet agents, but frequently were pitted
against the worst calibre of Nazi agents that the West could possibly
have recruited. As a result, most of the networks were rounded up, and
their key agents subjected to highly publicised ‘show trials.” The civilian
population was thereby ‘taught’ that Western ‘liberation’” actually
involved a return to Nazism. Almost all of these Western agents were
either executed by the Stalinist secret police or condemned to long years
of imprisonment. Most of the networks were defunct by late 1948,
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although Soviet intelligence maintained a double game for many years
in an often successful effort to divert the West’s scarce intelligence
resources.

The failure of these operations was objectively predictable. Even if
the quality of the Nazi agents had been better, their operations were
doomed. This was mainly because of two of the cleverest and most
effective Soviet double agents. Kim Philby and Prince Anton Turkul
effectively controlled the West’s Nazi networks from each end. Philby
ran these networks from within MI6 and passed on everything he knew
to his real masters in the KGB, communist intelligence’s civilian wing.
Turkul had been a Soviet agent at least since the early 1920s and, slowly
but surely, had taken over important sections of the NTS in the late
1930s and during the war. Through a coterie of loyal Red agents, the
Prince directed the numerous Soviet agents among the Nazi émigrés on
a day-to-day basis. Turkul in practice turned the West’s Nazi networks
into well-controlled fronts for Soviet military intelligence, the GRU.

Those organisations Turkul and Philby could not control were set at
each other’s throats, embarking on an endlessly destructive factional
war that infected not only Nazi groups, but also the democratic anti-
communists. By 1948, the West’s Nazi operations had ground to a
virtual halt and, according to one senior American intelligence officer,
the agents had become such a headache that they had to be quickly
evacuated from Europe. Thus was born Operation Headache/Boathill, in
which the Vatican’s Nazi escape routes, the Ratlines, served to smuggle
many of the Western intelligence services’ headaches out of Europe,
sending them over the hill on boats to new homes in Australia, Canada
and the United States itself. In this operation, the US officer, Colonel
Lewis Perry, worked hand-in-glove with Father Krunoslav Draganovi¢,
the man charged by the Vatican with running the Nazi-smuggling
operation, who was also a key link for Ante Paveli¢’s post-war Ustase
network.*

In order to covertly carry out Operation Headache/Boathill, the
Western intelligence officers perpetrated massive fraud on the
International Refugee Organisation (IRO), as well as their own
goverrunents. When the IRO was established by the United Nations to
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oversee the huge task of repatriating refugees to their homelands or
finding them new homes, its constitution provided that only victims of
Nazi, fascist or quisling regimes were eligible for assistance in the form
of relief and eventual resettlement. The IRO was not to assist in any
way ‘war criminals, quislings and traitors’ or people who had
‘voluntarily assisted the enemy in operations against the United
Nations or in persecution of civil populations.”” The UN General
Assembly had adopted resolutions insisting on proper screening of war
criminals and collaborators and for their return to the scene of their
crimes. To implement these directives, the IRO set out detailed
guidelines in the official Officers’ Eligibility Manual. This contained the
rules establishing three categories, simply known as Black, Grey and
White.

Category Black consisted of those whose service to the Nazi cause
was so substantial that they were subject to automatic arrest. Blacks were
war criminals, quislings and traitors, although there was a certain
amount of cross-over among these categories. War criminals had
ordered or carried out mass killings. This included everyone who made
the policy, ordered it to be carried out, and then did the shooting and
guarding at the mass graves or herded the victims off the cattle trains
and into the gas chambers. Quislings were named after the infamous
Norwegian Nazi Vidkun Quisling, who headed a collaborationist
administration under German occupation. Generally, quislings were
volunteers who helped the Nazis administer occupied countries,
including senior policy-makers in collaborationist governments, police
chiefs, propagandists, mayors and other municipal officers. Traitors
were also volunteers, but had not held high official positions. Rather,
they aided the Germans militarily or in persecuting their fellow citizens.
They may have carried out mass killings and guarded concentration
camps or execution sites. By the same token, they might only have
fought against the Allies in SS or auxiliary Security Police units, perhaps
conducting anti-partisan warfare behind German lines.

Greys were those who had served the Nazis as minor collaborators
in quisling municipal administrations, or as personnel and pay clerks in
SS and Security Police units. Anyone who had assisted the German
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military machine automatically fell in category Grey. They were not
viewed as harshly as Blacks, however, and Western policy in the main
stopped short of forcibly surrendering them to communist countries
where they would have faced much harsher punishment than in Britain,
France or America. Their punishment was exclusion from all
international assistance, notably the opportunity of emigration to a new
home under IRO auspices. Only Whites were eligible for this privilege.
This category comprised the millions of Displaced Persons and refugees
who had been the victims of the Germans and their collaborators. It
included survivors of concentration camps, people who had been
forcibly deported as slave labourers, as well as genuine political
dissidents who could not return to their communist-ruled homelands
for fear of persecution and severe punishment on account of their views.

The IRO, however, lacked the resources to conduct the kind of
screening necessary to sort Blacks and Greys from Whites. The task fell to
the Western intelligence services, particularly the British and
Americans, to interrogate the refugees in the IRO-run Displaced Persons
camps and exclude Blacks and Greys from the system. For this purpose,
central registers of Nazis were kept by British intelligence at Herford, in
the UK-administered zone of Germany, and by the Americans at US
Army Counter Intelligence Corps headquarters and at the Berlin
Document Centre. While these were based on the United Nations War
Crimes Commission lists developed soon after the war, and also on the
Central Registry of War Criminals and Security Suspects compiled by
Western intelligence, both the British and US spies had their own
information on war criminals which was supposed to be shared with
their colleagues in Australian agencies. Before a refugee could finally be
accepted for migration to Australia a check had to be made with these
British and American intelligence headquarters. The Australian
immigration selection teams had put in place a procedure to refer all
names of prospective migrants to the Australian security officer in
Cologne, who then requested information from his British and
American colleagues. It was designed as an almost foolproof way of
excluding war criminals and senior Nazi officials. The problem was that
the foxes were guarding the chicken coop. The very same Western
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intelligence officers using war criminals in anti-communist operations
were vetting the names of Australia’s migrants. It is hardly surprising,
then, that they kept giving clean bills of health to men they knew were
probably mass killers.

*

As we shall see, a significant number of the Nazi war criminals who
found sanctuary in Australia had been agents for these Western
intelligence operations before they were cleared for immigration by
their British and American handlers. Some also worked on the Vatican’s
Ratlines, smuggling out mass murderers as acts of Catholic ‘charity.’
They were exemplified, in many ways, by Nikolai Vladimir Alferchik, a
mass killer who settled in Australia and was never brought to justice for
his crimes. During the Nazi occupation of Byelorussia, Alferchik held
senior positions in the Nazi death apparatus in both Minsk (where
Karlis Ozols also operated) and Smolensk. Alferchik arrived in Australia
in 1951 using the assumed name Nikolai Pavlov, and was naturalised in
1958. In the late 1980s, along with Ozols and other killers from the
Minsk region, Alferchik became one of the most important suspects
investigated by the Nazi-hunters of the Special Investigations Unit. He
was never prosecuted under Australia’s War Crimes Act, however,
largely because of the death of most of the eyewitnesses. Further, in 1992
Alferchik was paralysed by a stroke. The Australian investigators were
nevertheless convinced that Nikolai Vladimir Alferchik had
participated in several mass killings under Nazi command.®

Like many of his contemporaries, Alferchik had become a
significant player in anti-communist émigré politics before the war. In
early 1940, he fled Pinsk after the Soviets had occupied the city in the
wake of the Hitler-Stalin Pact and the division of Poland between
Germany and the Soviet Union. He settled in Warsaw and returned to
Pinsk a few months later, only to learn that most of his family had been
arrested by the communists. He returned to Warsaw, where he remained
until the Nazi invasion of the Soviet Union on 22 June 1941. In Warsaw,
Alferchik was ‘a reliable and loyal worker for a German company’
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which manufactured electrical equipment such as radios. A significant
NTS branch operated in Warsaw at this time, and Alferchik quickly
became a senior and trusted agent. According to one Western
intelligence report, Alferchik ‘was briefed for anti-Soviet work by the
Nationalist organisation NTS.” He soon showed talent for the work, and
rose to the higher ranks of the NTS Warsaw branch.

When the NTS leadership decided to abandon their British
intelligence connections in late 1940 and throw their lot in with the
Nazis, it was only natural that Alferchik was selected as a senior
operative to work for German intelligence. At this time, Hitler decided
to use the NTS ‘for propaganda and intelligence work’ during the
invasion of the Soviet Union. Alferchik was one of the many senior NTS
operatives recruited and trained at this time by the SD and Security
Police. The training the Nazis provided to Alferchik and other senior
NTS agents merely reinforced and refined the virulent anti-Semitism the
NTS had adopted in the 1930s. In fact, the ‘wartime program of NTS
specifically excluded all Jews from citizenship in a future Russia, further
providing that they may leave Russia “without exporting their capital”
or else settle in a special ghetto region to be assigned to them.”® As a
result of the decision of the NTS leaders to devote their loyalties to
Hitler, they played a significant role in the invasion of the Soviet Union
and ‘became an integral part of the Nazi propaganda, espionage and
extermination apparatus in the East” The NTS supplied key officers for
the German occupation, who obtained senior posts in the Prisoner of
War Commissions — the training camps for politically reliable prisoners
— and in the propaganda department, which aimed its hate messages
principally against Jews and communists. From among the NTS" most
skilled propagandists, the Nazis picked the senior officers of the
collaborationist administration in Byelorussia and Russia. These Nazi
loyalists ‘were assigned to positions in German-occupied Russia, such
as chiefs of police, deputy mayors, propagandists with army units.”"

Western intelligence recorded that Alferchik was a member of the
NTS ‘Propaganda Group’ and moved into Soviet territory ‘in this
capacity, behind [the] advancing German Army’ in the wake of
Operation Barbarossa, the invasion of the Soviet Union launched in June
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1941. Infact, Alferchik was among the élite of the NTS leaders who went
with the Germans into Russia. He was not merely one of the numerous
fascist NTS propagandists with the job of instilling anti-Semitism
among the Russian peasantry. Rather, he had been recruited by the SD
and Security Police well before the Soviet invasion to serve as an
intelligence officer and translator in a special SS forward operations
group. This unit was known as Vorkommando Moskau, and had the task
of advancing to Moscow as rapidly as possible. It was, in fact, part of
Einsatzgruppe B, one of the principal mobile killing squads which was
dispatched in the wake of the main invasion force. This unit’s main task
was to smash communist rule, especially the Party and security
apparatus. One of Alferchik’s jobs was to guide the Kommando to key
targets, especially major Soviet military and intelligence installations.
Naturally, Vorkommando Moskau also played a major part in anti-Jewish
and anti-partisan operations, and was especially active in mass killings
of Jews and communists.’

As the Nazis swiftly conquered Soviet territory, they established
local administrative structures. These were tightly controlled by the
Germans, with the Security Police playing a major role. Prominent
Russian and Byelorussian collaborators were, nevertheless, installed in
key posts such as police chief or municipal official. The NTS thereby
shared the spoils of German victory. Two cities where NTS operatives
gained important positions within the Nazi administration were
Smolensk and Minsk. These were the very places where Nikolai
Alferchik held senior positions within the Nazi killing machine as
commander of the local security administration. During this time he
held power of life and death over the civilian population. In fact, in the
late 1980s the Nazi-hunters of the Special Investigations Unit (SIU)
received allegations concerning Alferchik’s war crimes in Smolensk and
Minsk from both British and Soviet sources. The most serious accusation
concerned his activities as head of the 2™ Political Section of the Nazi-
controlled Order Service (Ordnungsdienst) in Smolensk. There were
also claims that he had been decorated by Hitler for carrying out mass
executions of political prisoners in Minsk, and that he had been
stationed in Mogilev for a period. The Australian investigators
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established from both documentary and eyewitness evidence that
Alferchik had, indeed, held the post of head of the 2™ Political Section in
the Smolensk Order Service, and that he also had been later promoted
to head the Service’s regional office.”

The July 1942 liquidation of the Sadki Jewish ghetto in Smolensk
was probably the largest mass killing in which Alferchik played a major
part. This operation involved the murder of hundreds of Jews in the
mobile gas vans known as ‘Black Ravens’ and the shooting of hundreds
more at mass pits dug at Mogaleshina on the outskirts of Smolensk. In
total, at least 1,000 Jews were killed in this operation. The SIU
established that Alferchik was a key participant in the Aktion, together
with German SD and police officers. The investigators obtained
statements from a number of eyewitnesses, including from other police
officers who had taken part in this mass killing. By the time the
Australians investigated Alferchik in the late 1980s, however, many of
these men were already dead or had been executed by Soviet
authorities. This made their statements inadmissible in Australian
courts, and helped Alferchik evade justice.™*

The investigators also found ample “direct evidence’ of Alferchik’s
role in the arrest, torture and beating of Jews, Gypsies and partisans.
One of Alferchik’s men recounted the arrest and execution of seven
Gypsies, while another witness outlined how Alferchik had personally
shot a prisoner who was trying to escape from Nazi custody. The SIU
determined that there was a brief interlude in Alferchik’s police career
when he moved to Mogilev in September 1943. It was found, however,
that he then resumed his post in the political police two months later.
From November 1943 to June 1944, he continued to serve in this post
and in August 1944 joined the ‘Ruthenian Army of Liberation,” one of
several ‘ethnic armies’ Hitler formed in a last-ditch effort to defeat the
Red Army at war’s end. By this time, the NTS was assisting the
Germans to recruit Russian armies to fight the Soviets. The forces came
to be generally called the Vlasov Army, named after Andrei Vlasov, the
Soviet General who had defected after his capture by the Nazis. The
NTS played a key part in the Vlasov operation until German intelligence
discovered that Alferchik’s old NTS branch in Warsaw had, in fact, been
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directed by Soviet intelligence. A purge followed, and many senior NTS
officers were sent to concentration camps. Alferchik, however, was not
among them. In fact, just when many of his comrades were being
purged, Alferchik was promoted and ordered to Berlin where he served
in the Army’s Security Section until 16 April 1945, just three weeks
before Germany’s capitulation to the Allies.”

Soon after, he re-emerged, firstly as an activist in émigré politics,
then as a consummate intelligence agent. His first task was to help re-
organise the NTS and ensure that its offer of cooperation with Western
intelligence was accepted. His connections with Prince Anton Turkul,
who had been recruited by the Americans to head a major anti-
communist network, assisted in this. Alferchik was inducted into
Turkul’s Soviet-controlled espionage ring, becoming a key figure in the
West’s anti-Soviet intelligence operations. There is, however, something
of a gap in the evidence about Nikolai Alferchik’s activities in the
immediate post-war months. There are several reasons to believe that he
was recruited by British intelligence soon after the war ended in May
1945. This cannot be proved beyond doubt, since virtually no British
intelligence records are open for public scrutiny. It is known, however,
that the pre-war connection between the British and the NTS had been
re-established in March 1945, when many NTS leaders were released
from German concentration camps. Although it is not known how it
was done, NTS leader Dr Vladimir Poremsky ‘managed to contact his
former British intelligence sponsors’ and the old relation was restored
even before the Allies had forced Germany’s surrender. The primary
reason that MI6 was interested in Alferchik and his comrades was that
the NTS had ‘left a number of its men behind to work behind Red lines,’
thus possessing one of the very few networks capable of providing
intelligence about conditions behind the Iron Curtain.”

Most of the NTS leaders, however, were initially arrested by the
Allies as suspected war criminals and Nazi collaborators. Before long,
they were freed as both British and American intelligence developed
programs to recruit their networks for espionage and subversion
operations against the Soviets. The NTS in turn ‘made efforts to sell their
intelligence networks to the Allies, and with the support of the US
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military government set up a “secret operations committee” which
established sections for espionage and subversion, internal security and
liaison with the western intelligence agencies.” The British Secret
Intelligence Service established Operation Shrapnel, an expensive covert
operation based on NTS efforts in Germany, which apparently
convinced the West of NTS’ potential by scoring some low-level
successes with information gathering among Soviet military and
civilian personnel and by inducing a few junior defections."

It is probable that Alferchik was thrust into this work from almost
the beginning of the post-war period. While precise details of this
period are not yet available, there is no doubt at all about Alferchik’s
recruitment by American intelligence a few years later. In 1948, he went
to work for the Americans as a trusted NTS leader, whose prime
credential was that he had been a long serving agent of Prince Turkul’s
network. Whether he was one of Turkul’s communist double agents or
a genuine fascist anti-communist is still debatable. There are intriguing
hints that Turkul may well have turned Alferchik into a double agent, a
theory supported by some of his activities on behalf of Australian
intelligence after 1951. A final assessment of this awaits full disclosure
of the Soviet-era intelligence files, especially those of military
intelligence, the GRU.”

According to the declassified American intelligence files on Prince
Turkul’s network, Alferchik came to the attention of the US Army’s
Counter Intelligence Corps (CIC) in Salzburg, Austria in July 1948. A
routine investigation of Russian émigré activities had uncovered an
unusually sophisticated subversive anti-communist operation. The US
officers were astounded by the sudden dissemination of well-produced
anti-communist Russian-language propaganda leaflets headed ‘For the
Honour of the Homeland.” This was actually the title of an official Soviet
military publication, and the Americans concluded that the ‘bogus’
propaganda had been produced in ‘a clandestine printing shop’ run by
the local NTS leadership. The leaflets aimed to sow doubt among the
Soviet occupation forces and encourage defections and disobedience by
comparing conditions in the ‘capitalist West’ with those in Soviet-
controlled areas® It was also found that the NTS had set up a
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sophisticated distribution network, including the use of children as
couriers. The Americans concluded that the operation was so well run
that the propaganda enjoyed maximal penetration of Soviet military
and civilian personnel in Austria and Germany.” In light of the fact that
many of the NTS" operations were controlled from Moscow, it is likely
that the communists deliberately assisted in the production of this
propaganda to provide Alferchik and his agents with the besi possible
credentials in Western eyes.

If this was the Soviet game, then it was successful. The American
spy agency was apparently very impressed with the effectiveness of
Alferchik’s anti-communist propaganda campaign. Within a few weeks,
it had established firm contact with the local NTS branch. Alferchik’s
activities immediately bore fruit for the American officers. By mid-
August, he started supplying the CIC with tantalising pieces of
intelligence about the Soviet military organisation in Austria. For
example, one report by CIC Special Agent Jack Heibler detailed the
daily schedule of the Third Battalion, 290" Guards Regiment, 95"
Guards Division of the Soviet occupation force in Austria. The
information had been supplied to Alferchik by a former member of this
unit, who laid out in considerable detail the Regiment’s activities from
reveille at 6.00 a.m. to taps at 11.00 p.m. The agent also supplied minute
details of the rations received by the soldiers, their monthly pay,
political training, leave provisions, sexual activities, drinking habits and
general morale. An analysis was also provided of the political loyalties
of the troops, which gave valuable insights into the possibilities of
penetration and defection operations. Special Agent Heibler cited the
source of the intelligence simply as Pica.”

The American officers were impressed with both the detail and
quality of Pica’s intelligence. A few days later, on 20 August 1948,
Alferchik was officially recommended to the head of the US Army’s
Counter Intelligence Corps by the Salzburg headquarters. John Burkel,
the Chief of the 430" CIC Detachment in Salzburg, proposed the
formal establishment of the Pica network to spy in the Soviet zone of
Austria. In fact, Pica had already started life at least a week earlier.
Now control of the new spy network passed officially to its originator,
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Special Agent Heibler. Pica’s senior agent — described in the files as the
‘Number One (Cut Out Man)' — was none other than Nikolai Vladimir
Alferchik, the same fugitive war criminal who later migrated to
Australia under the assumed name Nikolai Pavlov.

The Pica network was officially approved by Burkel’s commanding
officer a few weeks later, and Alferchik was assigned fifteen sub-
operatives to assist his work. Pica’s main operational goals were
described by Burkel as ‘Propaganda, Defection, and Espionage,” with an
emphasis on the collection of military intelligence. Alferchik and his
agents were provided with Austrian identity papers, money, a printing
press, paper and other resources to carry on their anti-Soviet espionage
and propaganda campaigns.” Later reports record that $US250 a month
were allocated to Alferchik’s operation, which was given the official
name Project Huntington. The US intelligence officers, however, mostly
filed their agents’ reports under the codename Pica.*

There is no doubt that the American spies who established the
Pica/Huntington network were fully aware of Alferchik’s history. The
CIC Special Projects Section was responsible for analysing the Pica
intelligence and compiling reports based on the information supplied
by Alferchik and his agents. One of their earliest reports recorded that
Alferchik was not only a prominent NTS leader, but ‘his extradition was
requested by the Soviet Union during 1945 as an alleged war criminal.’
Indeed, straight after the war he had been interned by the US Military
Authorities in Austria but was released a few months later in December
1945. Western knowledge of Alferchik’s war crimes was obviously
widespread. One Western intelligence report described him as a ‘Former
Captain and head of the 2™ operations Department of the SIWA in the
Smolensk Oblast. An exceptionally competent and energetic Intelligence
Officer. For his successful investigations into the assassinations of the
High Commissioner for White Ruthenia, Kube, and the Minsk Town
Commandant, Ivanovskij, he was decorated with the Gold Medal and
Oak Leaves. It was further reported that Mikhail Solovjev, one of
Alferchik’s top agents, was also an accused war criminal. Such minor
details were ignored by US intelligence in the search for ‘exceptionally
competent and energetic’ penetration agents who could provide
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information on communist activities and intentions, engage in black
propaganda and induce defections from among Soviet ranks. A
previous intelligence report, for example, had explained that the
evidence against Alferchik and Solovjev was weak, and that the Soviet
war crimes charges were an attempt to ‘railroad” good anti-
communists.”

The declassified Pica files contain numerous examples of why US
intelligence mistakenly placed their trust in Alferchik and his network
of NTS agents. One report, for example, provided a detailed account of
the espionage activities of the Soviet Repatriation Mission in Salzburg
for October 1948. It was based on intelligence that had been gathered by
a sub-source of the Pica network. The report outlined the Soviets’
interest in tracking the activities of the NTS, particularly which Western
spy agencies were funding it, how it was organised and the role of its
leading members. The communists were said to be especially interested
in the names and locations of agents sent into Soviet-controlled territory
by Nikolai Alferchik, and the identities of NTS couriers, the nature of
their travel documents and precise details of their itineraries.”* It was a
classic Soviet intelligence operation. In retrospect it seems to have had
more to do with lulling the Americans into accepting Alferchik’s
intelligence credentials than with providing any genuine information.

Over the following year, Alferchik’s Pica network provided an
ongoing stream of intelligence on a wide range of Soviet military,
political and economic matters of vital concern to US interests in the
rapidly developing Cold War. In December 1948, for example, reports
were submitted by Alferchik on the Soviet iron ore industry and ‘black
metallurgy.” A few weeks later, no fewer than seventeen reports were
filed on subjects ranging from the production of coke, manganese,
chemicals, narcotics, munitions, sugar, diesel, locomotives and tractors,
through to ‘Combat and Political Training of Submarine Personnel,” the
Black Sea Fleet and high-tension electricity transmission lines? The
naive Americans suddenly found themselves overwhelmed with the
most detailed information they had yet obtained on Soviet military,
political and industrial capabilities. It was as though the heavens had
opened and disgorged previously unavailable gems.
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The flow of information seemed limitless. On 20 January 1949,
further reports were received on the activities of a range of key Soviet
economic ministries, including those responsible for agricultural
machinery, the transportation, aviation and automobile industries and
the machine and instrument manufacturing sectors. The reports
contained reams of information on individual factories, plants and
branches of enterprises, with details of which parts were manufactured
in which plants, and how the various ministries coordinated their
activities. The intelligence was not restricted to the Soviet Union proper,
but covered wide areas of Stalin’s new empire, and included the names
and coordinates of military aircraft plants in Poland and Russia. This
Pica report also elaborated on the identity and specialties of dozens of
scientists, aerodynamics experts, aircraft designers, components and
materials specialists, optical and communications experts, armaments
and manufacturing designers, as well as the names and ranks of senior
military officers.”®

Over the following six months, the reports kept coming. Sometimes
they covered heavy industry. At other times they provided significant
military information concerning submarine training or tank production.
Although there is no indication in the Pica file of how these voluminous
reports related to overall American analysis of Soviet affairs, the CIC
Special Agents of the Special Projects Section invariably graded them
highly, both in terms of the reliability of the source and the accuracy of
the information.”” Then suddenly, in mid-1949, the Pica reports simply
stopped. The declassified US intelligence file gives no indication of what
happened, nor is there any insight into whether the network ceased to
exist, or its information was suddenly deemed unworthy of
consideration. An Australian intelligence report provides one clue to the
winding up of the Pica network. It cites the analysis of either a British or
American agency which had obviously dealt closely with Alferchik. In
light of the evidence, the original assessment was probably made by US
intelligence, and it was not an altogether flattering portrait. According
to this 1947 report, Alferchik

... is regarded as flighty, excitable, lacking in judgment and arrives
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at conclusions without proper evidence or calculation. He is
considered to be a low-level agent who operated without system
or security but with zeal. He has been in contact with various
allied intelligence agencies and it is believed that the nature of his
activities is widely known and to the émigré population of the
Salzburg area*

On the other hand, the Western intelligence ‘pen portrait’ quoted earlier
described Alferchik as an ‘exceptionally competent and energetic
Intelligence Officer.”* Whichever version is correct, it is clear that by the
time Pica’s chief controller, Nikolai Alferchik, left Europe and found
sanctuary in Australia in 1951, more sober analysts in Western
intelligence had concluded that NTS espionage operations had, in fact,
achieved very little of real worth. One respected commentator, who
provided expert advice to US State Department Intelligence,
commented in 1951 that:

Only one single postwar deserter is known to be an NTS member,
and one other is a fellow-traveller of NTS. Such Allied
organisations as have tried to capitalise on the NTS claims for
widespread contacts with recent defectors — be it governmental
agencies or other interview projects —have come to realise that
NTS cannot produce the promised bodies. NTS has operated an
office in Berlin for whatever purposes it may have there, but it has
failed to convince Soviet officers and men to come over and desert.

In fact, the NTS operations produced virtually no results of substance,
and although both British and US intelligence went on using NTS agents
for operations behind Soviet lines well into the 1950s, the Soviets
captured each and every mission.*

Despite the abject failure of the NTS operations for Western
intelligence, agents like Nikolai Alferchik were rewarded by their
American and British handlers. When it came time for Alferchik to find
a new home, US intelligence simply allowed him to assume the false
identity of Nikolai Pavlov, and he was cleared to migrate to Australia in
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clear contravention of the IRO’s Charter. It is unclear whether the
American officers informed their Australian counterpart, the security
officer at the Cologne Embassy, about Alferchik’s war crimes
background or his role in their intelligence operations. The Australian
security file on Alferchik-Pavlov has been so severely censored that not
even a hint is left for the curious researcher. There is no doubt that the
Americans had compiled accurate information on Alferchik’s wartime
activities as early as 1947. Certainly by 1949 — two years before he
migrated to Australia — there was a comprehensive intelligence brief on
this matter which accurately listed the posts he had held under the
Nazis. There is no doubt that this was available to be passed to the
Australian migration security screeners, and it certainly was passed to
the Cologne Embassy in the 1950s. It seems probable, however, that
Alferchik was identified to Australian intelligence by the Americans as
a potential agent once he was in Australia. Very soon after arriving in
June 1951, he went to work for the Australian Security Intelligence
Organisation (ASIO). This fact, too, has been carefully removed from his
ASIO file. Australia, like Britain, prefers to censor the unpalatable fact of
its recruitment of Nazis for intelligence work. Alferchik’s work as an
ASIO source has been confirmed, however, by several former ASIO
officers, as well as by other law enforcement officials who were in a
position to know from first-hand experience. This aspect of Australia’s
Nazi scandal is discussed in Chapter Eight.**

Nikolai Alferchik was not by any means the only Nazi agent
Western intelligence recruited for anti-communist operations. Nor was
he the only Nazi agent allowed to emigrate to Australia by the British
and Americans. As we shall see, others included Argods Fricsons, the
mass killer from Liepaja, Latvia, and Sre¢ko Rover, the man who had
served on Sarajevo’s Mobile Court Martial in 1941.



Operation Rummage: The Chapter Seven
Nazi Scandal Continues

The mediocre results obtained by Nikolai Alferchik and his network
were typical of the West’s émigré Nazi recruits. Far from providing
intelligence that would bring Stalin to his knees, in the main the
West’s fascist networks were either so compromised by communist
penetrations or so incompetent that the considerable financial and
human effort involved was hardly worthwhile. To be fair, some of the
Nazis did provide important information to the Allies. Argods
Fricsons, for example, turned over a mountain of intelligence that
was recorded in great detail in US intelligence files. Most of it,
though, was irrelevant to the war against communism. In fact,
Fricsons’s obsessive hatred of Jews migrated with him from his senior
position as a Nazi SD officer responsible for mass murder in Liepaja,
Latvia, to his role as an agent for the 970" CIC Corps in Memmingen,
Germany. Rather than providing the sort of detailed intelligence on
Soviet military, political and economic matters that Alferchik turned
over to his controllers, Fricsons preferred to spy on the Jewish
movement and especially the operations of the Zionists who were
then illegally sending the survivors of Hitler’s death apparatus to
Palestine to fight for Israel. In keeping with the growing Cold War
atmosphere, most of his reports concluded that there was actually
very little difference between the Jews and the communists, a theme
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that would have made his former Nazi masters proud of their Latvian
protégé.

Fricsons had retreated to Germany towards the end of the war,
then found himself in Landsberg, where he served for a time as a
‘lawyer’ in one of the prisons where Nazi officials were interned
pending interrogation and trial. In October 1945, he moved to
Memmingen where he first of all became the Latvian leader in the local
Displaced Persons Camp, and then was able to have himself appointed
as the Camp Leader by the local United Nations Relief and
Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA).! By the end of 1945, Fricsons
began the process of sanitising his Nazi past. On one official form he
filled out at the beginning of December 1945, he lied about several
crucial matters concerning his wartime activities. To begin with,
Fricsons denied he had ever been in the Nazi-controlled SD,
compounding this by lying about his membership of the Waffen
(Armed) SS. This was pointless, as the Americans already had obtained
a copy of his German Soldbuch (army personnel book) recording that he
was a lieutenant in the Latvian Police.? In a US intelligence interrogation
in August 1946, Fricsons admitted that he had served under ‘a high-
ranking SS officer’ who was also ‘head of the police.” The Americans
also established that he was almost certainly a member of the Latvian
SS Division, due to several incriminating documents they found in his
possession and his admission that he had held positions ‘under the
supervision of the SD.” Despite this, the Americans did not object when
UNRRA subsequently offered him the position of Camp Leader in the
Displaced Persons Camp at Memmingen.’

It was noticeable that Fricsons went out of his way to hide his own
senior position as head of the Political Department of the Security Police
and SD in Liepaja, Latvia. As recounted in Chapter Four, while in this
post Fricsons had been involved in the arrest and brutal interrogation of
Jews and communists, and had personally taken part in several mass
killings. In November 1946, however, his attempts to hide his past
crimes came to an end, when the CIC received an anonymous letter
naming him as the ‘SD-Chief of the District Leepaja-Ogre.” Although the
spelling is incorrect, the letter accurately accused Fricsons of taking part
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‘in the mass executions of Jews in Lepaja and in other towns,” and that
he had ‘robbed Jews, Latvians and Russians before he murdered them.”
This prompted the Americans to pull Fricsons in for a further
interrogation on 2 December. This was a lot tougher than previous
sessions, and stretched over four hours of rigorous cross-examination.
At first he denied everything, but eventually the American interrogator
wore him down. Finally, he admitted almost everything, from his post
as head of the Political Department of the SD, to his interrogations of
prisoners (reporting the results to the local SD Chief) and the dispatch
of prisoners to concentration camps. The only thing he continued to
hide from the American spies was his role in mass killings of Jews. He
claimed ‘to have interrogated only Communists, no Jews." This
evidently satisfied the Americans as it seemed to them no bad thing that
communists had been sent to Nazi concentration camps. Besides, he
claimed to have ceased working for the SD after his evacuation from
Latvia, so was obviously a reformed character.’

Although the same details were confirmed in a further interrogation
conducted in early January 1947, this time the CIC Special Agent from the
Special Operations section noted that Fricsons ‘was not a member of the
German SD and does not fall within the Automatic Arrest category.’
Rather than recommend that Fricsons should be handed over to the war
crimes investigators to conduct a proper inquiry, the US intelligence
officer closed the case. In a revealing recommendation, he suggested
instead that every effort ‘should be made to locate the author of the letter
of denunciation ... It is believed by this agent that the letter was written
by an inmate of the Memmingen Camp who is envious of Subject’s
leading and respected position in the camp.”® The next thing to happen
was that Fricsons was put on the CIC payroll. A later report recorded that
he was recruited ‘as an informant of CIC after he was denounced as
former informant of SD in Latvia.” As a reward for his work, the CIC paid
Fricsons 400 marks and ten packets of cigarettes a month to provide
intelligence’” Over the next twelve months, he ‘worked on general DP
[Displaced Persons] coverage and on operation Rummage.”

Operation Rummage had as one of its main targets left-wing Jews,
particularly the Bundist movement, a socialist group that opposed the



156 OPERATION RUMMAGE

Zionists” policy of creating a homeland in Palestine. The CIC recorded
that this operation had the following aims, described in spy language as
Expected Elements of Information:

Extent, location and structure of Bundist groups

Purpose, aims, policies

Affiliations with unauthorised groups in the US zone or with
subversive organisations or foreign governments.

Propaganda and effects

Methods of communication

Possible information on leading personalities.’

Fricsons’s intelligence dossier is full of reports on the Jews’ activities,
describing the Bund as ‘a Marxist organisation, pro-Soviet and Non-
Zionist,” with policies the ‘same as those of Communist Party
Palestine.””® Fricsons was certainly back in his natural element, targeting
his least favourite group, alleged Jewish communists. Over the
following months the Americans were inundated with information on
this subject. As in the Alferchik case, there was practically no detail that
Fricsons could not supply on his targets. Peter Endes of the Jewish
Committee in Traunstein, for example, was exposed for his regular
contacts with Soviet liaison officers in Munich. One Latvian Jew, who
was also a former Red Army officer, had allegedly established a
communist cell in the Feldafing Jewish camp, while others were buying
weapons from communist Yugoslavia. Another report recorded that a
woman was involved in espionage for the Soviets and had recently
photographed an airfield at Sonthofen, while a Lithuanian communist
cell was distributing propaganda in the Memmingen DP camp. One of
Fricsons’s earliest reports as an official US informant provided
intelligence on a former ‘high ranking member’ of the Latvian General
Staff, Operations Section, who had supposedly defected to the
communists when the Soviets invaded in 1940."

Fricsons’s intelligence reports were not only replete with information
linking the Jews to communism, but also dwelt frequently on the flow of
illegal Jewish immigrants to Palestine that was organised by the Zionist
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underground. At that time, Britain was waging an increasingly brutal
and futile campaign not only to prevent Hitler’s victims from finding safe
refuge in Palestine, but to stop the creation of an independent Jewish
State there, operations eagerly supported by elements of US intelligence.”?
Fricsons was only too happy to assist by providing information about the
flow of Jewish refugees to Palestine. One report disclosed the identity of
the Jewish organiser who kept ‘the secret card file which has real names
of the Jews that emigrated illegally to Palestine. According to the US
intelligence dossier, the cards were ‘passed around among the Jews by
the Jewish Committee so that one Jew has one name for a period of time
and then gets another Index Card and changes his name. The Index
Cards are not forged however.” Naturally, many of the Jews involved in
illegal border crossing and immigration to Palestine turned out to be
communists, at least in Fricsons’s reports.”

One of the most ironic aspects of Fricsons’s work as a US
intelligence agent spying on the Jews was that the Jews were, in turn,
spying on Fricsons. Although the forces were unequal — Jewish
intelligence operations relied almost entirely on the impoverished
victims of the Holocaust while Fricsons had US governinent support -
nonetheless Zionist operations successfully tracked his activities. In the
immediate post-war years, Zionist intelligence, aided by informal
Jewish groups, searched for witnesses against known Latvian war
criminals. Argods Fricsons was prominent on the lists. In January 1949,
for example, the Yiddish language newspaper Forward appealed for
information about Fricsons, who was reported - accurately - to be living
in the Memmingen DP camp. Several Jewish lists of known Baltic war
criminals, which were distributed widely at this time, mentioned
Fricsons and called on Latvian Jewish survivors to come forward with
testimony to indict him. One Jewish publication called on Baltic
survivors, both ‘Jews and non-Jews,” to ‘fulfil the most sacred of your
duties” and ‘help punish the murderers!” Among the mass killers listed
was Fricsons, ‘former Chief of the political police in Libau, until recently
clerk with the IRO in Munich, now in Memmingen, US Zone.” Although
Jewish intelligence may have had far more limited resources than
Fricsons’s sponsors in US intelligence, it is clear that they had compiled
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basically accurate information. Indeed, itis probable that it was a Jewish
intelligence operation that had first passed information to the
Americans in 1946 about Fricsons’s war crimes background. That
information had the opposite effect. Indeed, it had actually led to his
recruitment by the US Army CIC.*

By late 1947, however, even US intelligence was beginning to ask
questions about Fricsons. Although his intelligence reports kept coming
with regularity, one US intelligence officer decided that Fricsons was
little more than a conman, and sacked him in December 1947. ‘I found
the informant unreliable, spoiled, overpaid and otherwise worthless,” he
recorded on 24 February 1948. A few weeks before this report, the British
War Crimes Group in Memmingen had attempted to arrest Fricsons.
This may have had more to do with British intelligence’s knowledge of
Fricsons’s work for the CIC than with any real desire to apprehend a
wanted war criminal.® At this time, it was common for British
intelligence to arrest American Nazi agents, and vice versa. It was all
part of an espionage game in which the two ‘allies’ competed for
information and sources, and sought leverage over each other’s agents
by arresting them as war criminals. After some initial pressure and
threats of forcible repatriation to the Soviets, the agents would then
resume work, only this time on behalf of the people who had arrested
them as fugitive war criminals.

On this occasion, however, Fricsons escaped the British officers and
went underground. This caused a flurry at CIC Headquarters, which
asked for urgent reports on a variety of matters, especially whether
Fricsons was ‘in a position to compromise known or other CIC
Informants.” Apparently the fugitive was still on the books as an informant
at Headquarters, notwithstanding his supposed dismissal a few months
earlier.® This caused a certain amount of nervousness on the part of one
CIC Special Agent, who defensively claimed that Fricsons ‘was used only
for general coverage and not given specific “EEI's” [Elements of Expected
Information] and it is the thought of this agent that subject is not in a
position to compromise other CIC informants or “EEI's” "7 Despite such
re-assurances, CIC Headquarters was falling over itself to get Fricsons off
their books. On 19 March 1948, they wrote to their Commanding Officer:
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Inasmuch as Subject has not been productive and his background
and relationship with British War Crimes is apt to be embarrassing
to this organisation, authority is requested to drop Subject from
active status.’

Two weeks later, Major Earl Browning of CIC Headquarters informed
all relevant CIC Regions that Fricsons ‘has been dismissed as an
informant of CIC Region IV,” both because he was wanted as a war
criminal by the British and because he ‘has been unproductive.’
Browning ordered that Fricsons ‘be entered in the Master Personality
Index of your region as undesirable for future use as an informant.”® A
few months later, however, Argods Fricsons was accepted for
imigration to Australia, and while US intelligence continued to record
its embarrassment at his war crimes background, he became an
Australian citizen a few years later.”

The British have nothing to be proud of in the Fricsons case.
Although it is established that Fricsons was employed as an agent despite
American knowledge of his role as an SD officer, the fact is that the British
had also officially listed him as a war crimes suspect and had issued
orders for his arrest. Yet when Fricsons applied for permission to migrate,
neither country, it seemed, warned the Australian immigration screeners
of Fricsons’s past, nor did they insist that he be automatically classified as
‘ineligible for IRO assistance’ in line with existing rules. Rather, both
British intelligence at Herford in Germany, and the US Army Counter
Intelligence Corps reported to the Australian security officer in Cologne
that Fricsons was eligible for migration and that they had no derogatory
information on their files. This was, of course, a lie, as already
demonstrated. Although the main responsibility for this seems to lie with
the Americans, the British were not blameless. Indeed, it remains a
scandal that Britain completely protects the identity of its Nazi agents,
whereas the United States releases large parts of its intelligence files, no
matter how embarrassing it may be to Washington'’s reputation.

*
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It is, however, possible to track the history of Whitehall’s Nazi agents
by searching the declassified files of the Foreign Office and the War
Office. One of these agents was almost certainly a senior colleague of
Argods Fricsons in Latvia’s collaborationist regime. Arvids Kripens
had served the Nazis in many roles during the war. Nevertheless, he
found sanctuary in Australia in the early 1950s. Kripens had made his
way up the Nazi ladder during the war, ending his career as an SS
colonel. He had also been personal assistant to the chief Latvian
quisling, General Oskars Dankers. When the Germans arrived in Latvia
in mid-1941, Dankers had been appointed as Director General of the
quisling administration, a post slightly inferior to head of a
‘government.” It was still the most senior office under Nazi rule. Those
who had held senior positions in this administration were supposed to
be arrested on sight, and handed over for trial as war criminals or
quislings after a brief investigation confirmed the positions they had
held and the roles they had performed for the Nazis. Both Dankers and
Kripens fell into this category.

In fact, Arvids Kripens was one of the first and most prominent
Latvian Nazis ‘investigated’ by British authorities after the war. His case
set the tone for what was to become a virtual amnesty for even the worst
mass murderers from the Baltic states. In mid-1945, the Soviets
requested his extradition, charging that he had been ‘a furious Nazi’ and
had commanded an SS unit which had ‘ruthlessly suppressed every
anti-Nazi and anti-German tendency and action,” and carried out
‘executions of [the] peaceful population.”” Kripens was soon discovered
in Zedelghem Displaced Persons camp in Belgium. British military
authorities then carried out an investigation, and on 19 November 1945
decided that the Soviets’ case against him was so strong that he should
be immediately surrendered as a war criminal*> The Soviet Military
Mission was informed and nine days later one of their officers visited
the camp to accept Kripens’s surrender. Although the British Foreign
Office later acknowledged that the Soviet officer had acted completely
properly, the transfer did not take place. Kripens apparently had been
tipped off, and in an act of desperation born, undoubtedly, from his
knowledge of the fate that awaited him in communist hands, attempted
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suicide by plunging a knife into his chest. Despite inflicting a serious
wound, the former SS colonel survived and was placed in hospital,
where he remained under British control for the next seven months.”
However, Arvids Kripens was not repatriated, as the British had
previously promised the Soviets. Instead, he was laundered through the
Allied screening system and allowed to emigrate to Australia where he
joined Karlis Ozols, Arvids Upmalis, Vilis Runka and Argods Fricsons
as senior leaders of the Daugavas Vanagi, the worldwide Latvian SS
organisation that grew to have 1,200 Australian members.** A few days
before Christmas 1945, the Foreign Office concluded that, ‘there was no
doubt  that a prima facie case existed against [Kripens] as a war
criminal.” This was consistent with the advice of Major Thomson, the
British officer who had conducted the preliminary investigation of the
case.”® On 1 January 1946, the Foreign Office’s Soviet and Baltic states
expert, Thomas Brimelow, wrote to the War Office outlining the British
Governiment’s position on the Kripens case. Brimelow advised that ‘in
view of the nature of the Soviet claim against Kripens and of the
promise already given by the Military Authorities to hand him over, his
transfer to the Soviet Military Authorities should be effected as soon as
possible if it can be confirmed that he was in command of an SS unit in
the USSR.”* As we shall see, this was later completely substantiated, but
Kripens was not handed over to face punishment as a war criminal.
Meanwhile, a strange volte-face had occurred over at the War Office.
By January 1946, the military were in near total denial about Kripens,
probably because he was providing intelligence on Soviet military
matters. On 22 January, they insisted to Brimelow at the Foreign Office
that their intelligence officers had established that Kripens had never
been an SS member.” This news cheered Brimelow immensely, who was
none too keen on acceding to the Soviets’ request. He was "anxious that
this case be handled with the utmost care’ because the Soviets had
requested the extradition of a number of Latvians, Estonians and
Lithuanians and Kripens’s case might set an unfortunate precedent.
Therefore Brimelow made it clear to Lieutenant Colonel V. Isham at the
War Office that they had to establish which unit he had served in, what
rank he had held and where and when he had committed his crimes.”



162 OPERATION RUMMAGE

Unfortunately for Brimelow, the same day that he dispatched this
request, Isham had already posted a detailed outline of Kripens's
wartime activities. The two letters actually crossed in the mail. Isham
turned out to have made extensive inquiries, and his definitive
condemnation of Kripens landed on Brimelow’s desk a few days later.
Isham’s report documented Kripens’s posting as a senior officer in the
Nazi-controlled Latvian Interior Ministry from February 1942 to April
1943. This was during the period when major operations were
undertaken against civilian political opposition to German occupation.
The War Office’s investigation substantially confirmed the Soviet
charges, as the German-controlled Latvian Interior Ministry had
directed the entire repressive apparatus in Latvia, including the police
units which had carried out mass killings of Jews, Gypsies and anti-
Nazis. According to Colonel Isham, Kripens then joined the SS Latvian
Legion as commander of the Third Regiment, and served on the Eastern
front from December 1943 to June 1944, when he was transferred to
Danzig (Gdansk) in present-day Poland.”

Colonel Isham had, in fact, uncovered still more damning proof
corroborating the allegations. The War Office files contained a cutting
from the Wilnaer Zeitung of 14 April 1943. This newspaper was one of
the Nazis" major propaganda news sheets in the Baltic states during the
war. This edition reported that Kripens and other senior Latvian Nazis
had formally been ‘administered the oath to the Fiihrer by SS
Brigadefithrer and Major General of the Waffen SS Hansen, in the
presence of the SS Obergruppenfiihrer and General of Police Jeckeln
and witnessed by the General Kommissar Dr Drechsler and the SS
Commander of Latvia, Brigadefiihrer and Major General of Police
Schréder in the office of the Senior SS and Police Commander of the
Ostland.”® As outlined in Chapter Three, these were senior Nazi
officers who directed mass killing operations in Latvia. In other words,
Kripens had been a senior member of the Latvian collaborationist élite.
He had helped to form and then lead the so-called Latvian Legion,
comprising the 15" and 19" Waffen SS Divisions.

The War Office cited further damning evidence from British
intelligence reports that established the continuity between the Latvian
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auxiliary Security Police battalions, which had been formed in 1941
under SS comunand to ‘maintain order’ and fight the partisans, and the
SS Latvian Legion. In fact, the majority of the members of these police
units had voluntarily transferred to the Latvian SS Legion in 1943 and
1944, and those who did not do so were later conscripted as part of a
wider forced mobilisation. Naturally, the British made no mention of the
bloody role of these police units in massacring tens of thousands of
innocent civilians, particularly Jews and Gypsies. The War Office
concluded, however, that the newspaper report, taken together with
Kripens’s own admissions, indicated ‘that he undertook to fight for
Germany in a formation administered by Himmler and occupied the
position of regimental commander,” fighting against the Soviets on the
Eastern front.*

Subsequently Kripens himself confirmed the charges, admitting in
a letter to a former British diplomat who had served in Latvia in the
1930s that he had served under Nazi command during the war,
although he claimed to have been ‘called up.” This was a lie. When
Kripens joined the Latvian SS Legion as a senior and founding officer in
April 1943 it was composed entirely of volunteers. He also claimed to
have fought only ‘against the Communists and not under any
circumstances against our old friends the English.*? This apparently
impressed Brimelow at the Foreign Office. Although he reluctantly
admitted that the ‘case against [Kripens] is beginning to look black,” he
found a simple way around the problem.*® On 20 February 1946,
Brimelow wrote again to Colonel Isham at the War Office. Instead of
directing that the Army should now surrender Kripens — the action that
he had earlier indicated would automatically follow confirmation of his
leading role in an SS unit — Brimelow now changed the ground rules.
While it was established that Kripens had been an SS officer, he stated
that what is ‘not established is that he “was a furious Nazi” and that he
“ruthlessly suppressed every anti-Nazi and anti-German tendency and
action” "*

Having changed the Foreign Office’s own rules, Brimelow then
directed Isham to ask the Soviets to produce evidence that Kripens had
committed ‘acts contrary to the laws and usages of war.” It had now
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been decided that Britain would not hand Kripens over to the Soviets
simply because he had been an SS member, as this may have established
a general policy requiring the surrender of all members of Baltic SS
divisions, among whom British intelligence had numerous agents.
While the Foreign and War Office bureaucrats were playing this
deceitful game, the Soviets repeatedly requested that the British honour
their original commitment and hand Kripens over to face justice as a
war criminal. In the end, the Soviets became totally frustrated, lost
interest and finally gave up altogether. The British authorities then
released Kripens in July 1946, illegally giving him status as a Displaced
Person. Instead of being classified as a war criminal, as the British had
originally determined, Kripens joined the throng of refugees as though
he, too, were an innocent victim of the Nazis or genuine political
dissident from Stalin’s tyranny.* It was a calculated undermining of the
principles of the International Refugee Organisation, and of the function
of Western spy agencies to provide accurate information to prevent
Nazis from illegally gaining assistance. Soon after his release, Kripens
was sent to a DP camp near Oldenburg, Germany, and then passed onto
an Australian immigration selection team by the unwitting IRO. When
the naive Australians requested a vetting check from British and
American intelligence, they were told that no derogatory information
was held on Kripens.

According to the British War Crimes Group responsible for Latvian
investigations, the decision to release Kripens and grant him DP status
was ‘in accordance with current Wehrmacht disbandment policy.” This
treated former members of the Latvian SS Legion as though they had
been only nominally under Nazi command and therefore ‘not within
automatic arrest categories.” Furthermore, Latvians who had been
members of the German Army — as distinct from the SS to which Kripens
belonged —were ‘eligible for conversion to DP status’ under prevailing
rules. Even colonels were to be freed unless they were ‘war criminals’ or
‘security suspects’ — precisely the category into which the British had
already placed Kripens, since not only had the Soviets accused him of
participating, as a very senior officer, in mass executions of civilians, but
the British themselves had confirmed the veracity of the charges.*
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In fact, Kripens’s case was just one of many examples of a much
wider amnesty given to Nazi collaborators and war criminals from
Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania. In 1989, the British All-Parliamentary
War Crimes Group examined Kripens's case in some detail. They
reported that normally ‘the fact that a man had been a Waffen-SS officer
in charge of a police unit would have been sufficient to merit detention
followed by detailed investigations. Here, however, the Foreign Office
operated a double standard and demanded a more exhaustive case than
would have been required for German officers.” The parliamentarians
concluded that British authorities ‘were apparently ignorant of or
wilfully avoiding information concerning the activity of
collaborationists in German occupied Latvia.”” There is no doubt that
this conclusion is justified. British diplomats, military and intelligence
officials were certainly aware of the very serious charges against
Kripens. Indeed, they possessed substantial evidence to support them.
Yet, having released Kripens and given him legitimate DP status - to
which he certainly was not entitled — they did nothing further either to
investigate or take action against him. Even when he applied for IRO
assistance to emigrate, they turned a blind eye and allowed Kripens to
resettle in Australia, where he joined old comrades from the Latvian
killing fields like Karlis Ozols, Arvids Upmalis, Argods Fricsons,
Konrads Kalejs and Vilis Runka.

*

Byelorussians such as Nikolai Alferchik and Latvians such as Argods
Fricsons were not the only Nazi mass killers recruited by Western spy
agencies. Both British and American intelligence worked with fascist
groups from every corner of Europe. The most active, and in many
respects the most aggressive Nazi faction to push themselves forward as
allies in the West’s anti-communist struggle, was Ante Paveli¢’s Ustase.
Of all the Nazi émigré groups, the UstaSe were probably the best
organised, and the most experienced in clandestine warfare and
intelligence operations. This was due, in large part, to the decade of
underground organisation and terrorism they had carried out from their
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exile bases in Italy, Hungary and Germany in the 1930s. The Ustase’s
post-war success owed much to the close relations they maintained
with senior Vatican officials who, like the émigré Nazi groups, had
decided to work closely with Western intelligence on anti-Soviet
operations. The key figure in the Vatican’s operations was the fascist
Croatian priest Father Krunoslav Draganovi¢, the Secretary of the
Croatian Order based at the Confraternity of San Girolamo at via
Tomacelli 132 in Rome.

From this base, and acting on the direct orders of Monsignor
Giovanni Montini, Assistant Secretary of the Vatican’s Secretariat of
State and later Pope Paul VI, Father Draganovi¢ built an extensive
clandestine operation on behalf of the UstaSe. Draganovi¢’s network
extended to gold and money laundering, the hiding and smuggling of
Nazi fugitives out of Europe, the organisation of military and terrorist
operations against Marshall Tito’s regime in Yugoslavia, and close
cooperation with British and American intelligence on a host of anti-
communist operations. A key member of this ring of spy-priests was
Josip Bujanovi¢, the Catholic priest discussed in Chapter Five who had
ascended the UstaSe ranks to become one the most senior mass killers in
the Nazis’ Croatian puppet state. After the war, Bujanovi¢ was
appointed by UstaSe leader Ante Paveli¢ to the triumvirate of leaders
directing the underground. He then worked with Father Draganovig,
both on Nazi-smuggling operations and as the contact point within the
Church for the Croatian armed resistance against Tito’s communist
regime. His main claim to fame was that in 1947 he personally arranged
Paveli¢’s escape from Italy to Argentina. In the 1960s, Bujanovi¢ settled
in Australia and became a key suspect for the Nazi investigators in the
1980s. By contrast, in 1967 Father Draganovi¢ dramatically returned to
Yugoslavia. Although some of his supporters claim he was kidnapped,
there are strong circumstantial indications that he may have defected to
the communists, or even have operated as a double agent from a much
earlier time.*

Draganovi¢ was not the only Ustase militant against whom
persistent claims were made that he had been a secret communist agent.
The Little Wolf from Sarajevo, Srecko Rover, rose to the higher ranks of
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the post-war Ustase network in Italy, Austria and Germany. He worked
closely with Paveli¢ and the other senior terrorist leaders, and
developed a close relationship with Father Draganovié. In later years,
many within the UstaSe movement pointed to Rover as a possible
communist double agent. They accused him of betraying dozens of his
colleagues to certain death at the hands of the Yugoslav secret police.
These allegations may, in part at least, be put down to the routine
internecine squabbling which beset the competing and often violent
factions of the UstaSe from the early 1950s onwards. Certainly,
defamation of up-and-coming younger leaders like Rover was routine
in the hothouse atmosphere of émigré politics, especially as the older
leaders who had led the movement in the 1930s lost their drive and
became less and less effective in the fight against ‘Serbian-communist
domination.”” There were, however, many hints that the allegations
against Rover may have had some substance.

After serving as a mass killer in Bosnia during the war and
consequently rising up the Ustase hierarchy, Rover had fled Croatia in
April 1945 with his wife and father, amidst the throng of retreating and
largely demoralised Ustase forces. The Rover family withdrew
westwards, first to Slovenia and thence to Austria, where they were
taken prisoner by the British. Sre¢cko was sent initially to the hastily
constructed Displaced Persons’ (DP) camp at Krumpfendorf, and on 20
May 1945 was transferred to Fermo DP camp, near Ancona in Italy,
while his father, Josip, was sent to the Bagnoli camp.” Fermo and
Bagnoli were the two most important Italian bases for the post-war
Ustase network, and Rover soon re-established contact with two of his
old comrades, Drago Jilek and General Vilko Pe¢nikar, who were
operating from the UstaSe’s Rome headquarters. Rover also ‘maintained
links with Father Draganovi¢,” the senior UstaSe operative in Italy.
According to Rover’s pre-war comrade from Sarajevo, Bozidar Kavran,
at the beginning of 1946, Rover was ordered by Jilek, Pe¢nikar and
Draganovi¢ to travel from Fermo to Trieste. His orders were ‘to organise
an intelligence link for the illegal sending of terrorists into Yugoslavia.’’
US intelligence corroborated Kavran’s claim, which he made in 1948
while under interrogation by the Yugoslav secret police. The Americans
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recorded that in February 1946, Rover travelled ‘to Trieste to establish
contacts.”*

Trieste at this time was a hotbed of intelligence and counter-
intelligence activities. Tito’s partisans had only been narrowly
prevented from taking this half-Italian, half-Slav port city by a nasty
confrontation with the Western Allies, and by now it was uncomfortably
divided between the Free Territory of Trieste — controlled by the British
Army - and another section temporarily administered by the Yugoslavs.
The communists orchestrated regular demonstrations in an
unsuccessful effort to ultimately take the port, while British and
American intelligence ran a series of operations out of the city, many
using the UstaSe’s network of mass killers. In fact, Trieste soon became
what one British intelligence officer who served in the city at this time
described as the ‘meeting point for the resistance forces inside
Yugoslavia and the forces who were financing, controlling and directing
them in Italy.” The ‘resistance forces’ went by the name of the Krizari
(the Crusaders), and were little more than British and American-
financed (and armed) terrorist units whose job was to disrupt, and if
possible, overthrow Tito’s regime. The Krizari largely consisted of
fugitive Croatian war criminals like Sre¢ko Rover. Through Father
Draganovi¢, who maintained close contacts with both British and US
intelligence, Rover was put in touch with Colonel Lewis Perry, the
American officer who actually ran Operation Headache/Boathill in close
collaboration with the Vatican’s Ratlines. In 1946 and 1947, Colonel
Perry ostensibly served with the US Army Counter Intelligence Corps in
Trieste, although the British intelligence officer who was based there at
the same time maintained that Perry did not wear any distinguishing
military insignia on his uniform.*

Perry was impressed with Krizari Captain Rover, as he had by then
become, and recruited him as an agent on American-financed anti-
communist operations. It was yet another case in which a senior US
intelligence officer and a fugitive war criminal worked closely together
as part of wider Western schemes. Perry obviously had a high regard for
Rover, as his first operation for US intelligence was to infiltrate
Yugoslavia personally — a highly dangerous action in light of the



War Criminals Welcome 169

number of agents then being captured, tortured and almost always
executed by the communist security forces. Rover’s orders were to
organise a safe route into Croatia for Western-trained Krizari agents.
Perry and Rover together prepared false identity and travel documents
for the operation, and in late February or early March 1946 Rover
arrived in Rijeka on the Adriatic coast. For the next four weeks he
operated underground in communist Yugoslavia, visiting Zagreb and
then returning to Rijeka, before he reported to Perry in Trieste that he
had successfully established a route to infiltrate agents and terrorists
behind the Iron Curtain. Unfortunately, the very next agent dispatched
by Perry and Rover along this route was immediately captured by the
communist secret police. This operation sent a young woman by the
name of Rajka Viscevi¢ into Croatia to contact the Krizari fighters in the
rugged mountains. While Rover had successfully evaded arrest on his
visit to Tito’s Yugoslavia and returned safely, Vis¢evi¢ was captured by
Yugoslav security soon after crossing the border from Trieste. It was an
event which set the tone for most of Rover’s operations, both for the
Krizari and for Colonel Perry. Despite the obvious insecurity of the
route he had established, Rover subsequently insisted to his closest
comrades in the Krizari underground that it was safe to continue
sending agents and terrorist fighters into Yugoslavia by the same
means.*

Rover himself, however, had access to the best clandestine network
in Italy at the time — the network run out of the Vatican by Father
Krunoslav Draganovi¢ under cover of the San Girolamo Institute in
Rome. Among other operations, a thriving and sophisticated industry in
false identities operated out of San Girolamo. One of the master forgers
was Slavko Marjanovi¢, who was detailed to help the most important
agents, like rising Krizari star, Srecko Rover. According to one US
intelligence report, it was Marjanovi¢ who forged a Croat Red Cross
identity card for Rover under the alias of Mirko Bogdanovi¢. With this
paperwork in hand, Rover obtained an alien’s sojourn permit from the
Questura (Italian police) in Rome. This enabled him in turn to receive a
registration certificate, sojourn permit and Italian identity card in
Trieste, allowing him to travel freely between his Rome and Trieste
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headquarters. Rover’s old school friend and fellow Usta3e officer
from Sarajevo, Mirko Hemen, arranged the next piece of the complex,
but necessary identity paperwork. Hemen obtained a blank Displaced
Person’s Index Card, number A-00545813, to which the forgers affixed
the alias Mirko Bogdanovié. This, in turn, allowed Rover to travel
undetected between his various bases in the DP camps, especially
from Fermo to Bagnoli, the two camps in which the Ustase and
Krizari underground were then operating with virtual freedom from
Allied scrutiny.”

This was only one of several false identities Rover used in the
immediate post-war years. Another was Sretko Sari¢, an alias that he
probably used on his clandestine mission to Yugoslavia. When
questioned about this false identity, Rover claimed to US intelligence
that he had brought a legitimate sports club membership card from
Yugoslavia and affixed the false name of Sre¢ko Sari¢. Using this as
proof of identity, he obtained yet another blank Displaced Person’s form
in Fermo and used this second alias on DP Index Card, number 1-
3005723. In this way, Rover now had two apparently legitimate, though
false, identities to travel around Italy. As a result, he could legally seek
refuge in the Allied-run DP camp system, in which he never registered
under his own name. Finally, he used the alias Sre¢ko Sari¢ to obtain a
Yugoslav internal passport from one of his comrades in the Krizari
underground. This enabled him to travel illegally from Zadar to Trieste,
probably on his February 1946 mission on behalf of Colonel Perry.* As
will be seen, though, Mirko Bogdanovi¢ and Sretko Sari¢ were just two
of several false identities Rover used for his illegal operations, both for
US intelligence and for his superiors in the Ustase.

Rover’s many aliases were only good for Italy, however, and they
would not work in Austria. This caused Rover to spend a few months in
a US-run prison in Italy. After returning from his mission to Yugoslavia
for Colonel Perry, Rover travelled frequently between Trieste and Rome,
again meeting regularly with Draganovi¢, Pe¢nikar and Jilek. He
provided his superiors with the intelligence he had collected in Trieste,
and especially what he had learned on his clandestine travels about the
situation in Yugoslavia. According to Tito’s secret service, most of his
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‘work in this regard was with Father Draganovi¢,” who passed Rover’s
information to the US Counter Intelligence Corps in Rome.*” Everything
went well until Rover was ordered to visit Krizari headquarters in
Villach, Austria, in July 1946. The officer in charge at Villach was Rover’s
old comrade from Sarajevo, BoZidar Kavran, who later gave a detailed
statement to the communists about what happened to Rover on this trip.
Rover had been accompanied on this visit by another of the Sarajevo old-
timers, Drago Jilek, and their purpose was to report on the development
of relations with Western intelligence along with their operations in Italy.
But no sooner had the three Ustase officers gathered together at Villach
for the first time in over twelve months than the whole operation came
unstuck. As they walked down the street deep in conversation, Rover,
Kavran and Jilek unknowingly passed by the local headquarters of the
British Army’s 62" Field Security Service unit. Rover, in particular,
seemed suspicious to the British military intelligence officers, and all
three of them were arrested and taken away for questioning.*

Kavran and Jilek were quickly released, as their identity papers
were in order. Rover was not released, as it turned out that none of his
carefully constructed false identities was valid in Austria. As aresult, he
was quickly handed over by the British to US intelligence in Italy. On 10
July, he was imprisoned in Udine, the Italian town where many of the
Western-backed Krizari were then in training for anti-Yugoslav
operations.” Interrogation by US Counter Intelligence Corps officers
revealed that Rover had been an active Ustase member since 1939, and
had served as a 1* lieutenant in Paveli¢’s army. Under Western policy of
the time, this should have entailed his automatic repatriation to
Yugoslavia. But Rover was far too important to US intelligence, and he
was released just as soon as news of his arrest reached Colonel Perry in
Trieste so that he could continue his work both for the Krizari and
Western intelligence. Rover then spent some time revitalising his links
in both Fermo and Bagnoli, and then returned to Austria to report to
Kavran and help organise armed incursions into Yugoslavia. He was,
however, arrested once more by the British at the beginning of 1947
when he tried to cross from Italy into Austria. Yet again, he was released
on Colonel Perry’s intervention.®
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In the first few months of 1947, Rover travelled to and from Rome
and Trieste and widely through the Italian DP Camps, acting as a
courier for his UstaSe superiors, recruiting new members for the
Croatian intelligence and terrorist network and gathering information
for his American sponsor. Rover had by then assumed a rather senior
position in the Ustase network, and was often known to his comrades
by various codenames, including Vucko (the Little Wolf) and Bimbo
(Baby). However, he soon ran into trouble with Western authorities once
more. In April and May 1947, military intelligence launched a fresh
series of operations to arrest war crimes suspects and remove Blacks
from the DP Camps. In the second half of 1946, the Allies had carried out
the ominously named Operation Keelhaul as the first stage in this process.
In mid-April 1947, they conducted Operation Backhand at Fermo, but
Rover was lucky enough to be absent the night the troops arrived
looking for Ustase war crimes suspects. A few weeks later, however, his
luck deserted him when Operation Crossline was launched at Bagnoli.
Rover was at the camp visiting his father, Josip, when the Western
troops arrived on 3 May and arrested him together with three dozen of
his closest comrades. They included Father Stjepan Osvaldi-Toth and
Josip Babi¢, both of whom later worked closely with Rover on Ustase
operations in Australia, as will be discussed in Part Four. Naturally,
Rover was not registered at the camp under his own name, but under
yet another false identity, Josip Kovacevi¢.”

This alias did not fool the Western officers for one moment. As the
diplomatic messages bounced backwards and forwards between Italy
and Washington, Rover was officially listed as Josip Kovacevi¢, but the
US officers were sure that this was merely the ‘alias of Rover, Srecko,
reported as Ustashi officer and close collaborator of Gen. Pecnikar.””? US
State Department intelligence obviously did not want to expose a
valuable American asset to the risk of extradition to Tito’s Yugoslavia.
US Army Counter Intelligence Corps and British army intelligence files
prove conclusively that Kovacevi¢ and Rover were one and the same
person. One list, for example, compiled by the CIC with the notation
‘Ustasha Bagnoli Camp May 1947, listed the name ‘Kovacevi¢ Josip,’
and next to the name an intelligence officer had written ‘'ROVER.”® Even
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State Department intelligence, however, knew of Rover’s deep
involvement in Krizari terrorist incursions into Yugoslavia. One State
Department report in July 1947 recorded that Rover was ‘in contact with
resistance groups inside Croatia,” also noting his regular movements
between UstaSe bases in Rome, Trieste and Bagnoli. This was apparently
considered to be something in Rover’s favour, as he had been released
from the US-run Military Prison and Detention Barracks in Rome a
month earlier on 20 June and returned to Bagnoli as though he was a
legitimate refugee entitled to international assistance. Seemingly,
Colonel Perry had come good, yet again, for the Little Wolf from
Sarajevo.”

In late 1947, Rover again visited Austria to report to Kavran, who
had become the commander of the Krizari forces that were then being
sent into Croatia in significant numbers. Rover’s field of operations
were broadened, and in January 1948 Kavran dispatched him on the
first of several visits to Germany. His orders were to recruit Krizari
fighters from among the large number of Ustase who had been classified
by the West as Greys (that is, Nazi collaborators) and sent to Germany in
preparation for emigration as though they were victims of Hitler. He
also helped to forge identity and travel papers for senior members of the
movement, so they could easily cross various borders, especially from
Germany to Austria to Italy, and when appropriate into Tito’s
Yugoslavia. Following these visits Rover was promoted rapidly up the
terrorist hierarchy. Kavran saw him as a future commander of the
operations, and provided him with extensive training on the methods of
sending terrorist groups into Yugoslavia to wage war against the
communists. He was then promoted to the post of Kavran's deputy at
the Trofaiach terrorist base in Austria and began to send Krizari units
into the field on his own orders. Rover now stood at the pinnacle of the
Western-backed Croatian resistance network. During Kavran’s absence
in March 1948, Rover took charge of the entire operation, including the
secret radio channels to the units operating inside Yugoslavia, and even
guiding new groups across the Austrian-Yugoslav border.® The trouble
was that everything Rover touched turned into a disaster. Perhaps it
was only a coincidence, but among the senior Krizari officers Rover was
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one of the very few who repeatedly entered Yugoslavia to avoid
detection and arrest by Tito’s ruthless and efficient security service. At
the very least, Rover seems to have been very lucky, unlike the
numerous militants he recruited in Italy, Austria and Germany, whom
he sent to torture and death at the communists” hands.

In June 1948, Rover again visited Germany where he made contact
with the US Army Counter Intelligence Corps in Frankfurt. For this trip
Rover used yet another false identity, Anton Tundulin, a deceased
Croatian refugee who had held legitimate identification papers for the
US Zone of Germany. When he contacted the CIC office at the end of
June, Rover explained that he had come to Germany to brief trusted
Croatians on the resistance struggle inside Yugoslavia, and to recruit
them to ‘return to Croatia to help coordinate the resistance.” He also
wanted ‘to establish liaison with a US Intelligence Unit and to request
possible “unofficial” US aid and assistance in the Croatian
Underground Movement'’s efforts to wage an effective and successful
fight in anticipation of an impending armed revolt against the
communists.” Rover also provided the US intelligence officers with
copious information on the leadership of the Croatian resistance. The
real purpose of his visit, though, was to request aid from the US military
authorities ‘in training Croatian personnel in the use of signals
equipment and communications.” He also asked the Americans to
provide sophisticated radio equipment for use in the Krizari
operations.® By this time, Rover had practically taken over the terrorists’
communications channels, and was becoming the movement’s expert in
radio codes.

When Rover returned from Frankfurt to Trofaiach, the incursions
were reaching a climax. Deluded by their own bravado and emboldened
by the support they were receiving from British and American
intelligence, Kavran and Rover had already decided that they, too,
would go to Croatia and join what they believed to be an imminent
mass revolt against Tito. Kavran crossed the border while Rover was
still in Germany at the end of June 1948, but despite having “pleaded’
with Kavran to be allowed to join personally the struggle in the
homeland, Rover never made the trip. It was another lucky break for the
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Little Wolf. All the men he ordered to cross the border or personally
guided into Yugoslavia were captured or killed, mostly within hours.
The stragglers were picked up by the communist security service within
days, and in August 1948 a major ‘show trial’ of the KriZari militants
was conducted in Zagreb. Rover was one of just a handful of officers
who were not there. It is clear from the Yugoslav intelligence files and
the record of the “show trial” that the communist secret police were well
informed about all major aspects of KriZari plans.”’

There can be no doubt that Tito’s forces had double agents among
the groups, nor that they had somehow obtained the secret radio codes
used to guide resistance members to safe areas inside Yugoslavia.
Unfortunately, the communists knew well in advance the precise details
of the KriZari operations, including the exact routes the groups were
taking, the date and time of their border crossing and the rendezvous
points inside the country. With these advantages, it was easy for the
communists to lure the unsuspecting Krizari into their hands using their
own radio codes, the very same ones that Rover had been trained to use
as Kavran'’s second-in-command. Once they were inside the country, the
Yugoslav security service picked up the terrorist groups at will. Among
the defendants who faced communist ‘justice’ in Zagreb in August 1948
were Ljubo Milo$, Ante Vrban and Nikola Pehar, all former professional
mass killers who had served at the notorious Jasenovac concentration
camp. All three had been in British and American custody after the war,
but had mysteriously ‘escaped” and then volunteered for the Western-
backed Krizari operations. In his testimony at the trial, Pehar referred to
Rover by one of his codenames, Bimbo (Baby). He told the court that
Bimbo (Rover) had guided his group into Yugoslavia from Austria, and
had provided him with a radio transmitter to maintain communications
with KriZari headquarters. Rover had also ordered Pehar to destroy
railway lines and rolling stock, and assassinate senior Yugoslav officials.**

As we now know, Tito was toying with his fascist opponents. The
joke, though, was more on the Western intelligence officers who were
financing, training and supplying them. It was, in fact, the first complete
defeat of Western operations behind the Iron Curtain. The pattern was
eerily repeated over the following years, when operations in the
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Ukraine, the Baltic states, Byelorussia and other communist countries
ended similarly. It would take years before British and American
intelligence would admit that they had been fooled by superb
penetration and double agent operations. The end result of these
shallow and self-defeating operations was to entrench Moscow’s and
Belgrade’s superiority for the next four decades.

Following the complete collapse of the Krizari terrorist operations
in mid-1948, the Usta3e leadership finally accepted reality and decided
that their post-war military effort was now at an end. With the
assistance of Western intelligence, their followers were ordered to settle
in Germany, or to emigrate to Argentina, Canada, America and
Australia. As the Krizari trials closed and Rover’s comrades were either
dispatched to the next world or sentenced to long terms of
imprisonment, Bimbo simply applied for IRO assistance and was
accepted for resettlement in September 1948, despite the large dossier
that Western intelligence had compiled that demonstrated that he was
ineligible for any form of assistance. Following Rover’s exposure in a
series of investigations published by this author in April 1986, his case
was examined by a former senior officer of the Australian Attorney
General’s department, Andrew Menzies. Menzies reported that the
‘absence of answers to many questions appearing in the IRO form
suggests that [Rover’s] application received a very cursory examination
by IRO officers.””

The next event was, if anything, even more mysterious. Rover was
appointed to the position of Chief of Police for the IRO soon after being
illegally accepted for IRO assistance to emigrate. This undoubtedly
allowed Rover to help many fellow UstaSe war criminals be accepted for
immigration to Australia and other Western nations. Menzies
commented that he was ‘not in a position” to explain how Rover came
to hold this responsible post when Western intelligence had so recently
established that he was a UstaSe officer during the war, and therefore
automatically excluded from IRO assistance. Menzies in effect ignored
the fact that Western intelligence officers were charged with ensuring
that people like Rover were denied IRO care and the privilege of
emigration to countries like Australia.
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As previously discussed, American intelligence actually knew a
great deal about Srecko Rover. As early as July 1946, the US Counter
Intelligence Corps had established that Rover had joined the Ustase in
1939 and served in Paveli¢’s army as a 1* lieutenant between 1943 and
1945. These details had been confirmed by the Frankfurt CIC office in
June 1948, which reported that Rover had been a 1* lieutenant serving in
armoured and motorised units of the UstaSe army. Another report by
the CIC’s European Command was compiled in September 1949, just a
few months before Rover was accepted as a legitimate migrant under
Australia’s Displaced Persons scheme. This report recorded that Rover
was ‘formerly a member of the pro-Nazi Ustacha,” who went under the
alias Josip Kovacevi¢. The intelligence report went on to comment that
Rover was ‘a quisling though not on the [British] Foreign Office list of
Yugoslav quislings.” In other words, Srecko Rover was officially
ineligible for any form of IRO assistance, especially resettlement in a
democratic Western nation like Australia. Yet this intelligence report
was made just nine months before Rover was accepted by an Australian
immigration selection officer in Italy. As in the case of Nikolai Alferchik
and Argods Fricsons, the derogatory information held by the Americans
was supposed to be passed to Australia’s immigration screening team.
It seems it never was.®!

Rover, Alferchik, Fricsons and other Western Nazi agents had good
reason to be confident of their futures when they stepped off the ships
that brought them to Australia. Their bloody pasts as mass killers had
been all but forgotten in the rush to gather intelligence on the
communist menace and launch guerrilla operations to roll back the Iron
Curtain. Even if they were technically illegal immigrants, they somehow
knew that Australia would be a sanctuary which would protect them for
the rest of their lives. Although their British and American intelligence
handlers had apparently withheld the truth about their pasts from the
Australian immigration security screeners, these Nazi agents also knew
they had something to offer their new homeland. All they had to do was
seek out the right connections. The officers of Australia’s new spy
agency, ASIO (the Australian Security Intelligence Organisation) were
waiting with open arms. Some of the Nazi agents undoubtedly arrived
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in Australia with warm recommendations from their former British and
American sponsors. Others just naturally gravitated to ASIO, which was
then waging a bitter war against international and domestic communist
subversion. Any newly arrived ‘aliens’ showing the slightest signs of
siding with the international revolutionary conspiracy and its local
wing, the Communist Party of Australia, were special targets. On the
other hand, ‘aliens” who would fight the ‘Red Menace” were welcome
allies, even if they had so recently served the Nazis. It was a fertile
ground for mass killers who should never have even been admitted, let
alone granted Australian citizenship or work as respected agents for the
security service of a democratic nation.



PART THREE

Australia 1947-1967: The Cover-Up

The first Nazi war criminals reached Australia in the second half of 1947,
among early shipments of migrants coming under Arthur Calwell’s
Displaced Persons immigration scheme. Calwell soon learned they had
arrived, but decided to cover up the scandal for fear it would ruin the
program. His successor, Harold Holt, inherited the scandal and
maintained the cover-up, which endured for almost forty years. In
November 1986, however, the truth emerged when Andrew Menzies
reported to the Hawke government that a significant number of Nazi
war criminals had found sanctuary in Australia.

In the meantime, the Nazi groups, especially those from Central
and Eastern Europe, had re-formed their fascist cells and cloaked their
true identities behind the fashionable obsession of the day - anti-
communism. Many were welcomed into the right-wing parties of the
1950s and 1960s, especially the Liberal Party and the Democratic Labor
Party. Some became senior and influential figures, with access to
government ministers and key bureaucrats. Emboldened by this warm
welcome, the Nazis formed a major umbrella front, the Anti-Bolshevik
Bloc of Nations, and continued to burrow into mainstream political life.

Andrew Menzies's 1986 report did not reveal all aspects of
Australia’s Nazi scandal. Indeed, one issue remained too hot, even then,
for public exposure. As we have seen, a number of the Nazi mass killers
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who settled in Australia had previously been on the payroll of US
intelligence. Once in Australia, these same Nazi agents were recruited
by the Australian Security Intelligence Organisation (ASIO). These
included Argods Fricsons, the Latvian mass killer, Nikolai Alferchik,
whose crimes were committed in Byelorussia, and Enver Begovi¢, a
Bosnian Muslim who had served in the SS Handschar Division.

As we shall see in the third part of this book, Australian
intelligence’s recruitment of these Nazi agents helped to explain why
the federal government consistently refused to grant communist
extradition requests concerning war criminals. To be fair, ASIO was not
the only Australian agency active in the cover-up of the Nazi scandal.
The Immigration Department effectively devised the cover-up for
Australia’s first Inmigration Minister, Arthur Calwell, and perpetuated
it for several decades under his successors, particularly Harold Holt and
Athol Townley. The Attorney General’s and External (Foreign) Affairs
departments were also heavily implicated.

The tiny Jewish community campaigned long and hard against
Nazi migration, however. From 1947 to 1953, it launched a series of
media campaigns and also organised a number of large public meetings.
These activities were terminated in 1953, when Immigration Minister
Holt blackmailed the Jewish leadership. In effect, he forced them to
decide between justice for the killers of their people and the future of
Israel, the newly formed and much threatened Jewish state. Their
decision to choose the future over the past helped Nazi mass killers to
evade justice.



Charles Spry’s Nazi Agent Chapter Eight

In June 1986, the Australian government appointed Andrew Menzies to
investigate allegations that hundreds of Nazi war criminals had found
sanctuary in Australia. These claims had been made in Nazis in Australia,
a series of radio investigations prepared by this author and broadcast in
April and May 1986 on the ABC’s Radio National network.! A former
senior official of the Commonwealth Attorney General’s department,
Menzies worked for the next five months on his report, which finally
ended forty years of official denial and deceit. Contradicting the
pronouncements of successive Labor and Liberal governments, which
are documented in later chapters, he found that there were a substantial
number of Nazi war criminals in Australia. In a groundbreaking
departure from previous policy, Menzies recommended that the
government should finally take action to bring these mass killers to
some form of justice, no matter how belated. It was a highly moral
response to a longstanding legal and moral problem that had been
persistently ignored. It was also courageous, especially in light of the
many official cover-ups that his own colleagues in the Attorney
General’s department had perpetrated over the previous four decades.

There was, however, one part of Australia’s Nazi scandal that
Andrew Menzies continued to hide. Whether through incompetence or
timidity, Menzies refused to lift the veil of secrecy surrounding the




182 SPRY’S NAZI AGENT

Western intelligence community’s policy to use Australia as a dumping
ground for Nazi war criminals. This is the last and, in many respects,
most important of the Nazi secrets that the Australian government
continues to hide in its classified intelligence files. Not that every secret
is hidden in Canberra’s top secret spy vaults. The complete truth will
not, in fact, be revealed until all the British, American, Canadian and
Australian intelligence files are declassified in full. As of March 2001, the
United States is, to its credit, the only Western government conducting
a systematic release of its records under ex-President Clinton’s Nazi War
Crimes Act. The other three Western nations involved in the Nazi
conspiracy continue to hide their parts of the jigsaw puzzle, although
the extent of their continuing cover-up varies. Britain maintains an
almost absolute refusal to release files about its role in Nazi recruitment,
while Canada makes some of its files available.

In Australia, the intelligence files of a number of Nazi migrants are
publicly available under the provisions of the Commonwealth Archives
Act. They are, however, censored so systematically that the complicity of
the Australian Security Intelligence Organisation (ASIO) and other spy
agencies in the Western Nazi scandal is almost erased from history. Of
the thousands of pages of ASIO files relating both to individual Nazis
and the Australian branches of their fascist movements, many
thousands have been withheld completely. Many of the documents
released actually look more like Swiss cheese than files because an
enormous number of sections have been blacked out under various
provisions of the Archives Act. Many of these deletions from the Nazi
files are intended, supposedly, to protect the identity of the source or
agent who originally provided the information to ASIO. Others
allegedly protect the existence and nature of ASIO’s relations with other
Western intelligence agencies, particularly the British and American.
Despite the best endeavours of the historical censors at ASIO
headquarters in Canberra, it has proved impossible, however, to
completely hide every aspect of Australia’s Nazi secret.

Nor could Andrew Menzies hide everything, not for want of trying.
Menzies forwarded his report to the Special Minister of State at the end
of November 1986. One section, however, was not released. This
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‘Confidential Part of the Report’ canvassed the involvement of Western
intelligence in the Nazi scandal. The public report contained a two-page,
highly censored summary of the confidential section. Just as this book
went to press in April 2001, the government released a heavilyly censored
version of the section itself, which is analysed in the Postscript. The cover-
up is easy to discern, from what is said in both public and confidential
versions, and what is not. The most significant of Menzies’s conclusions
could not, in fact, be supported even in the mid-1980s in light of extensive
documentation already publicly available. In the intervening fourteen
years, many more Western intelligence files have been declassified. These
files definitively demonstrate either that Menzies was not told the
complete truth by ASIO and by Australia’'s Western allies, whom he
consulted on visits to Washington and London, or that Menzies himself
deliberately withheld information about this aspect of the Nazi story:
Menzies's two-page summary of the secret section discloses the
existence of special arrangements between Australian, British and
American intelligence agencies for the relocation of people in Australia.
This is code for the acceptance in Australia of former or serving
intelligence agents, sources and people with special expertise of interest
to the Western Alliance. Menzies claims that no one falling into this
category who "appears to have been the object of charges or allegations as
to commission of war crimes’ had been relocated to Australia under these
arrangements. This is almost certainly untiue, as one American Nazi-
hunter has first-hand knowledge of at least one request from US
intelligence that resulted in the entry of a Nazi agent into Australia under
these arrangements, but Menzies did not bother to interview this source.
This, however, is only a relatively minor part of the intelligence cover-up.
The next revelation of Menzies’s two-page summary of the secret
section addresses the ‘possibility that former agents of U.K. or U.S.
intelligence agencies may have entered Australia, particularly before
1956, without the knowledge of Australian authorities.” Indeed, Menzies
had discovered as much, for he also reported that the secret section
contained the details of ‘one instance” which ‘has come to notice of a
person now in Australia and the subject of allegations of commission of
war crimes’ who worked for Western intelligence. Menzies further
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records his ‘suspicion of another like incident.” Clearly Menzies
thought he was pushing this revelation to its very limits. Even so, it is
an unsustainable proposition. As we saw in the previous chapter, the
official files — which were available to Menzies as the Australian
investigator — contain several examples of ex-Nazi US intelligence
agents who passed through the immigration security screening system
to make new lives in Australia. Menzies’s conclusion that only one
definite and one suspected ex-Western Nazi agent settled in Australia
was untenable in 1986 and cannot be sustained in 2001. Many of the files
available to him at that time have since been declassified and are now
publicly available. Indeed, the cases of Nikolai Alferchik, Argods
Fricsons and Srecko Rover provide a definitive rebuttal of Menzies’s
misleading conclusion. As will be discussed in this and later chapters,
there are and always were numerous examples of the West’s Nazi agents
dumped in Australia by our allies, who in practice received immunity
from justice as a result. Furthermore, not all of them found sanctuary
prior to 1956, as the Menzies report implies.

The two-page summary then makes a still more ludicrous
suggestion. According to Menzies, ‘contentions that British or U.S.
intelligence agents had influenced the selection for migration to
Australia of particular persons the subject of allegations as to
commission of war crimes by supplying false information to, or
withholding information from, Australian selection officers proved to
be unsupported on a detailed examination of the facts.” This conclusion
even made a mockery of Menzies's own examination of Australia’s
immigration selection procedures in the late 1940s and early 1950s. As
his own report found, final confirmation of an applicant’s eligibility for
migration to Australia was the responsibility of British and American
intelligence in Germany. The procedure involved a request by
Australian security officers to their British, American and, when
relevant, French colleagues to determine whether any derogatory
information, including war crimes and service for the Nazis, was held in
their intelligence files. If such information had been disclosed it would,
of course, have placed would-be migrants in category Black or Grey,
making them ineligible for assistance by the International Refugee
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Organisation. This would have ensured that they could never have
settled in Australia (or any Western country for that matter).

As we have previously seen, however, the cases of Nikolai
Alferchik, Argods Fricsons and Srecko Rover demonstrate that
American intelligence certainly withheld the detailed information in
their official files about their service for the Nazis, as well as allegations
that they had committed war crimes. In a sense, US intelligence also
supplied false information to Australian immigration security screeners
when Alferchik, Fricsons and Rover were cleared for resettlement. The
case of Arvids Kripens, also recounted in the previous chapter, shows
that British intelligence influenced his acceptance in exactly the same
manner. With all four men, there was abundant evidence in British and
American intelligence files indicating they were, at the very least,
ineligible for migration as known Nazi collaborators and, at the most,
liable for trial as war criminals. Yet all were accepted for immigration
and found lifelong sanctuary in Australia.

Finally, the two-page summary of the secret section of the Menzies
report discloses that ASIO officers made contact with a number of
accused Nazi war criminals once they had been resettled in Australia.
Indeed, Menzies confirmed a key charge made in the ABC programs
that ASIO had ‘obtained information from them for ASIO purposes not
related to the war crimes allegations.” While Menzies stressed that there
was no evidence that ASIO was involved ‘in the circumstances of the
entry of any of these persons into Australia,” it was the closest his report
came to admitting that Australian intelligence had any involvement
with the wider Western Nazi scandal.* What Menzies actually meant, of
course, was that ASIO had knowingly used ex-Nazis as intelligence
sources during the Cold War battle against communism, as the ABC
programs had claimed. In other words, Australia’s domestic spy agency
recruited Nazis, even war criminals, as agents to gather intelligence and,
in some cases, to carry out covert operations.

Menzies supposedly had unfettered access to the Australian
security files, unlike historians who have extremely limited access.
Outsiders, in fact, have to use what ASIO grandiosely calls the ‘mosaic’
technique to piece together the intelligence jigsaw puzzle. The ‘mosaic’
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technique is, in fact, ASIO’s own method of assembling the intelligence
picture from a myriad of seemingly unrelated facts, even from gossip
and tidbits, gathered by all methods - agents, sources, mail intercepts,
telephone taps and other electronic devices. Historians and other
researchers, ASIO argues, use this method for their own diabolical
ends. What this means is that they might piece together their own
picture of ASIO’s often less than successful methods and publish
revelations of incompetent and ethically dubious operations. Under
Australia’s highly restrictive Archives Act, ASIO can legitimately refuse
to disclose the identity of a source or agent. As a consequence, any
information which conceivably might assist in identifying a source or
agent can be legally withheld, either in part or total, when ASIO
considers a request for access to information. This covers all manner of
information, no matter how inconsequential or even trivial it may be in
and of itself.

Naturally, this makes piecing the intelligence jigsaw back together
an extremely difficult task. Success for those who persevere requires the
cooperation of serving or former intelligence officers, who run the risk
of severe penalties if caught disclosing classified information.
Unsurprisingly, it is difficult to obtain this cooperation, and when it is
given it is almost always on condition of strict anonymity. Despite these
immense difficulties, it has been possible to re-assemble enough of the
intelligence “mosaic’ to make reasonable conclusions about a number of
ASIO’s Nazi agents. These are based both on what is documented in the
public domain, and what a variety of sources — ex-ASIO employees and
agents, former and serving Commonwealth and Australian Federal
Police officers, foreign affairs bureaucrats, government ministers,
politicians and their advisors — have told this author in mostly off-the-
record interviews over the past quarter-century. This level of evidence
cannot, however, conclusively document Australian intelligence’s role
in the West’s Nazi scandal. In the absence of a government decision
simply to release the records, only a full, public inquiry with wide-
ranging powers could do this. What is beyond doubt, however, is that
ASIO knowingly turned a blind eye to the presence in Australia of a
large number of Nazi war criminals, and recruited some of them to
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supply intelligence on a wide range of subjects. Even Andrew Menzies
has virtually admitted as much.

Moreover, his successor in investigating Nazi mass killers in
Australia is unequivocal on this point. Robert Greenwood QC headed
the federal government’s Special Investigations Unit from 1987 to 1991.
Since leaving the post, Greenwood has persistently and publicly
claimed that ASIO knowingly recruited Nazi war criminals as agents in
the 1950s and 1960s. In a wide-ranging interview with this author about
the work of his unit, which is recounted in Chapter Twenty-Two,
Greenwood repeated that charge. When he began his work in April
1987, Bob Greenwood had strong support from the Attorney General,
Lionel Bowen. This extended right into ASIO’s top secret vaults, much
to the horror of the spies. In fact, Greenwood and his team gained direct
access to a number of the intelligence dossiers on the suspects they were
investigating as mass killers. According to Greenwood’s account of
what they saw, ‘those files were not such that these people were being
targeted by ASIO as possible enemies of the integrity of the state. The
nature of the files was quite different to that.” In fact, the ASIO files that
Greenwood and his investigators inspected ‘had much more the smell of
personnel files about them.” They were, in other words, files relating to
ASIO sources and agents.

These files, of course, concerned particular suspects identified by
the Special Investigations Unit as likely Nazi mass killers. The more
Greenwood pressed access to this material, the more resentful, and
eventually resistant, ASIO became. Having seen enough to convince
himself and his senior investigators that ASIO had recruited some of his
targets as agents, Greenwood pressed on with his campaign to force full
disclosure:

There were confrontations between myself and the top echelons of
ASIO itself, in which I had an opportunity to gauge their reactions
to these suggestions. Although the suggestions were never
specifically admitted, they certainly weren't specifically denied.
And then, of course, ASIO closed the blind in respect of a couple
of investigations I specifically wanted to make. So when they
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denied that they had any further material in respect of a couple of
people that we wanted to know a bit more about, I had further
discussions with the Attorney General and other people. We
decided that if we were going to expend energy on trying to crack
ASIO’s resistance, it probably, at the end of the day, wouldn't be
worth much anyway in terms of advancing our investigations. It
was obviously extremely important for other reasons. So
somewhat reluctantly, I abandoned my campaign in respect of
ASIOS®

Greenwood and his team had seen enough of ASIO’s Nazi files by then,
however, to know that former ASIO Director General Charles Spry had
lied when he denied that ASIO knowingly recruited Nazi agents. Some
of the cases detailed in this book are based on highly censored versions
of the very same files seen by Greenwood’s team in the late 1980s.
Greenwood and some of the investigators who examined the uncensored
ASIO files have explicitly confirmed the basic accuracy of the way in
which the following pages put the intelligence jigsaw puzzle back
together.

*

The case of Nikolai Alferchik, the mass killer from Smolensk,
Byelorussia, starkly illustrates all the major issues surrounding
Australia’s Nazi scandal. Seven years after this author’s initial
application for release of his ASIO file, a fraction of the records were
released under the Archives Act in mid-2000. ASIO said that the file had
been indexed under his alias, Nikolai Pavlov, which explained why the
request made in 1993 did not result in the release of records ASIO had
always held. This is a lie. After discussions with this author, more than
one ASIO officer had no problem locating the records using his actual
name, Nikolai Alferchik, even before the request was made to obtain
them under the Archives Act. The material finally released illustrates the
secrecy which still surrounds ASIO’s recruitment of Nazi agents. For the
open period (thirty years before the date of release, i.e. 31 December 1969
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in this case) the file contains 190 pages, of which 123 are withheld
entirely. In other words, 65 per cent of Alferchik’s Austr-alian intelligence
file is not available for any form of public scrutiny.

Of the sixty-seven pages on the publicly available file, the only
documents that have been released without any significant censorship
are magazine clippings, translations of foreign language articles and
relatively insignificant letters which ASIO had intercepted. The actual
intelligence reports and memos that have been released are all highly
censored. Some of these deletions are purely technical, involving secret
ASIO symbols and codes, but the vast majority involve the actual
intelligence on Alferchik’s file. This contrasts with the almost total
release of Alferchik’s American intelligence dossier under both the US
Archives Act and the Freedom of Information Act. The US dossier was
discussed in some detail in the previous chapter. It does not withhold
either the actual intelligence the files contained or the secret codes,
which are virtually identical to those routinely withheld by ASIO. Even
the names of career US agents are released, as well as the identity of paid
sub-agents and sources such as Alferchik and his NTS colleagues. In
other words, Australians know a great deal about Alferchik’s work as a
US intelligence agent, and virtually nothing about his work as an ASIO
agent, because most of the relevant material has been withheld or
deleted from the publicly released file.

It is certain, however, that Alferchik was a significant source for
ASIO for a number of years in the 1950s and 1960s. Alferchik’s work as
an ASIO source has been confirmed by several former ASIO officers, as
well as by other law enforcement officials who were in a position to
know from first-hand experience. The original information about
Alferchik’s work for ASIO was received from former Commonwealth
and Australian Federal Police officers who had investigated war crimes
allegations in the 1960s or specialised in the surveillance of extremist
émigré political groups during the Cold War. Alferchik’s recruitment as
an ASIO source was reluctantly confirmed by one ASIO officer who
agreed to check the file after this author had made specific claims about
his war crimes background, his work for US intelligence and his
recruitment by ASIO. Subsequently, Alferchik’s work for ASIO was
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corroborated by other ASIO officers, most of whom had worked on anti-
communist émigré operations in the 1950s and 1960s. None of these
intelligence and police officials who confirmed that Alferchik was an
ASIO agent would agree to be identified by name. Some of the details
they provided of his work for ASIO are nevertheless outlined below.

Alferchik had arrived in Australia in June 1951 under the alias
Nikolai Pavlov, which he had adopted when he moved to Munich after
US intelligence wound up the Pica network in 1949. It is certain that his
American intelligence handlers were fully aware of this name change,
but did not alert their Australian colleagues in Germany of either that
fact or the serious claims that he had committed war crimes in
Byelorussia under Nazi occupation. Once in Australia, Alferchik settled
in Melbourne, and ASIO soon compiled a significant file on his
background and activities. The early part of his ASIO file is almost
completely censored, with the first useful information appearing on
page 17. This means that all relevant material relating to his first two
and a half years in Australia is unavailable. We do know, however, that
by November 1953 his name had somehow become linked with the
intelligence investigation that would soon become known as the Petrov
scandal, involving the defection of the Soviet spy Vladimir Petrov, in
1954.° This discovery certainly focussed ASIO’s attention on Alferchik,
although the details are entirely deleted from his dossier. The only clue
remaining in the publicly released papers is that two memos were
written on 4 December 1953, one of which related ‘to certain security
aspects.” These ‘aspects,” predictably, are deleted from the memo.”

By mid-January 1954, ASIO’s counter-espionage branch, B2, had
alerted their colleagues in S Branch about aspects of the Alferchik case.
S Branch was actually the Special Services Section, sometimes also
called Q Branch because this was the code for ASIO’s paid agents and
sources. By this time, ASIO had pieced together some significant parts
of Alferchik’s career, including his service for the Nazis before and
during the German occupation of the Soviet Union. One ASIO
intelligence report, for example, recorded Alferchik’s ‘work with NTS
Propaganda Group’ when he moved into the Soviet Union in 1941
‘behind advancing German Army’, and the Soviets’ request for his
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extradition in 1945. By early 1954, ASIO recorded (inaccurately) that
Alferchik had operated ‘illegally in USSR on an NTS Partisan Mission’
between 1941 and 1944, and then had been active in NTS ‘counter-Soviet
Propaganda’ between 1945 and 1948." This latter information
apparently piqued ASIO’s interest. At the end of January 1954, ‘an
urgent overseas check’ was ordered into Alferchik’s background. This is
code for a request for information to be obtained by ASIO’s overseas
officers under the liaison relationship between Australia’s spy agencies
and their Western colleagues, especially the British and Americans. A
week later, Brigadier Charles Spry, ASIO’s Director General, passed this
request to his security officer at the Australian Embassy in The Hague,
noting that it was ‘urgent’ and ordering that the response be cabled, not
sent by diplomatic pouch, as was more common at that time."”

The Australian intelligence liaison officer at The Hague was Senior
Security Officer D.A. McDermott, who immediately forwarded Spry’s
request to Germany, where British and American intelligence
maintained massive files on former Soviet bloc citizens. Apparently
McDermott had some problems with Spry’s request, due in large part to
the rather dilatory response from E.V. Wiggins, ASIO’s officer in
Cologne in the British occupied zone of Germany. ‘Wiggie,” as Ernest
Wiggins was widely known among his fellow ASIO officers, had been
dispatched by Spry to Europe in 1949 to oversee the security screening
operation for Australia’s post-war migration schemes. In the 1960s,
when British intelligence was still haunted by the series of double agent
scandals that had racked MI6 since the early 1950s, Spry came to suspect
Wiggins as a possible Soviet mole. In the 1950s, however, he was a
trusted officer who operated under cover of the Australian Migration
Office in the Cologne Embassy, attached to the British Army on the
Rhine (BAOR).”

Instead of the “urgent’ reply Spry had ordered in the Alferchik case,
it took the best part of three months before Wiggins dispatched a
sketchy interim report, and another four weeks before his substantive
report was sent from Cologne to McDermott at The Hague." Unlike the
earlier reports from late 1953 and early 1954, it provided a reasonably
accurate account of Alferchik’s career. ASIO’s sister spy agencies had



192 SPRY’S NAZI AGENT

finally decided to share what they knew with their Australian
colleagues. After recounting basically accurate details of his early life,
Wiggins reported that in 1941 Alferchik

became head of the II Political Section of the Regional Security
Administration (II Politische Abteil bei der Gebiets
Sicherheitsverwaltung). This was the Political Security
Organisation of the Oblast set up by the German Authorities for
occupied White Ruthenia. It was one of four sections of the
“Ordnungsdienst” recruited from the local population and came
under the control of the Hoherer SS und Polizei Fiihrer (it
corresponds to the German GESTAPO).*

In other words, from mid-1954 ASIO was in possession of the basic facts
about Alferchik’s position as a commanding officer in the Security
Police apparatus in Nazi-occupied Russia. It was known that he had
worked under the command of the SS in a senior Security Police post
which Western intelligence equated with the Gestapo. At the least this
made him an illegal immigrant and certainly made him ineligible to
obtain Australian citizenship, which ASIO routinely vetted to ensure
that undesirables did not gain the privileges that went with
naturalisation. In addition, Wiggins provided further accurate details of
his career, noting that Alferchik had briefly been posted to Mogilev in
September 1943 and then resumed ‘his Political Police rank, which he
held until the end of June 1944 He then recorded that Alferchik had
joined the ‘Ruthenian Army of Liberation” in August 1944, and served in
the ‘Security Section” until just a few weeks before the defeat of Hitler’s
Germany in May 1945. This last point established that Alferchik
continued to hold a senior post in the Nazi security apparatus until the
very end of the war. Unlike some of his NTS comrades, he did not even
bother to distance himself from the Germans when it became obvious
that their defeat was inevitable. Finally, the information obtained by
Wiggins also detailed Alferchik’s arrest by the Americans at the end of
the war, the Soviet extradition demand of 1945 and his subsequent
release from custody a few months later under cover ‘as a Pole.
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ASIO’s Director General was less concerned by the substance of this
report, however, than with the long delay in receiving the information.
His officer at The Hague was somewhat defensive when he finally
forwarded Wiggins's report in early June 1954. Senior Security Officer
McDermott shifted the blame for the tardy response to the British and
American spy organisations whose job it was to supply the information.
We ‘are completely in the hands of the Agencies through which we
operate,” he told Spry and these ‘depend on the transmission of their
classified information by safe hand channels.” McDermott insisted that
the ‘enclosed report from Mr. Wiggins of your Cologne office sets out
the whole of the information which is available to him.” Furthermore,
ASIO’s Europe-based officers ‘spare no time or trouble to obtain the
desired information and despatch it as quickly as possible for
transmission to you.””

Unfortunately for McDermott, not only was Wiggins's report late, it
was not entirely complete, despite his assurances to Brigadier Spry. Four
months later, at the end of September 1954, McDermott forwarded a
supplementary report by Wiggins, ‘received from a delicate source,
revealing another vital aspect of Alferchik’s career. The new intelligence
Wiggins had gathered from his American colleagues in Germany was
actually seven years old, dating from September 1947, but it contained
the vital clue that apparently convinced ASIO to recruit Alferchik as an
agent. After recounting some basic facts which were already known at
ASIO headquarters, the new report revealed that while in Austria after
the war, Alferchik was believed ‘to be in contact with various Allied
intelligence officers.””

The Western intelligence report on which Wiggins in turn based his
advice to Spry was discussed in the previous chapter. It was almost
certainly a US intelligence report of 22 September 1947, for the very next
document of any relevance on Alferchik’s ASIO file quoted large
sections from this report. There was a seventeen-month gap between
Wiggins’s report of September 1954 and this further ASIO report, dated
early March 1956. There is, in other words, a huge gap in our
understanding of Alferchik’s activities in Australia, especially ASIO’s
relationship with him. In fact, almost twenty pages are entirely deleted
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from the file covering this period, which must contain some very
interesting material in light of established subsequent events. In the
context of Alferchik’s later work as an ASIO source, this section of his
file quite possibly records the early details of the information he
provided ASIO which ultimately secured his recruitment.

There are, however, several highly censored memos in this section
of Alferchik’s intelligence file that show that the fugitive war criminal
aroused an intense interest at this time. Indeed, memos and reports flew
backwards and forwards between ASIO’s national and Victorian
headquarters at this time. It is difficult to say how thick this traffic was,
but there are references on the file to memos and reports about Alferchik
of 15 and 22 November 1954, 14 December 1954, as well as 23 and 30
March 1955, 7 April 1955, and 23 and 26 May 1955. It is almost
impossible to reconstruct what was going on during this time, as key
documents have been censored in their entirety and those that have
been released are so thoroughly sanitised as to render them
meaningless. What does emerge is that Mr Rodger of S Section at ASIO
national headquarters had discussions with other ASIO officers on 12
November 1954 and certain censored 'recommendations’ were adopted
in the Alferchik case. It is also known that the Senior Field Officer in
Victoria’s Q branch, which dealt with paid ASIO sources and agents,
took a close interest in the case.”® From the context of the material that
has been released, it is likely that at least some of the documents from
this time withheld in their entirety are reports from this section.

Whatever the gaps in this crucial period, it is definite that by March
1956 ASIO Director General Spry had obtained two contradictory
assessments of Alferchik’s worth as a spy. As previously discussed, the
US intelligence report of September 1947 contained information that
Alferchik was considered to be ‘a low-level agent who operated without
system or security but with zeal” Another US intelligence report dated
22 June 1951, however, evaluated Alferchik as an ‘exceptionally
competent and energetic Intelligence Officer.” ASIO evidently accepted
the latter evaluation as the more accurate of the two reports, for there is
no doubt that within a few months Brigadier Spry had approved
Alferchik being put on the ASIO payroll as a paid Q source, or formal
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intelligence agent.” In approving this, Spry ignored the damning
evidence in the June 1951 US intelligence report about Alferchik’s
service as a senior officer for the Nazi Security Police in Smolensk,
leading to his decoration by the Germans ‘with the Gold Medal and Oak
Leaves.” Perhaps Spry thought his background was an advantage.
Indeed, the basic facts of Alferchik’s senior police rank in the Nazi
administration in occupied Russia had, in fact, been knownsince at least
May 1954, but the more recent assessment of his work as a reputedly
successful intelligence officer seemed to have carried more weight with
the ASIO boss.

International factors also played their part in ASIO’s decision to
recruit Alferchik. Of course, we do not know what role, if any, US
intelligence had in recommending Alferchik to ASIO, as most references
concerning international liaison with Western intelligence are
automatically culled from the files under the Australian Archives Act. It
does seem logical, however, that ASIO would have at least consulted its
American contacts before deciding to recruit Alferchik. Indeed, one
former ASIO officer has inadvertently confirmed that this occurred.
There was, though, another dimension to the international context of
ASIO’s decision. By the mid-1950s, ASIO had established that there was
actually quite a large NTS organisation operating in Australia. One
security report on right-wing ‘Alien Activities’ recorded that the NTS
was very active in Australia, and that O. Perekrestov, the Australian
representative of the NTS newspaper Possev, had been circulating
material ‘to prominent Australian businessmen requesting funds to be
forwarded to the “Revolutionary Headquarters of the NTS” at Verlag
“POSSEV”, Limburg/Lahn, West Germany."

Of greater significance to ASIO, however, was the fact that ‘an NTS
intelligence-collecting or collating agency already exists in Australia.’
Such a development, while not without its problems for Australian
intelligence, promised ASIO lucrative rewards if a deal could be struck
with the local NTS leadership. Indeed, the possibility of such a
connection had already been mooted, as approaches ‘have been made
over the last few months by NTS members to Austialian Services
authorities to pass intelligence information.” ASIO then busied itself
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finding out more about this Russian émigré intelligence organisation.
They soon discovered that Alferchik was at the centre of the operation.
By March 1956, when Brigadier Spry was taking such a close personal
interest in the Alferchik case, US intelligence had already confirmed to
ASIO that the NTS was still engaged in extensive international
espionage operations. Indeed, the same Western spies who had
provided the conflicting reports on Alferchik’s prowess as an agent also
informed ASIO ’that subject [Alferchik] is reporting on certain matters
to NTS in Europe.”?

These were some of the many reasons why ASIO eventually
decided to put Nikolai Alferchik on the payroll as a Q source. The detail
of ASIO’s actual decision is, of course, not publicly available. However,
there are many indications, both in the Australian and American
intelligence files and from clues provided by various ex-ASIO officers,
of what Brigadier Spry’s recruiters had in mind. In the first place, there
was the knowledge ASIO had obtained of Alferchik’s previous role as a
security and intelligence operative, both for the Germans during the
Nazi occupation of Russia and for US intelligence after the war. In these
roles, Alferchik had obtained considerable experience of communism,
both its political methods and the modus operandi of its intelligence and
counter-intelligence operations. Then there was his undoubted and
longstanding seniority in the NTS espionage hierarchy. This stretched
back to the late 1930s, and by the mid-1950s he was clearly an important
and highly experienced cog in the NTS’ international spy operations.

Alferchik’s established reputation as a senior agent in the NTS
apparatus provided Australian intelligence with the opportunity to
obtain information on a variety of subjects. These included conditions
behind the Iron Curtain where the NTS claimed to have maintained
stay-behind networks, which they extravagantly (and inaccurately)
boasted had been bolstered by the recruitment of numerous agents in
the decade since the end of the war. If ASIO obtained any intelligence
jewels from Alferchik through this international espionage connection,
then these would obviously be shared with British and American
intelligence. Such sharing would, in turn, help the Australians to cement
their place in the Western intelligence club, of which they were the
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smallest and least competent players. The same applied to any
information Alferchik passed on concerning communist penetration
operations of émigré political and spy groups which might, in turn, put
Soviet agents in a position to penetrate their Western intelligence
Sponsors.

The most important (and immediate) reason for recruiting Alferchik
was ASIO’s domestic role as a counter-espionage and counter-
subversion agency, with its primary task of combating internal security
threats. In the mid-1950s, both Prime Minister Robert Menzies and ASIO
head Brigadier Spry saw only one internal subversive threat —
communism. Indeed, the Red Menace was the only game in town for
Australia’s spies in the 1950s and 1960s. This extended not only to the
membership of the local Communist Party of Australia, but also to
communists who had slipped through the immigration security
screening system, which of course was far more rigorous for
communists than for Nazis. Alferchik and the other Nazis who
provided information to ASIO in this period were, in fact, viewed as
among the best sources of intelligence on the communists among their
own ethnic communities. In helping ASIO to keep an eye on the
subversive influences in their communities, these Nazi agents were also
‘canaries down the mine’ for ASIO. They aided Australia’s spies in their
constant search for communist agents who had been sent to Australia to
gather intelligence for Moscow and to penetrate Australian intelligence,
foreign affairs and defence agencies.

Naturally, the evidence of Alferchik’s recruitment by ASIO and the
details of the operations in which he was engaged as a Q source have
been censored from his intelligence dossier. There are, however, several
documents providing clues to his activities for ASIO. One is a report of
6 July 1956, some four months after Brigadier Spry had taken such a
close personal interest in the Alferchik case. This concerns a suspected
pro-Soviet Russian migrant, Jan Delager, and was written by a Senior
Field Officer in the Q branch of ASIO’s Special Services Section. Often
simply called S section, this was in fact the ASIO department
responsible, among other things, for running paid agents and other Q
sources. S section was the code for this department, and S was the ASIO
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department which actually ran Alferchik and other Nazi agents on a
day-to-day basis. The 6 July 1956 report on Delager was addressed to ‘S.
Victoria,” or in other words, the head of S department in that State.
Delager, it was reported, was ‘regarded by members of the anti-Soviet
group in this State as being a highly intelligent and dangerous person.””

ASIO suspected that Delager was running communist agents
among the Melbourne Russian community. According to this report, he
was ‘in close contact’ with Alexander Ostrowski. Through this
connection, Delager allegedly obtained information from various police
sources, including from the Victorian Special Branch. Although
technically a section of the State police force, Special Branch was in
effect ASIO’s local investigative wing responsible for carrying out
humdrum surveillance of suspected subversives and spies. One of
Ostrowski’s sources was supposedly his own sister, “who is believed to
be employed in the Police Force. The other was Edward Konieczny,
who claimed to be a Special Branch agent. According to the informant
for this Q report, Konieczny was entirely unreliable and ‘would peddle
his information to any person willing to pay for it.” Of even greater
interest to ASIO was the fact that Konieczny was known to be close to
George Shevchenko, another ‘unreliable’ Russian who was ‘known to
travel in both anti-Soviet and pro-Soviet circles in Melbourne, but he is
regarded with suspicion in anti-Soviet circles as they consider he is
being paid by Delager.”

This information caused considerable alarm at ASIO headquarters.
Although the source of the information in this report is not on the file,
the fact that it is on Nikolai Alferchik’s ASIO file suggests that it was
connected to his activities, either for the NTS or in his capacity as a Q
source. It may only be a coincidence, but the earliest publicly released
report of any significance on Alferchik’s ASIO file also concerns Jan
(Ivan) Delager and Alexander Ostrowski. As discussed earlier, this
report of 6 November 1953 seems to have concerned the periphery of the
Petrov case. It, too, was most certainly generated by ASIO’s S section,
although its source is not precisely known because only page 1 has been
partially released, while the rest of the memo has been entirely
withheld. What we do know for sure is that the document ‘was
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prepared for conference with Mr Rodger, “S”, Headquarters, after
discussion with “S” Victoria.”” This was Robert (Bob) Rodger, ASIO’s
Assistant Director General in charge of Q sources. He had been involved
in the Alferchik case since at least November 1954 and had formulated
certain ‘recommendations’ which ASIO had adopted.*

Even twelve months before this, however, Rodger had been directly
involved. It is clear from the file that in November 1953 Alferchik was
known at the highest levels of both ASIO’s Victorian and national
headquarters. This was especially true of those ASIO officers whose job
was to run Q agents, such as Mr Rodger. ASIO’s interest in Delager was
obvious, as ‘overseas intelligence investigations’ had already been
instigated, together with a ‘subsequent investigation in Victoria.’
Ostrowksi was reported in 1953 to be in contact with Anatole Gordeev,
a former official of the Soviet Embassy in Australia whose main job
seemed to have involved the repatriation of Russian citizens.?” This
earlier security report on Alferchik’s ASIO file has a direct connection to
the July 1956 report which also concerns Delager. This strongly supports
the suspicion that Alferchik had actually been providing information to
ASIO on local Soviet operations from at least 1953, even if his official
recruitment as a Q source did not take place until 1956.

The most revealing aspect of Alferchik’s declassified ASIO file is
not, however, what it contains, but what has been expunged. After the
July 1956 report on Jan Delager, there is little information of any worth
at all on his security file. Between page 75 and page 166, almost nothing
is revealed either about ASIO’s inquiries into Alferchik or his work for
ASIO. A whole decade of the file is, to all intents and purposes,
completely censored. The highly censored documents released during
this decade reveal such gems as obscure references to an article in a
Soviet publication being ‘useful counter-propaganda material.” Since
this memo was sent in early August 1956 to the head of ASIO’s counter-
espionage section by the head of S section, Alferchik may well have
been involved in running propaganda operations on behalf of his
intelligence employers.*® The next twenty-six pages are withheld from
his intelligence dossier altogether, and the very next memo from ASIO
head Spry in mid-November 1957 is in the form of an intriguing
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question: ‘Has he revealed it yet? We are most interested.” Whether Spry
was ‘most interested’ in a revelation by Alferchik or one of his sub-
sources is not apparent. What is clear is that Spry was fascinated with
the progress of one of his star Q agents.”

A revealing insight into Spry’s interest in Alferchik’s work is
provided in the case of the Yugoslav immigrant Dobrivoje Raicevié.
Interestingly enough, Raicevi¢’s case also assumes importance with
respect to another of ASIO’s Nazi informants, the Bosnian SS officer
Enver Begovi¢ who figures in the next chapter. ASIO suspected that
Raicevi¢ was at the least politically unreliable, and perhaps even a
communist agent. This suspicion initially arose because of his close
connection with Soviet officials during the Melbourne Olympic Games
in 1956. By the time Raicevi¢ was interviewed by ASIO in early 1958 to
determine whether he should receive Australian citizenship, there had
obviously been a number of Q reports made on his movements and
activities. Since at least five significant reports were filed on Raicevi¢ in
Alferchik’s ASIO dossier between March and June 1958, including one
by the head of S section, it is possible that he played a significant role in
the case in his role as an ASIO Q agent. One ASIO officer, who had
interviewed Raicevi¢ in person, was convinced that he was lying about
his connections with the Soviets and that ‘in the opinion of the
interviewing officer, Raicevic would have the ability to carry out illegal
activities, by virtue of his intelligence, personality, initiative and
linguistic ability.” From this context, it appears that Alferchik may have
provided pertinent information to ASIO on a suspected communist
agent, but the next five pages of his file are censored entirely. The next
memo is dated nine weeks later, when the head of S section complained
about not receiving a reply from Victorian ASIO headquarters
requesting further information about a Q agent’s report which was
required for an urgent ‘vetting assessment’ (Raifevi¢’s citizenship
investigation). A week later, ASIO’s Victorian Regional Director scurried
to supply the information, which apparently involved yet another report
filed by a Q agent, although this, too, is censored. As all these reports are
on Alferchik’s file, it is logical to conclude that he was either the source
of some or all of these agent reports or at least mentioned in some way.*
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The next eighteen months of the Alferchik dossier (fourteen pages)
are completely erased from the publicly available file. The following
two documents are worthless for any serious analysis. Then there is
another large gap broken only by an intriguing memo from ASIO head
Spry to his Victorian Regional Director in May 1960.* Although 80 per
cent of this document has been deleted, it clearly involves a Russian
migrant suspected by ASIO of involvement in communist activities. It is
highly likely that the information was provided to ASIO by its Q agent,
Nikolai Alferchik. After excising the first paragraph of the memo, the
second paragraph is intact:

The identity of ‘Jacob’ has become of considerable importance
since the possibility exists that he is identical with Ruslanov who
has been writing scathing comments on local Russians for
publication in Russian Repatriation Literature.

The rest of the memo is then blacked out except for a little over one line
at the end which simply notes that “ASIO also considers that “Jacob” or
Jacob Harskalep is possibly identical with Ruslanov.”* Again, this
tantalising snippet from Alferchik’s intelligence file suggests that he was
supplying ASIO with information on the activities of Soviet agents in
the Russian émigré community. Yet another gap follows in the file,
followed by page 2 of a memo from Spry which has one line requesting
that a “matter be given priority attention.” A further gap precedes two
highly censored memos from May 1961, which add absolutely nothing
to our knowledge of Alferchik’s work as an ASIO agent. They both,
however, involve ASIO’s Special Services S section, and therefore
suggest the probability of Alferchik continuing to provide intelligence
as a Q source.” Then there is a five-year gap in the file.

By the time it resumes in 1966, the next significant document is no
insight into Alferchik’s political or intelligence activities. Rather, it is a
press clipping from a US war veterans’ magazine extolling the virtues of
the NTS in a tendentious article gravely titled “The Underground
Moscow Fears Most.” It is a piece of largely dishonest Cold War
propaganda about the NTS' supposedly well-organised underground
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anti-Soviet operations. In reality, by 1966 the NTS was little more than a
feeble, overtly Western-backed émigré intelligence front which had been
almost entirely co-opted by Soviet intelligence. ASIO’s release of this US
veterans’ magazine propaganda article, after censoring the best part of
the previous ninety pages of genuine intelligence reports, says more
about Alferchik’s work as an ASIO agent than about the NTS’
effectiveness in the fight against Moscow.*

Although this long gap in Alferchik’s file effectively hides nearly all
of his previous decade of work as an ASIO Q source, some broad details
of his operations are known through information provided by former
intelligence and law enforcement officers. For a start, we know that
ASIO went to extraordinary lengths to set up elaborate procedures to
‘case handle’ Alferchik, as it does with all its agents. Clandestine
meetings between Alferchik and his ASIO agent handlers were arranged
in all manner of places and in ‘under cover’ circumstances. Indeed, at
least part of the missing file concerns the operational procedures used at
each meeting to ensure that the conversations between ASIO and their
Nazi agent would not be overseen, or more importantly overheard, by
anyone, especially Soviet agents. The operations Alferchik performed
for ASIO included gathering intelligence on suspected Soviet agents in
the émigré community and linking suspects to wider communist
espionage activities, especially those operating through the local
Eastern Bloc diplomatic missions. As with many similar ASIO
operations of this era, much of the work simply involved Alferchik
providing detailed reports on political developments inside various
anti-communist migrant groups, as well as on overtly leftist or pro-
Soviet organisations.*

Much of Alferchik’s intelligence had been gathered from his sub-
sources in various organisations, some of whom were NTS agents and
others just émigrés who talked to him as a friend or acquaintance. A
large part of Alferchik’s role, however, was to provide ASIO with
information on people and organisations it was particularly interested
in, so that it could pursue its patient, time-consuming and mostly futile
work of filling the gaps in the ‘mosaic’. For the most part, though, this
simply meant supplying ASIO with reports of who said what at
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various meetings, what factional intrigues were underway between
and inside the various anti-communist émigré groups and what
rumours, gossip and speculation existed about Soviet activities and
intentions. Occasionally, Alferchik would also supply information
received from his NTS contacts abroad, but this was, in the main, very
low-grade and typically involved the recycling of intelligence that
British and American spy agencies had already heard from their own
NTS sources.

One consequence of Alferchik’s work for ASIO, however, was that
he and his fellow Nazis among the Russian migrants were given a free
hand to re-organise their fascist movement in Australia. This inevitably
involved them engaging in their usual brand of extremist political
activities. By the mid-1950s, the NTS had branches operating in every
capital city and many regional centres. As with the other Nazi groups
who found sanctuary in Australia, ASIO overlooked the NTS’ fascist
outlook and extremist activities because it was, after all, anti-
communist. One example of just how extreme Alferchik and the
Australian branch of the NTS had become by the 1960s concerned their
suspected role in an assassination plot against the Soviet leader, Leonid
Brezhnev, during a planned official visit to West Germany.

Information had been passed to Australian intelligence from the
West German Security Service, the Bundesverfassungschutz (BVS), about
Alferchik’s personal connection to this plot. Brezhnev was about to make
an official State Visit to West Germany, and an international intelligence
alert was issued by the Germans to other Western intelligence agencies
about the possibility of an assassination attempt by émigré anti-
communists. West Germany, of course, had more than its fair share of
extremists among the Russian, Baltic and Ukrainian communities who
had settled there after the war. The BVS’ interest was directed, however,
to far-off Australia. Apparently, the BVS had received information
indicating that Nikolai Alferchik planned to travel to Germany with the
express purpose of either organising or personally assassinating
Brezhnev. Whatever plot he was hatching seems to have been foiled
when his movements, through both Australian and West German
airports, were placed under strict control. The whole episode, though,
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showed just how easy it was for ASIO’s Nazi agent operations to get out
of control* ASIO’s agents in the Croatian Ustae were even more
unruly, as we shall see.

If plotting political assassination were not bad enough, by the mid-
1960s Alferchik’s Nazi past was also catching up with ASIO’s valuable
Q source. In fact, the Australian spies’ relationship with Alferchik went
through something of a crisis at this time, when the Soviet press
published a series of propaganda articles charging him with direct
involvement in Nazi war crimes. In December 1966, the Soviet magazine
Voice of the Homeland began a campaign against Alferchik, whom they
also identified under his alias, Nikolai Pavlov. Under the headline ‘Be
Careful Alferchik,” the article accurately described the Nikolai Pavlov
living in Melbourne as really being Nikolai Alferchik. The personal
details left no doubt that the Soviets had identified the right man. It then
provided a basically true account of Alferchik’s service in Smolensk
‘with the pro-German secret political department,’ and his part in
‘numerous atrocities’ both there and in Minsk. It also published an
accurate photo of Alferchik, quoted from a legitimate Nazi document
confirming his senior position in the quisling administration and
referred to the decorations he had received from the Germans for his
loyal work. Voice of the Homeland followed up with further coverage of
the story in March and June 1967. Both were letters, the first from
someone who claimed to have witnessed Alferchik’s war crimes, and
the second purporting to have been written by a young NTS member in
Australia. This correspondent, who signed himself as ‘Cherov,” claimed
to have recognised Alferchik’s photo ‘as an electrician named Nicolai
Fedorovich Pavlov who is head of the Melbourne branch of the NTS.
The author of the letter claimed to be ‘doing his duty by exposing a
traitor and an executioner’ and then accurately gave Alferchik’s address
and telephone number in Melbourne.”

These alarming allegations against one of ASIO’s star ) sources
were immediately passed to Ernest Redford, a veteran ASIO officer
who had previously been one of Vladimir Petrov’s handlers during the
mid-1950s defection and Royal Commission. By 1967, Redford was a
senior officer with ASIO’s Special Services section, which was
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responsible for running agents and sources. Redford discussed the
Soviet magazine articles with John Elliott of the Canberra office. An
expert linguist, Elliott was viewed with suspicion by ASIO head Spry
as a possible Soviet mole, something he shared in common with Ernest
Wiggins. Elliott had translated the Voice of the Homeland articles and
forwarded them to Redford, who in turn dispatched them to ASIO’s
Assistant Director General in charge of the Counter-Espionage Branch
(B2). Redford confirmed that Alferchik and Pavlov were one and the
same, but a critical paragraph of his memo has been entirely expunged
from the declassified ASIO file. It was, however, obvious to the spies
that the Soviet Embassy in Canberra might well exploit the war crimes
charges against Alferchik. As we shell see, in the 1960s Moscow made
repeated allegations that war crimes had been committed by former
Soviet citizens living in Australia, most of them largely accurate. ASIO
was concerned that the communists might officially pursue the
Alferchik case with the Australian government, and a month later sent
a guarded version of the Soviet claim to the Department of External
Affairs. This letter, too, has had a key paragraph expunged from the
publicly released file.*®

By the mid-1960s, it appears that ASIO was having second thoughts
about its relationship with Nikolai Alferchik and the NTS. This was not
because of the potential embarrassment of his Nazi background,
however, but because of the dreadful fear that his NTS organisation in
Australia might be heavily penetrated by Soviet intelligence. From 1963,
ASIO had begun to intercept letters sent to Europe by a Russian migrant
who signed his name as A. Konetskiy. These letters mentioned
Alferchik, first by his alias of Pavlov, then by his real name. Even before
the series of articles which identified the Pavlov in Australia as the war
criminal Alferchik, some ASIO officers had begun to have doubts about
the relationship. One of these was apparently the linguist John Elliott,
who probably translated this series of mail intercepts. In the
commentary appended to one of the letters, the translator commented
that NTS had for many years ‘been high on the RIS [Russian Intelligence
Service] target list and thus is heavily penetrated by the RIS. NTS has
branches in every capital city in Australia, including Melbourne.”
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The ASIO translator was hinting at what the agent handlers of Q
branch would not admit, even to themselves. Perhaps the whole
Alferchik-NTS case had been a Soviet double game all along. Maybe the
Soviets had found out more about ASIO’s operations through
Alferchik’'s work as a Q source than ASIO had about communist
operations. Certainly, the extremism of Alferchik and his NTS comrades
— as demonstrated by the counter-productive Brezhnev assassination
plot — suggested the possibility of a double game. In light of the
successful Soviet penetration and control of the NTS since Prince
Turkul’s operations in the early 1930s, someone in the Australian branch
had to be a communist spy. What if that someone were Nikolai Alferchik
himself? The fact that the intercepted letters appear on Alferchik’s ASIO
file after the 1966—67 Voice of the Homeland articles does suggest that at
least some ASIO officers were backtracking and re-examining the
Alferchik-NTS case, particularly as they actually pre-dated the articles.

If such are-examination did occur it was done very quietly and the
conclusions were quickly buried, together with the evidence of
Alferchik’s service for the Nazis and the growing body of evidence that
he was guilty of war crimes in Smolensk and Minsk during the German
occupation of Byelorussia. It was not until the establishment of the
Special Investigations Unit twenty years later that Alferchik’s part in
Nazi mass killings again emerged in the official files. By then, the
evidence of his role in mass killings was growing very cold indeed.
Alferchik himself was then only five years away from a devastating
stroke that would save him from further investigation by Australia’s
Nazi hunters and ensure that he would never be arrested, charged and
tried under Australia’s War Crimes Act. ASIO’s indifference to his Nazi
background, dating at least from their investigation of 1954 and
persisting through his recruitment as an ASIO source in around 1956,
had ensured that Nikolai Alferchik would live out his life in his
Australian sanctuary. His case, however, was hardly unique.
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Nikolai Alferchik was only one of several Nazis who worked as sources
for ASIO during the Cold War battle against communism. As with
Alferchik’s file, the files of other Nazi agents used by ASIO have been
extensively censored, through both withholding of sections of the file
and significant deletion within those documents that have been released
under the Archives Act. Alferchik’s is a model of openness, in fact,
compared to the ASIO file of Argods Fricsons. As discussed in Chapter
Four, Fricsons was the mass murderer of Liepaja, Latvia who worked for
US intelligence after the war, spying on Jewish activities in Germany.
His ASIO file in the open period (i.e. up to 31 December 1969) consists
of seventy-five pages, of which fifty-five are withheld totally. Most of
the remaining twenty pages on the file have been so heavily censored as
to render them worthless for purposes of serious historical research. For
example, page 2 of a memo of 30 March 1953 to ASIO headquarters from
ASIO’s Regional Director, Victoria, consists of the following
irrelevancies: a five-line deletion of a paragraph followed by, *  there
existed the Latvian Society Club — a Social Club — which was non-
political” Two-and-a half lines are then deleted, followed by:

Fricsons wife, Nora, also a Latvian, lives apart from him at Box Hill’
Then follows a twenty-five line deletion, which accounts for two-thirds
of the entire page, followed by paragraph 13, the final one of the memo,
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which simply says: ‘A copy of Fricsons Immigration document is
attached hereto.”

This information is so obviously worthless that ASIO might just as
well have censored the entire page, but there it is in the file, released as
though it were a service in the public interest. Despite the massive
censorship of Fricsons’s file, even the few useful pages that have been
released reveal enough clues to give a sense of what happened when he
settled in Australia in 1949. For example, page 1 of the ASIO memo
referred to above provides enough information to assist in putting the
‘mosaic’ together. Despite large deletions, it tells us that Fricsons was ‘a
well-educated Latvian” who practised law in Latvia and after the Nazi
occupation of his homeland ‘became a member of the Latvian Political
Police.” According to ASIO’s source — whose identity is censored — “this
was quite a normal thing to do at the time, as most of the Latvian people
were only too pleased to “get back on the Russians” after the Russian
occupation of their country.” ASIO’s source apparently believed it was
quite normal for Latvians to help Germans murder Jews in retaliation
for Stalin’s annexation of Latvia, which had been carried out as part of
a deal with Hitler?

ASIO’s interest was aroused, however, not by information about
Fricsons’s service for the Nazis, but rather by his service for the
Americans. The ASIO memo reported intelligence provided by yet
another censored source who accurately revealed to the Australian spies
the key to Fricsons’s post-war career. After recounting earlier details,
this source told the Australians that ‘finally he [Fricsons] had gone to
Germany, and worked for the American Intelligence (CIC) about
1947-48.” In early May, Brigadier Spry wrote to the Special Services
Section in Victoria reporting that an overseas check had been requested,
and this was forwarded, as usual, to the ASIO officer attached to the
Australian Embassy at The Hague.* It seems that Fricsons’s case closely
paralleled that of his fellow Nazi war criminal Nikolai Alferchik. For
Fricsons, too, was investigated by Ernest Wiggins, ASIO’s officer
operating under cover of the Migration Office at the Australian Embassy
in Cologne. ‘Wiggie’ presumably obtained his information about Fricsons
by consulting his colleagues in American and British intelligence, as he
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had done in the Alferchik case. In late July 1953, Wiggins reported the
results of his inquiries about Fricsons to ASIO’s senior European officer
at the Australian Embassy at The Hague:

In October 1941 subject joined the ‘Politische Abteilung’ [political
department] of the Selbstschutz [forerunner of the Latvian Legion].
Later in 1941 he became head of this department and carried out
interrogations on behalf of the German Sicherheitsdients [sic] (S.D.
— Security Service of the S.S.). The ‘Politische Abteilung’ was
eventually expanded and became the Latvian political police
which was run on similar lines to the Gestapo =~ With the
approach of Russian troops, subject and family were evacuated to
Germany.

In April, 1948, Fricsons was wanted by the British War Crimes
Group, but details of the case against him are unknown. The
tracing and arrest of war criminals has long since been
discontinued, therefore we are unable to obtain anything more
specific. It is probable, however, that the case against the subject
rested on his activities on behalf of the S.D. mentioned in para. 1
above’

Wiggins supplied ASIO with some further information, but this has
been deleted from the memo. It is established, however, that by mid-
1953 ASIO knew that Fricsons had been a member of the Latvian
political police which had operated like the Gestapo on behalf of the
German SD, had been wanted by Britain for war crimes and had also
worked for US intelligence. All of this intelligence was transmitted
direct to S section, which was apparently developing a close interest in
the Fricsons case.® The following March, ASIO also learned that Fricsons
had been associated with the ‘Latvian Information Service,” which
operated in Germany after the war ‘to protect Latvian Societies against
Communist infiltration.” It seems the Latvian Nazis had established a
similar intelligence operation to the NTS, for according to ASIO the
Information Service ‘keeps records, and obtains information from
Latvian newspapers and Latvians in Australia.” Most of the rest of this
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memo is deleted from Fricsons’s file. We do know, however, that when
it reached ASIO headquarters from the Victorian branch, the censored
information caused great concern. Someone at headquarters scrawled a
series of alarmed comments down the left-hand margin. For example,
under a heavily underlined heading "'URGENT’ is another underlined
comment: ‘This is dangerous!!” with an arrow drawn precisely to this
section of the memo that has been deleted. Parts of the written
comments have also been deleted, in which it is said that, "He might
have [section deleted]. Consider we should discuss with Mr [name
deleted] and Case Officer.”

Something had excited ASIO headquarters which involved
someone running an agent or source, for that is the principal job of a
Case Officer. Within the file’s context, it is open to speculate that the
agent or source was, in fact, Argods Fricsons. There is, however,
insufficient evidence to be sure of this. None of the former ASIO officers
spoken to about the case could, or would, confirm that Fricsons had
been a  source or agent. Former members of the Commonwealth and
Federal Police were, however, certain that Fricsons had worked for
ASIO. It is impossible to know anything at all about the kind of work he
did, or the type of information he provided to the professional spies.
The only clues are contained in fragments of three highly censored
documents from later in 1954. The first fragment is page 2 of a memo
signed by ASIO’s Regional Director for Victoria — and even this page
sports large deletions. The only remaining information is the names,
addresses and occupations of two migrants, Mr Niteckis and Gunas
Piriede, both residents of Melbourne. ASIO must have had some interest
in them, and one of their sources had presumably provided intelligence
on their activities, but that is censored entirely.’

The next document is a report on Vladimir Krasilnikov, a deserter
from the Soviet army who had come to ASIO’s attention in August 1954
as the result of a Q agent’s report. As this report is also in Fricsons’s
intelligence dossier, the possibility exists that he was the source of the
intelligence, a suspicion reinforced by the fact that ASIO head Spry sent
itto S section in Victoria. The reason for ASIO’s interest is censored from
the report, although it is recorded that Krasilnikov ‘was not considered
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a security risk” at the time of his desertion in 1950 and was therefore
permitted to settle in Australia in 1951.° The third document of interest
in this sequence is an ASIO Minute addressed to the Director of C
branch — which was responsible for vetting checks — from the Controller
of S section, the branch which ran Q agents. Again, most of the relevant
information has been deleted from this report, other than the comment
that ‘he is not considered a security risk’ together with a request that the
file be returned to S section. There is no indication of the identity of the
subject of this report, but again there was a direct involvement of the
branch responsible for running ASIO agents and sources.”

Apart from these three fragments, the ASIO memo of March 1954 is
the last useful piece of evidence on Fricsons’s intelligence file. The next
fifty-five pages have either been withheld completely (forty-eight
pages) or contain inconsequential information.” This in itself suggests
strongly that Fricsons had been recruited as an ASIO source. Then there
is the involvement of a Case Officer disclosed in the March 1954 memo.
Taken as a whole, there is enough evidence on record to suggest that yet
another Nazi mass killer who had worked for US intelligence was then
put on the ASIO payroll, or at the very least had supplied intelligence to
the Australians. Presumably, he provided intelligence of a similar nature
to that passed on by Alferchik. This would have been primarily about
communists and leftists in the Latvian and wider migrant communities,
and about the various factions within the Latvian Nazi organisations,
with a few tidbits from relatives and friends still living in Latvia thrown
in for good measure.

*

When it came to collecting intelligence from Nazi migrants, ASIO’s most
prolific sources were among the various Yugoslav factions. The
Croatians, in particular, were very active in providing intelligence to
ASIO. This included detailed descriptions of the byzantine factions
within the burgeoning Ustase movement that established itself from the
late 1940s, as well as spying on the activities of the wider Yugoslav
community, especially communists and leftists. One of ASIO’s key
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sources among the Ustade factions was Srecko Rover, the mass killer
from Sarajevo who had arrived in Australia in 1950. His case is
discussed in Chapter Twenty, which also details the evolution of the
Australian Ustae movement into one of the most important and active
branches of the international Croatian terrorist network. There were,
however, many other UstaSe members who handed information to
ASIO. One was Enver Begovi¢, a veteran of the Bosnian Muslim SS
Handschar Division, who settled in Australia in 1957 after following the
familiar pattern of working for Western intelligence in Europe.

Begovi¢ has admitted that he voluntarily joined the UstaSe in
Sarajevo in 1942. He was then a very young man in his late teens, but
was immediately enrolled into the Nazi-controlled Croatian army.
Begovi¢ has also admitted that he then served in the SS Handschar
Division from 1943. Although he has denied it, he was definitely
awarded Ante Paveli¢’s Small Silver Medal ‘for courageous conduct in
the battle against the partisans on 24 and 25 January 1943 near
Caparde.”? The Bosnian town of Caparde was ‘the scene of a bloody
massacre of civilians and partisans in 1943,” and the Australian Nazi-
hunters who investigated Begovi¢ in the 1980s suspected he may have
been involved in this mass killing operation.” It should be noted that
Paveli¢’s Small Silver Medal was the same prestigious decoration
received by Begovi¢’s comrade, Srecko Rover, on Hitler’s birthday in
1944. In other words, it was not a minor medal awarded to small-time
Nazi collaborators, but a significant award given to very loyal members
of the Ustase who had distinguished themselves in the cause. That
Begovi¢ was awarded it when he was so young and so soon after joining
the Ustae army is an indication of the high regard he enjoyed among
his commanding officers.

Unlike Rover, whowas proud of his decoration, Begovi¢ has denied
that he ever received this medal. The available files, however, indicate
that he lied to the Australian Nazi-hunters when he claimed he had
never received a medal, nor even heard of Caparde, let alone fought
there.” Documentary evidence shows that at the time of his decoration,
Begovi¢ was a Lieutenant in the Ustade infantry stationed in the Domdo
regiment at Caparde in Bosnia.” A few weeks before being decorated in
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March 1943, Begovi¢ had been promoted from the Supplementary
Command in Tuzla, Bosnia, to the rank of reserve senior lieutenant in
the engineering—technical section. Begovi¢ has admitted that he was in
Tuzla at this time, although he claimed to the Special Investigations Unit
that he was still at school when the Caparde massacre was carried out.
This claim is directly contradicted by his earlier statement to the
Commonwealth Police in 1965 that he had joined the Ustase in 1942.*¢
This account is, however, more plausible than his later version because
Begovi¢ had no reason to lie in 1965, whereas in 1988 he faced the
possibility of prosecution under Australia’s War Crimes Act.
Furthermore, Begovi¢’s 1965 account is consistent with the events that
actually occurred in Bosnia in 1942 and 1943. For example, his
confession that he had joined the Ustase in 1942 immediately precedes
the Caparde massacre and Begovic’s rise to prominence in the UstaZe in
early 1943. This, in turn, coincided with Reichsfithrer SS Himmler’s
decision to form the Waffen (Armed) SS Handschar Division from
volunteers raised among Bosnian Muslims, which Begovi¢ has admitted
he joined in early 1943. Bosnian Muslims, it should be noted, had been
carefully chosen by Himmler because they ‘traditionally so hated the
Christian Serbs that they would volunteer en masse to fight Tito’s
partisans if given the opportunity of doing so.””

Indeed, Begovi¢ was among the first volunteers, although when
interviewed by the Nazi-hunters of the Special Investigations Unit in
1988 he insisted that he had been forcibly conscripted from high school
together with a number of other teenage boys. According to this
account, Begovi¢’s unit had been taken to France for training in early
1943, then to Germany where the Division was blessed by the Grand
Mufti of Jerusalem, the fanatically anti-Jewish Arab leader, Haj Amin al
Husseini. Eventually, the unit returned to Bosnia, where he said he
deserted after a rumour that they were to be sent to the Eastern front to
fight the Russians. According to this self-serving account, Begovi¢ was
soon captured by the Germans, sentenced to death by a military court
martial and finally sent to Dachau concentration camp. Far from
persecuting anyone, according to this version it was Begovi¢ who was
himself persecuted by the Nazis. He also told the Australian Nazi-hunters
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that he was in Dachau at the time the official Ustade army newspaper
reported that he had been transferred back to the army at the end of
1943. Any official Ustade documents referring to a man named Enver
Begovi¢ must refer to his cousin, he insisted to the Australian
investigators.”

There may have been an occasional fact in Begovi¢’s answers to the
questions posed by the Nazi-hunters from the Special Investigations
Unit in 1988. In light of the evidence, however, they were few and far
between, especially as he had earlier provided several versions to
Western intelligence that flatly contradicted this later account. Three
decades earlier, for example, Begovi¢ had told ASIO that in 1943 ‘he was
enlisted into the German Special Police, formed to seek out partisans.””’
Coincidentally, this is exactly the same account held in US intelligence
files, although it is possible that the Americans actually received this
information from their Australian colleagues* Nowhere in the
Australian or US intelligence dossiers from the 1950s, however, is there
any mention that Enver Begovi¢ had deserted the SS Handschar Division
and been imprisoned in Dachau. Begovi¢ was actually the source of
much of the information in these intelligence dossiers, so the
contradictory version he gave to the Australian Nazi-hunters in the late
1980s should be taken with a huge grain of salt. It is much more likely
that this account was a desperate attempt to deflect attention from his
membership of a unit which had engaged in brutal anti-partisan
operations under the command of the SS.

Begovi¢ did, however, mention Dachau to the Commonwealth
Police when he was interviewed in Melbourne in January 1965. This
version was, however, even more damning than his previous accounts
to ASIO and US intelligence. It certainly was not the benign account that
he gave the Nazi-hunters in 1988. Rather than being ‘forcibly
conscripted” to the SS Handschar Division in 1943, Begovi¢ told the
Commonwealth Police that he had voluntarily joined the Ustade army in
1942 after hearing the Grand Mufti make a rousing speech in Sarajevo.
His motive in volunteering, he explained, was ‘to fight the communists
and the British.” In other words, Begovi¢ explicitly admitted that he was
in the Usta%e army in January 1943, and therefore could have
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participated in the bloody operation at Caparde for which he received
the Small Silver Medal. Begovi¢ also told the police that he had then
served at Ustase headquarters before being transferred to France and
then Germany where he was sworn into the Handschar Division by the
Grand Mufti and SS chief Heinrich Himmler. He further admitted that
his unit had then returned to Bosnia where it carried out major anti-
partisan operations and cleared ‘out the Tito partisans and Chetniks in
the Tuzla area and then cleared them out of Brcko also.””

The documentary evidence, together with his own account,
therefore indicates that Begovi¢ was almost certainly an officer in the
Ustase unit that carried out the brutal anti-partisan operation in
Caparde in early 1943, and was definitely an officer in the Handschar
Division which conducted similar campaigns in Tuzla and Br¢ko in late
1943. By the time the Special Investigations Unit conducted inquiries in
communist Yugoslavia in the late 1980s, however, no direct evidence of
Begovi¢’s role in war crimes could be uncovered, and the ‘SIU was not
able to take this inquiry any further.””

Thirty years earlier, ASIO was not even interested in Begovié¢’s self-
confessed service for the Nazis. Australia’s spies were, however,
fascinated by his service for Western intelligence prior to his arrival in
Australia in April 1957. When ASIO interviewed Begovi¢ in 1958, he
not only confessed his service in ‘the German Special Police, formed to
seek out partisans,” but also claimed to have ‘joined an American
Intelligence Unit" in Belgrade in 1953, following a period of
imprisonment by the communists. According to Begovi¢, the tattoo on
his right arm, which he proudly showed to the ASIO officer, had been
branded on him by the Soviets during his eight long years in a
communist prison in Yugoslavia between 1945 and 1953. This claim
was a lie, as he had never been in a communist prison at all. Three
decades later, however, he showed the same tattoo to the Australian
Nazi-hunters of the SIU and claimed that it was, in fact, his camp
number from the Nazi concentration camp of Dachau. Begovi¢’s ploy
with ASIO had apparently been successful in 1958, but this was
presumably due to his claim that in 1953 US intelligence had posted
him ‘to Vienna, where he worked until 1956 as an Intelligence Officer,
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his main duties being the gathering of information regarding
Communist agents, and details of persons who were applying to enter
the U.S.A. as migrants.””®

As with so much that Begovi¢ has told Western intelligence over the
past fifty years, this version of his career should be treated with
considerable caution. For example, nowhere in Begovi¢’s US intelligence
dossier is there any evidence that he was an American agent. On the
contrary, he is recorded as an agent of French intelligence. The Americans
censored this when his file was originally released in 1986, then disclosed
it in 2000 when a further request was made under the US Freedom of
Information Act.* Then there is Begovi¢’s claim to have been in a Yugoslav
communist prison between 1945 and 1953, prior to his alleged work for
US intelligence. The US intelligence records demonstrate that this was
another lie. In fact, the US intelligence dossier on Enver Begovi¢ discloses
yet another fascinating aspect to his career. Not only had he served the
Nazis in a brutal anti-partisan unit and then spied for French
intelligence; he also was a serial fraudster. According to an official
Prisoner Record from Bavaria in the US zone of occupied Germany, in
August 1945 Begovi¢ was convicted of ‘unlawful possession of US
property’ and sentenced to one year in gaol.”

This conviction was actually only the first of at least two prison
terms Begovi¢ served in these years for fraud. According to another
American intelligence report of March 1953, Begovi¢ was at that time
‘serving a term for fraud’ in a Munich gaol. Although a key passage of
this report has been censored, it is clear from the context of the file that
this followed soon after his work for French intelligence, a fact he
disclosed (from his prison cell) to his American interrogators to curry
favour. This report also revealed that Begovi¢ admitted that in 1952 he
had been approached with an offer to work for Soviet intelligence.
Despite his insistence that he had declined this offer, there is some
suggestion in the US file that he may, indeed, have worked for the
communists in some capacity. The conclusion drawn by CIC Special
Agent Arthur Fisher, however, was that there was ‘very little truth’ at all
in Begovi¢’s account and that his motive was more to damage people
who had caused him ‘injuries in the past.’*
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Even ASIO eventually concluded that Enver Begovi¢ was basically a
con-artist. At first, however, they were content to take the information he
offered when they contacted him eighteen months after he settled in
Australia in April 1957. In October 1958, ASIO’s C Branch dispatched a
Field Officer to interview Begovi¢ about his knowledge of communist
operations in Australia. C was code for the Protective Security Branch of
ASIO, which conducted vetting of public servants and suspected
security risks. Begovi¢ had come to C Branch’s attention because he had
offered information about communist repatriation efforts to entice
Lithuanian migrants to return home, and even more importantly because
he had claimed to know ‘the identity of persons assisting the Russians in
this work.” The quality of his information turned out to be very low level
on close examination, although he impressed the ASIO Field Officer ‘as
being a competant [sic] businessman, who already has a comprehensive
filing system and from our conversation it would appear that he has
contacts in various places including the Department of Immigration.’
The files gathered by Begovi¢ were actually for his newly established
business, the Inge Detective Agency which specialised in ‘divorce and
maintenance cases for New Australians.” For a convicted fraudster, he
had obviously landed on his feet, and seeing an opportunity, Begovic¢
quickly ‘offered to assist’ ASIO ‘in any way, adding that he had many
contacts among New Australians and he himself spoke five languages.’
The ASIO Field Officer was obviously quite impressed, and assured
Begovi¢ that he would be contacted later. He was not, however,
‘furnished with the Victorian Office private telephone number.’”

It seems that the ASIO officer’s reluctance to embrace Begovi¢
completely had more to do with the original source of the information
about communist repatriation activities. Indeed, Begovi¢’s ‘sub-source,’
who had given him information about these Soviet operations, was
‘alleged to have visited the Soviet Embassy and to have Communistic
tendencies.” This aroused special interest at ASIO’s Victorian
headquarters, where it was remembered that the ‘sub-source’ had been
mentioned in 1954 in connection with the Petrov Royal Commission. As
a result, ASIO’s national headquarters decided that the whole case
should be referred to the B2 branch. In other words, the case was of



218 ASIO’s NAz1 AGENTS

interest to ASIO from a counter-espionage perspective, although S
section, which ran Q sources and agents, was also involved because of
the potential information that might be obtained from someone with the
intelligence background Begovi¢ claimed. Naturally, this aspect of the
case is not disclosed in the ASIO file. It is known, however, that S
Branch, otherwise called the Special Services Section, continued to have
an interest in Begovi¢. In early January 1960, for example, S Branch filed
a detailed report on Begovi¢, much of which has been censored. This
memo contains hints of the real reasons ASIO dispatched the case to the
counter-espionage B2 Branch, including the fact that the Soviet defector
Vladimir Petrov had been consulted about one of the figures involved in
the communist repatriation operations. From this memo, it is clear that
ASIO suspected that someone in Begovi¢’s circle had communist
contacts that were at the centre of these operations, and might be
connected to a Soviet spy ring. This memo, too, was accordingly
dispatched by ASIO headquarters to the B2 Branch.”

Like the Alferchik and Fricsons files, Begovi¢'s ASIO dossier is
highly censored, particularly when there is any suggestion that S
Section might be involved in an operation. In Begovi¢’s case, almost half
his file is withheld completely, and much of what has been released has
been so highly censored that many reports are almost incomprehensible.
There is, predictably, an especially large gap in the intelligence dossier
from October 1958 to October 1959, the twelve months following his
initial detailed interrogation by ASIO. Apart from various memos and
reports between Director General Spry and his overseas liaison officers
to Western intelligence, there is nothing on the publicly released file of
any relevance. The reports of the liaison officers are so heavily censored
that nothing of use is revealed beyond mundane details such as the date
and method of his entry to Australia. Indeed, most of this material is
virtually incomprehensible. It is clear from the file, however, that there
had been considerable activity in the Begovi¢ case in the meantime, both
overseas and in Australia, especially on the part of S section, which dealt
with running agents and sources.”

Then in November 1959, ASIO received intelligence that led it to
question Begovi¢’s anti-communist credentials. On a visit by a
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communist dance company from Yugoslavia, a group of Ustase
militants invaded the Princess Theatre in Melbourne during a
performance. ASIO was shocked to discover that Begovi¢, who was by
then known as a significant leader of Ustae groups, was not with the
demonstrators but in the audience. Not only that, during ‘the incident,
Begovic ... left his seat and announced to the demonstrators that he was
a plain clothes police-man. He then escorted several of the
demonstrating Croats out of the theatre.” ASIO was evidently puzzled
by this development. Begovi¢ was, after all, President of the Croatian
Soccer Club - effectively a front for the local Ustade branch — and it was
‘hard to understand the behaviour of Begovic. He showed anti-Croatian
feeling at the Princess Theatre demonstration, but was recently elected
President of the Croatian Soccer Club.”*

ASIO was beginning to get the feeling that things were not entirely
as they seemed with Enver Begovi¢. The unease that the spies felt about
him was brought into sharp focus by his close relationship with
Dobrivoje Raitevi¢, the Yugoslav migrant who also featured
prominently in ASIO’s Alferchik dossier. ASIO suspected Raicevi¢ was
a communist agent because of his connections with the Soviets during
the 1956 Olympic Games. It turned out that Raitevi¢ was both a
business partner and employee of Begovi¢, and one of ASIO’s sources
insisted that he ‘only knew these two men by their unsavoury
reputation as business men.””! In February 1961, ASIO’s unease about
Begovi¢ must have grown apace when one of their S section officers
filed a Q report based on intelligence gathered from Begovi¢. In this
report it was recorded that Begovi¢ claimed to have been in contact with
the Soviet Embassy.”* First he had been on the communist side in a
demonstration, then he was in direct contact with the Soviets. ASIO was
obviously drawing the conclusion that either Begovi¢ was a hostile
agent, or simply an opportunistic fraud.

By June 1961, the latter theory gained strength when ASIO
discovered that he had teamed up with Frank Manier in a scam to ‘help’
other “Yugoslavs to send large sums of money to Yugoslavia.” ASIO had
still not worked out how the scam worked, ‘but a black market deal is
suspected.”® A few weeks later, ASIO discovered yet another suspicious
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communist connection, when it recorded that Begovi¢’s partner in the
scam, Frank Manier, was working closely with the Yugoslav Consulate
and distributing communist material.* Apparently, Begovi¢ was not too
particular about whom he ran his scams with, for the pair’s next
involvement was the importation of Yugoslav football players for
various UstaSe-controlled Croatian Soccer Clubs. Even this was
apparently some sort of scam, as ASIO reported that Begovi¢ had caused
dissension in the Clubs ‘when he “sold” several soccer players to a rival
team.”” By the beginning of 1962, one ASIO officer, who knew the case
well, had concluded that Manier ‘is almost definitely “a tool of the
Yugoslav Consulate,”” but that his partner in these scams, Enver
Begovi¢ ‘is a mercenary and will use any situation to his own
financial benefit.” A 1968 report by S Section records that at least some
of ASIO’s Q sources in the Croatian community considered Begovi¢ ‘to
be a businessman of doubtful character. He is the proprietor of the Inge
Detective Agency and is viewed by many Croats and Yugoslavs as being
unscrupulous in his modus operandi.”

Despite these widespread doubts about Begovi¢’s business
standards, he continued to hold senior offices, both in various Croatian
Soccer Clubs and in the Ustase front group, the United Croats of
Australia®” None of the extremely derogatory information held on
ASIO’s files apparently counted against Begovi¢. When he applied for
Australian citizenship in mid-1963, the Department of Immigration
referred his application to ASIO for a routine check and he was security
cleared in a matter of days.*® His admissions of service for the Nazis, his
convictions for fraud, his close connections to suspected communists,
his scams in partnership with ‘a tool of the Yugoslav Consulate,” and his
leading positions in the extremist and fascist-oriented Ustase did not
count against him for even a moment at ASIO headquarters. Even the
fact that the Australian Ustase was by then deeply implicated in a
campaign of violence and terror in Australia and Europe did not deter
ASIO from giving Enver Begovi¢ a clean bill of health to become an
Australian citizen. It was, in fact, just one instance of a pattern of ASIO’s
friendly treatment of its Nazi sources.



Invaluable Assistance to Chapter Ten
ASIO

To be fair to ASIO, many other Australian agencies participated in
Australia’s Nazi scandal and many other European Nazis benefited from
the cover-up. Indeed, as will be discussed in detail in the following
chapters of this book, the cover-up came from the very top of the
Australian government, especially from Labor Immigration Minister
Arthur Calwell and his Liberal successor, Harold Holt, who was to become
Prime Minister in the mid-1960s. Soon after Holt became Immigration
Minister at the end of 1949, Australia received a number of extradition
requests from the Yugoslav government concerning alleged Nazi war
criminals. The way in which they were handled clearly demonstrated the
government’s determination to protect Nazis at all costs. ASIO was only
one of the government agencies involved in this scandal, with the
Departments of External (Foreign) Affairs and Immigration contributing
their fair share to the cover-up, in line with official policy.

The Yugoslav government’s first extradition request concerned yet
another Nazi agent of Western intelligence, Branislav Ivanovi¢. In a
formal diplomatic note of 24 March 1950, the Yugoslavs alleged that
Ivanovi¢ had been in the Nazis’ service even before Yugoslavia was
occupied in April 1941, and had undertaken a special mission to Berlin in
December 1940. From May 1942 to the end of 1944, he was the Understate
Secretary for Transport and Communications in the Nazi-controlled
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Serbian administration of Milan Nedi¢, and had organised a spy
network for the Germans called the ‘Control Service. As a result,
Ludvig Kovac was arrested and executed at the notorious Banjica
concentration camp. The Yugoslavs also charged that Ivanovi¢, with the
assistance of the Minister of the Interior, Tanasija Dini¢, had dismissed a
large number of officials from his Ministry. As a consequence, the
Gestapo and the Serb Special Police placed them under clecse
surveillance. The case of twenty-seven railway officials from the town of
Lajkovac was cited in the Yugoslav diplomatic note. They had been
sacked on Ivanovi¢’s initiative and then ‘were arrested and maltreated’
by the Gestapo.'

The Yugoslavs claimed that Ivanovi¢ had not only been one of
Nedi¢’s chief associates, but was married to his daughter, Branislava.
On ‘many occasions he made detailed proposals to Nedi¢ for the
strengthening of military-political and economic co-operation” with the
Nazis, and had even helped form the notorious Serbian Volunteer
Corps. This unit had been raised mainly from members of the fascist
Zbor movement of Dimitrije Ljoti¢, and was responsible for many of the
worst mass killings carried out in Serbia under German orders. The
Yugoslavs also claimed that Ivanovi¢ had worked closely with SS
commander Hobisch in constructing fortifications to defend
communications lines from attack, and had conducted numerous
propaganda meetings in which he spoke ‘in favour of the enemy
occupation forces.” The note pointed out that the Yugoslav War Crimes
Commission had considered Ivanovié’s case, and decided on 25 June
1945 that he was a traitor and war criminal who should be tried by a
Yugoslav court.?

Ivanovi¢ had arrived in Australia in June 1949 under the name
Branimir Ivanovi¢, not Branislav Ivanovi¢, the name under which the
Yugoslavs had requested his extradition. This minor discrepancy
eventually would be used by Australian authorities as the ostensible
reason for refusing the request. Ivanovi¢ had been cleared to emigrate
by the International Refugee Organisation and Allied and Australian
intelligence in Germany. After the extradition request, a background
report was prepared by the European section of the Department of
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External Affairs. This report concluded that the Nedi¢ administration
had been formed in August 1941 as ‘an instrument of German policy,’
and noted that it had drawn much of its support from the ranks of
Ljoti¢’s fascist Zbor Party’ As head of the quisling government, Milan
Nedi¢ was the principal Serbian war criminal, and had been returned to
Yugoslavia by the Americans after the war. His closest colleagues were
also supposed to be automatically handed over for trial. The Serbian
Special Police, mentioned so prominently in the Yugoslav extradition
note, had been responsible for tens of thousands of deaths, and the
concentration camp at Banjica was among the worst in occupied Europe.
The Serbian Volunteer Corps had been especially notable for brutal
atrocities against civilians, most notably at the town of Kragujevac.*

On 19 April 1950, the Department of External Affairs (DEA)
acknowledged the Yugoslav note and simultaneously referred it to ASIO
and the Immigration Department, asking for information and advice on
how the case should be handled. Inside DEA senior officials quickly
decided that there was no duty under international agreements to which
Australia was a party to hand over war criminals to Yugoslavia.® Justice,
let alone morality, were not even secondary considerations for the
foreign affairs mandarins.

On 9 May, Immigration Departinent head Tasman Heyes replied to
DEA that Ivanovi¢ appeared ‘to be identical” with a DP employed as a
block supervisor in the Bonegilla migrant camp. Heyes reported that
records of the International Refugee Organisation and Australian
immigration team that selected Ivanovi¢ in Germany had simply noted
under the heading ‘Security’ that he had ‘fled from the political regime.
Heyes pointed out that Ivanovi¢ was ‘cleared by the Allied Security
Authorities and our own Security officers,” otherwise he ‘would not
have been accepted for settlement in Australia’ He therefore
recommended that no action be taken and that Ivanovi¢, having passed
security screening and ‘been accepted for settlement in Australia should
be permitted to remain here and should not be handed over to the
Yugoslav authorities.” A week later, ASIO also replied, informing DEA
that Ivanovi¢ had not come under its notice, but offering to make
inquiries about his activities since he entered Australia.”
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In mid-July, a DEA official drafted a negative response to the
Yugoslav request, stating that ‘it has not been possible to identify this
person in Australia” The draft stated that a Branimir Ivanovi¢ had
arrived in Australia, but his ‘personal particulars  do not square with
those contained in your Consulate’s Note. In any case, the Australian
Government would be unable to agree to handing’ him over, ‘as his past
history was thoroughly examined before he was accepted for settlement
in Australia and he was cleared in every respect”® Departmental
Secretary Alan Watt, however, altered the draft to say simply that, ‘it has
not been possible to identify this person in Australia.”” Watt was lying
when he told the Yugoslavs this on 24 August 1950. Both the
Department of Immigration and ASIO knew that Branislav Ivanovi¢ and
Branimir Ivanovi¢ of Bonegilla migrant camp were one and the same
person.” Thirty-six years later, Liberal Senator Peter Baume identified
the whole affair for what it was — an official cover-up. ‘The draft letter is
quite misleading, but by identifying the person at least it offered the
Yugoslav Government the opportunity to check him out,” he told the
Senate. ‘The letter actually sent — not the draft — covers up the matter. It
hides the fact that we knew he was in Australia under a different name,
so no possibility of further follow-up could arise.”

The Australian authorities certainly knew the true situation, as the
Ivanovi¢ living at Bonegilla freely admitted to having held the
ministerial position of Understate Secretary for Transport and
Communication in the Nedi¢ quisling government. Both the
Immigration Department and ASIO’s predecessor, the Commonwealth
Investigation Service (CIS), had in fact investigated Ivanovi¢ three
months before the Yugoslav request was even received. This inquiry was
instigated by the Director of the Office of Education, R.C. Mills. On 8
December 1949, Mills had written to Immigration Secretary Heyes
passing on information obtained by Mr ]. Gray, who had spent the
previous two years teaching at various migrant camps, including
Bonegilla. Gray had reported ‘an apparent tendency to Fascism among
certain groups of his students.” These relatively small groups were
actively engaged in political organising among camp residents, and one
of those involved was “a Block Supervisor at Bonegilla Immigration and
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Reception Centre, by name Popoff or Popovic, a Yugoslav, who was a
Junior Minister in the Yugoslav Quisling Government.” Mills commented
that this man allegedly was using his position of influence to disseminate
fascist propaganda among other recently arrived migrants.™

Two weeks later, Heyes had ‘discreet inquiries’” made about
Popoff/Popovi¢. In early January 1950, the CIS reported that Brana
Ivanovi¢, a Block Supervisor at Bonegilla, was the person against whom
the allegations had been made. Ivanovi¢ admitted to holding the
position of Serbian Understate Secretary for Transport and
Communications from 1942 to 1944. Ivanovi¢ ‘is very anti-communist’
and ‘claims to have worked with the Intelligence Services of England
and America whilst domiciled in Austria,” the CIS reported. It went on
to acknowledge that ‘what Mr Gray reports has at least a basis of truth,’
concluding that Ivanovi¢ ‘by his own admission appears to have held a
position of some major importance during the occupation of Yugoslavia
by Germany and it is not improbable to believe that he was trusted by
the Nazi authorities. The fact that he is very anti-communist does not
necessarily mean that he has not [sic] fascist leanings.””

This intelligence report on Ivanovi¢ was sent to the Immigration
Department, which dealt with it in a most curious way. One copy was
forwarded to the District Controller in charge of Bonegilla, Major A.
Kershaw, so that he at least would know there was a senior Nazi
collaborator in a position of authority in the camp. But rather than
inform the public servants in Education, a departmental officer, M.].
Thompson, suggested that Education Director Mills be confidentially
advised that inquiries ‘did not establish anything objectionable’ in
Ivanovi¢’s  behaviour. Thompson’s more cautious superior
countermanded this in true bureaucratic style, directing that the letter
simply say that inquiries ‘did not elicit any information which would
warrant any action being taken.”* That was precisely what Heyes told
Mills in February 1950.” Mills had no reason to doubt the official
response, but Heyes knew he was lying. The security report passed
across his desk, together with the draft reply. He also knew that as a
senior Nazi official, Ivanovi¢ should never have been accepted in the
first place for IRO assistance, and most certainly was an illegal migrant
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under the rules then in force in his own department. He was, after all,
the government’s most senior immigration official, and was actually in
charge of supervising the rules that excluded Nazis from the privilege
of settling in Australia.

Ivanovi¢’s service in a ministerial position in a Nazi quisling
government meant that he was automatically on the Allies” Black List,
and therefore definitely excluded from IRO assistance. This is illustrated
by the case of another minister in the Nedi¢ administration. The former
Minister for Agriculture, Ladoslav Veselinovi¢, who had been rejected
as ineligible for IRO assistance, had appealed on the ground that he had
never been a Nazi and had only volunteered for the position to help feed
his people. The appeal was heard in Geneva and dismissed because
‘anyone who had served in a Cabinet level post under Nazi occupation
had rendered aid and assistance to the Axis.”” It therefore might have
been expected that the Ivanovi¢ case would have alarmed the senior
public servant responsible for Australia’s mass immigration program.
The IRO and Australian screening systems were so lax that a senior Nazi
collaborator had slipped through, apparently undetected by Australian,
British or American intelligence. Immigration Department head,
Tasman Heyes was, however, entirely unperturbed. He did not even
recommend Ivanovi¢’s deportation to his minister, this being the
government’s frequently proclaimed remedy for any Nazis found in the
country. This would only have sent Ivanovi¢ back to Germany, his
previous country of residence. Deportation was, in fact, rarely used,
even against the worst mass killers. Of the several hundred cases
investigated by the authorities in the 1950s and 1960s, only a handful of
Nazis were ever expelled from the country.

When the Yugoslav government requested Ivanovi¢’s extradition
three months later, in March 1950, nothing was done. Heyes merely
engaged in a bureaucratic game which ended, predictably, in a
bureaucratic lie. At the end of the game, Heyes simply recommended
that Ivanovi¢ be allowed to stay. His colleagues at External Affairs
consulted the British government, which had abandoned any pretence
of searching for war criminals two years before.” The British should
have told their Australian ally about the important role played by the
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Ministry of Transport and Communications in the repressive Nazi
apparatus in Serbia, and in the German military campaigns that had
caused heavy casualties to the partisans and the West. Instead, they
rolled out the then current bureaucratic line that had saved hundreds of
mass killers already. Ivanovi¢ was not on the final list of nineteen
Yugoslav war criminals the British were prepared to turn over to
Yugoslavia, and they were ‘disinclined to surrender’ anyone not on this
list ‘lest the charge should have a political rather than a criminal basis.’
Furthermore, ‘in any case there must be some limit to the time during
which war crimes charges can be preferred.”® As will be seen in later
chapters, this list of nineteen had been drawn up after the rules had
been so substantially altered that thousands of war criminals who were
originally on the Black List were ‘bleached’ through the Grey List
(ineligible for migration) to Whites (bona fide refugees).

Australia, however, would not even employ Britain’s disingenuous
excuse. The government simply ignored the facts. Branislav Ivanovi¢
was not even in the country, or so Australia said in its note to the
Yugoslavs of 24 August 1950.” The govermment’s handling of the
Ivanovi¢ case was symptomatic of the political climate of the early 1950s.
Yugoslavia was a communist country, and although Tito had asserted his
independence from Stalin in 1948, he was not to be trusted. Certainly, no
anti-communist could be returned to a certain death, even if he were
actually a Nazi collaborator who had either ordered or carried out mass
killings. When he considered the case thirty-six years later, Andrew
Menzies found that ‘the Australian Government’s refusal stemmed from
the nature and circumstances of the allegations and general suspicion of
the bona fides of the charges.””” Menzies's benign explanation of the
government’s deceitful position belied the facts. Nor did he stress that
the Ivanovi¢ case was only the first of a series of extradition requests by
communist governments concerning Nazis, all of which were refused.
Menzies also failed to mention that Ivanovi¢ had himself admitted the
substance of the allegations and that the government had other options,
including deportation, but refused to exercise them.

Andrew Menzies’s explanation for the Ivanovi¢ case was
implausible to say the least. At that time (1986), however, the file on
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ASIO’s investigation was not publicly available. In 2000, a heavily
censored version of ASIO’s Ivanovié dossier was released, and it sheds
considerable light on Menzies’s cover-up. After all, Menzies was able to
access the intelligence file, and the fact that he did not even disclose
what ASIO has now been forced to reveal (under the Archives Act) shows
the degree to which he hid the truth of Australia’s Nazi intelligence
scandal.

When ASIO began to inquire into Ivanovi¢ in May 1950, it was
rapidly established that he was involved in ‘the usual intrigues between
Nationals’ in Bonegilla camp. In a sad commentary on the racist climate
of Australia in the 1950s, however, ASIO reported that these intrigues
‘appear to be natural to all those coming from the countries of South-
East Europe.” ASIO did not even bother to interrogate Ivanovi¢ at this
time, but concluded that he could not ‘present any risk to the security of
the Commonwealth,” although it was conceded that after he left the
camp he might ‘well warrant attention from this Service, in view of his
alleged past.” The attention Ivanovi¢ received from ASIO was most
interesting, indeed. A few years later, in 1954, Ivanovi¢ applied for
naturalisation and ASIO carried out a more thorough investigation than
was usual for the average migrant at that time.

By June 1954, ASIO’s S Section was taking a close interest in the
Ivanovi¢ case. As previously discussed, S Section was responsible,
among other things, for running ASIO’s Q agents and sources. The
minute of 7 June by the Victorian S Section has been withheld entirely
from the ASIO dossier. It is known, however, that in July an ASIO Field
Officer had visited Ivanovi¢ and made a personal assessment. His report
determined that Ivanovi¢ had not only been ‘cleared by British
Intelligence’ to migrate to Australia, but that he had ‘a fair knowledge
of the machinery of the Intelligence Organizations of the Western
Allies.”” This information undoubtedly aroused further interest at ASIO
headquarters, particularly as it tended to confirm Ivanovi¢’s claim that
he had worked for both British and American intelligence prior to
coming to Australia. Most importantly, however, this report concluded
that Ivanovi¢ was ‘a most capable man, accustomed to holding
authority.” Altogether, he sounded to ASIO like a perfect intelligence
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source. Interestingly, the ASIO field officer who compiled this report
was none other than John Elliott, the expert linguist who later worked
on the Alferchik case and became one of Spry’s suspected Soviet moles.

Both Elliott’s recommendation in the Ivanovi¢ case and the final
section of his report — headed ‘Security Information’ — have been
entirely censored from the ASIO file, together with all of page 1. His
assessment of Ivanovi¢ was, however, almost certainly accepted by his
superiors in ASIO. Before too long, it is probable that Ivanovi¢ was
recruited by ASIO’s S Section as a () source, although this, of course, has
been censored from the publicly available intelligence dossier. On 16
July 1954, the same day that Field Officer Elliott filed his report, ASIO’s
Victorian Regional Director noted in his memo to the Senior Field
Officer that there was no doubt at all that Ivanovi¢ was a Nazi
collaborator. However, it was also noted that Ivanovi¢ ‘has noticed the
activity of Communists in Australia, both amongst Australians and
migrants,” a comment that reveals something of ASIO’s real interest in
continuing contact with him. Like Elliott’s recommendation, the rest of
this paragraph of the memo is entirely censored, but the future direction
of the Ivanovi¢ case is made abundantly clear a few paragraphs later.”

The Victorian Regional Director of ASIO was precise about what
had happened after John Elliott had filed his report. As already noted,
the relevant paragraphs of Elliott’s report — his recommendation in the
Ivanovi¢ case and the ‘Security Information” — have been censored from
the file. They apparently had something to do with the possibility of
obtaining information from Ivanovi¢, however, for ASIO’s Victorian
Regional Director reported that Elliott’s recommendation led to
immediate discussions ‘between S. Section of this Office and S. Section
H.Qs.”** Exactly what happened next is unknown, as the rest of the file
is censored. ASIO had, however, concluded that ‘an objection to
naturalization would not be sustained,” although it was conceded that
‘there are a number of political factors involved which will require to be
considered.” Among these may well have been the fact that Elliott’s
report ‘confirms the fact that Ivanovich was a Nazi collaborationist.” If
this was a consideration, it did not prevent Ivanovi¢ from obtaining the
privileges and benefits of Australian citizenship.
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The final decision on Ivanovi¢’s naturalisation was delayed several
months, due to further overseas checks with Australia’s contacts in
Western intelligence. The results of these checks are also either withheld
entirely or so heavily censored that not one word of Western
intelligence’s information is publicly available. The only material
released is the comment that there was ‘no adverse trace,” but the end
result was predictable in light of the case’s history.* In August 1955,
senior S Section officer, Jack Behm, considered the ‘latest overseas
information’ obtained on Ivanovi¢. Four years later, Behm became head
of S Section and was later promoted to the position of Deputy Director
General. One of the very few Catholics in a Protestant-dominated
organisation, Behm was clear enough about Ivanovi¢’s application for
citizenship. As he had ‘not come to adverse notice’ since arriving in
1949, there ‘are no grounds to object to this man’s naturalization.” Behm,
however, directed that the intelligence obtained through ASIO’s
overseas liaison officers ‘should also be sent to the Controller Special
Service Section.”” A few days later, Spry directed his Victorian office to
tell the Immigration Department that ASIO had ‘no security objection’
to Ivanovi¢ obtaining Australian citizenship.”

*

The Yugoslav government was, naturally, unimpressed with Australia’s
response to the Ivanovi¢ extradition request, which they almost
certainly knew was a lie. By 1950, it was an open secret that, despite
considerable effort by Australian intelligence to prevent this, Yugoslav
intelligence agents had arrived disguised as bona fide migrants. These
communist agents closely monitored the arrival of the various Yugoslav
Nazi groups. Their task was made all the easier because they had
penetrated the Nazi fronts, and often even held key leadership
positions.”” As the intelligence files demonstrate, Australia’s security
services knew about the Croatian UstaSe and other Yugoslav fascists
soon after they began arriving in 1948. Contemporary intelligence
reports disclose that security was well aware of the crimes committed by
the Croatian UstaSe and the Serbian Zbor during the war. They were
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also well informed of their continuing involvement in extremist politics,
and especially the Usta$e’s role in violence and international terrorism.
Yugoslav intelligence was not far behind its Australian counterparts in
detecting the Croatian and Serbian war criminals in Australia. It was
hardly surprising, then, that on 8 May 1951 the Yugoslav government
asked Australia to hand over two more alleged war criminals. Unlike
the Ivanovi¢ case, which was handled in secrecy, Milorad Luki¢ and
Mihailo Rajkovi¢ received significant publicity, including vigorous
parliamentary debate.

Luki¢ had arrived in Australia in October 1949. He quickly
contacted local anti-communist Yugoslavs in Perth and became a
leading figure in the heady atmosphere of émigré politics. The Yugoslavs
alleged that Luki¢ had served the Gestapo at a prisoner of war camp in
Nuremberg, and also travelled on Gestapo operations to other POW
camps in Germany where Yugoslavs were interned. He was accused of
spying on and denouncing Yugoslav prisoners sympathetic to the Allied
cause, organising fascist groups to oppose Allied war aims, advocating
loyalty to the enemy and disseminating hatred towards the Allies. The
Yugoslavs also charged that the Gestapo had killed many Yugoslav
prisoners after Luki¢ denounced them as communists. Like Ivanovi¢,
the Yugoslav War Crimes Commission had placed Luki¢ on its list of
war criminals.*

Rajkovi¢ had arrived in Australia in November 1948 and also lived
at Bonegilla migrant camp where Ivanovi¢ was first housed. He then
moved to Western Australia where, like Luki¢, he also swiftly became
involved in local émigré politics. The Yugoslav’s allegations concerned
his role at an Albanian prisoner of war camp at Klos, and were
supported by a number of eyewitness statements. With the assistance of
Prelja Djolevi¢, Rajkovi¢ was accused of drawing up a list of fifty-three
prisoners which he submitted to the camp commandant, Korti Feridjo.
Two of those on this list, Jove Liska and Ilija Purlija, testified that all
these prisoners were then persecuted and subjected to savage ill-
treatment. These former inmates further claimed that when the Nazis
sent a recruitment mission to the Klos camp, Rajkovi¢ had successfully
suggested halving the rations of prisoners generally in an effort to force
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them to join a ‘National Movement’ to serve the Nazis. Rajkovi¢, too,
was placed on the Yugoslav list of war criminals in 1945.!

Immigration, ASIO and External Affairs duly considered the Lukié¢
and Rajkovi¢ cases’® Both men were actually already well known to
ASIO in Perth. In fact, they had previously provided ASIO with
intelligence on communist activities. Nonetheless, the officer-in-charge
of ASIO’s Western Australian office conducted an investigation and
reported to the Assistant Director on 25 June 1951.* His report,
however, contained nothing but praise. Luki¢ and Rajkovi¢ ‘represent a
body of Yugoslavs who cause infinitely less trouble to this organisation
than the great body of their fellow immigrants. They are unceasing in
their campaign against Communism.” The newspaper Sloga (Unity),
edited by Luki¢, was the focus of their anti-communist campaign,
which included combating the influence of the Yugoslav Immigrants
Association, an organisation consisting mainly of migrants who had
settled in Australia before the war. ASIO believed this group took a far
too positive view of Tito’s regime in Yugoslavia and was, in fact,
dominated by communists.** On the other hand, Sloga not only opposed
the Yugoslav communists. It also supported the Australian
government, with consistent coverage given to the views of Prime
Minister Menzies and Immigration Minister Holt. The two main
political tests of the day were passed, and the ASIO report concluded
that the newspaper ‘certainly seems necessary and will fill a useful
niche in the community.”

From ASIO’s perspective, the only slightly negative aspect of the
Luki¢ case was that he had lost £250 ($500), quite a large amount in
those days, in a defamation action in the Western Australian Supreme
Court. But the ASIO report pointed out that the successful litigant,
Frank Bucktenica, was actually one of Luki¢’s Yugoslav political
opponents, who would not have won the case if Luki¢ had not
subsequently aggravated the original defamation. Apart from this
minor slip in tactics, nothing adverse was known of Luki¢. Certainly
nothing was known about the allegation that he had worked for the
Gestapo during the war, and ASIO was even less interested in
investigating such a claim.*
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Rajkovi¢ was at first a close associate of Luki¢, and had sponsored
the establishment of Sloga. He later broke with Luki¢ in a move typical
of the ever-shifting allegiances of émigré politics, claiming that the paper
‘often causes more disunity than unity among the anti-communist
Yugoslavs.”” ASIO reported that Rajkovi¢ held an executive position in
the Royal Yugoslav Army Combatants Association, comprising
supporters of the Cetnik leader Draza Mihailovi¢.® The report described
Rajkovi¢ and his supporters as loyal subjects of deposed Yugoslav King
Peter II, who refused to return to their homeland while it was under
communist rule as they wished ‘to live in freedom and democracy and
to work for the liberation of their fatherland.”’ It failed to mention that
many Cetniks had at different times collaborated with the Germans and
Italians, and had committed war crimes against civilians during the
course of the bloody civil war that raged alongside the Nazi
occupation.*

Nevertheless, on the basis of the Western Australian report, ASIO
head Spry wrote to Alan Watt of External Affairs and opposed the
Yugoslav extradition request. Spry, a former head of Military
Intelligence and ASIO’s guiding hand for two decades, made it clear in
his letter of 11 July 1951 that Luki¢ and Rajkovi¢ were of ‘invaluable
assistance to ASIO’ because of their anti-communist sympathies. “They
are unceasing in their campaign against Communism and can and do
assist ASIO to the limit of their ability,” he wrote.” In practice, this meant
not only combating the influence of ‘communists’ in the Yugoslav
community, but informing on other Yugoslav Nazi and fascist groups
opposed to the Sloga faction.

For example, Luki¢ and his followers assisted ASIO in identifying
the local wing of Dimitrije Ljoti¢’s Serbian Nazi organisation, Zbor. As
discussed earlier, Ljoti¢’s units fought with the Nazis against all other
Yugoslav forces — communist and anti-communist alike — and carried
out numerous mass killings of innocent civilians.*? On 12 February 1953,
Section Officer B of ASIO’s Western Australian office filed a memo
quoting his Sloga informant as describing Zbor as a Serbian fascist
organisation with about 380 members Australia-wide. They were
mainly Serbian Orthodox Church members who were ‘anti-Jewish, anti-
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Catholic, anti-Communist and anti-democratic in their outlook.” As later
investigations demonstrated, it was hardly surprising that Luki¢ was in
a position to pass on intelligence about the local Zbor branch, as he had
been a member of this fascist group himself during the war.® ASIO’s
original reason for investigating Zbor was to find out more about the
Australian arm of the Ustade, which had been detected in Australia as
early as July 1948, when the Commonwealth Investigation Service had
noted the arrival of two members, Ivan Harabai¢ and Peter Krec¢ak.*

External Affairs had already decided its position on Luki¢ and
Rajkovi¢ even before receiving Colonel Spry’s letter of 11 July 1951.
Noting that Sloga was ‘hostile to the present Yugoslav Government,’
DEA’s legal and consular section had concluded on 4 June that the
‘political motive behind the Yugoslav request is thus quite apparent.” On
this basis, it was recommended that even ‘if investigations disclose that
there is some truth in the Consulate-General’s allegations, it does not
appear desirable to accede to its request for the men’s extradition.” In
support of this position, the memo cited refusals by the British
government of similar requests on the grounds that it was ‘time to bring
to an end the punishment of minor war criminals.” The memo
concluded that the evidence advanced against Luki¢ was weak and
unsubstantiated, although a ‘rather better prima facie case had been
made against Rajkovic, but it should not be accepted as true without
verification.*

The Immigration Department forwarded the allegations to Vincent
Greenhalgh, the Chief Migration Officer in Cologne, and to the head of
the Australian Military Mission in Berlin asking them to conduct
investigations. On 8 October 1951, Captain K.G. Turbayne in Cologne
submitted a report which Heyes sent to Spry a few weeks later. Keith
Turbayne was then a Military Intelligence officer who had been
dispatched to Europe by Spry in 1948 to devise a system of immigration
screening to keep out ‘political undesirables.” At that time, Spry was
head of Military Intelligence, but after he was appointed Director
General of ASIO in 1949, he recruited Turbayne and made him Regional
Director for Canberra.* Turbayne and his colleagues did not succeed in
devising an effective system to keep Nazis out of Australia, but he did
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establish that there was more than a kernel of truth to the Yugoslav
charges against Lukic.

Captain Turbayne reported that Luki¢ had been a lieutenant in the
Royal Yugoslav Army. According to a US intelligence report of 14
September 1948, he had been a prisoner of war in a number of camps
between 1941 and 1945. The US report linked Luki¢ with General
Radovan Popovi¢, the president of the “Yugoslav National Committee’
in Munich which worked closely with both the Croatian Ustase and the
Serbian Zbor group in the immediate post-war period. According to the
intelligence Turbayne had obtained, Luki¢ himself was ‘a former
member of the pro-Nazi Ljotic Group.” One of Turbayne’s Yugoslav
informants claimed that Luki¢ had actually been a double agent before
the war, working simultaneously for Royal Yugoslav intelligence and
for the Abwehr, or German Military Intelligence.”

Turbayne also reported that after the war Luki¢ had worked for US
intelligence on a number of important operations. According to the
information supplied to Turbayne by his US intelligence contacts, Luki¢
and his close comrade Dudan Nikoli¢ had ‘contacted various Yugoslavs’
requesting them to work in Czechoslovakia for the Americans ‘on
obtaining information of intelligence value.” Luki¢ had offered money to
potential agents, claiming to represent the local US intelligence office,
and worked closely with Croatian, Slovenian and Ukrainian émigrés on
various US-sponsored anti-communist operations. These intelligence
activities on behalf of the Americans seemed to have considerable
influence on Turbayne, who eventually took an exceedingly lenient
view of Lukié. In summing up, he noted that Luki¢ ‘may have been pro-
Nazi and possibly an Abwehr agent,” but he then discounted these
possibilities on the grounds that the Germans had held him prisoner for
so long. His membership of the avowedly pro-Nazi Ljoti¢ group in
Munich after the war was explained away by his ‘aversion to
communism,’ although Turbayne admitted that the ‘aim of the Zbor was
to function along the lines of the Nazi Govt.™*®

Alan Watt at External Affairs forwarded the Yugoslav government’s
allegations to his officers in London, asking them to ascertain whether
Luki¢ or Rajkovi¢ were on the final list of nineteen Yugoslav war
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critninals whom the British were still prepared to surrender. On19 July,
he received the news that neither was on that list, thus confirming the
long-held departmental view that they should not be surrendered.”
Immigration officials agreed with External Affairs that the Yugoslav
government’s request stemmed ‘largely from political motives” and in
turn also recommended that, as the men had been security screened
before they emigrated, nothing should be done* Watt had previously
written to the Yugoslav Consulate on 13 June, advising that the
competent Australian authorities were considering the request and that
they would be advised in due course of the outcome.* There the Lukié¢
and Rajkovi¢ cases rested. The relevant government services —
Immigration, External Affairs and Security —all had recommended that
the extradition requests should be refused, but the government did not
even bother to do that. Although Watt’s officers reiterated their belief
that the requests stemmed ‘largely from political motives,” and
presented him in mid-September with the draft of an official reply
which stated that the government was ’‘unable to accede’ to the
extradition requests, Watt returned it unsigned and took no further
action*” The Yugoslav authorities were told nothing further and, as in
the Ivanovi¢ case, neither was the Australian public.

However, the prominent Sydney Jewish leader Syd Einfeld
publicised the cases five months later, detailing the men’s alleged war
crimes as set out in a letter from the local Yugoslav Consulate.® The
government still did nothing. On the contrary, Rajkovi¢ was
subsequently treated most favourably. In mid-October, the Western
Australian Migration Officer, E.A. Membery, wrote to ]. Adams, the
Perth Deputy Director of the Commonwealth Investigation Service,
after Rajkovi¢ had applied for naturalisation. Immigration asked
whether he had ‘come under the adverse notice of the authorities since
arrival.” Adams replied three days later that he was ‘not adversely
recorded in respect of character,” effectively clearing him to receive
citizenship.*

However, the cases of the accused war criminals still would not die.
In November 1951, Tasmanian Labor Senator Justin O’Byrne questioned
the government in the Senate about Luki¢ and Rajkovié.*® His questions
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were placed on notice, and the issue was debated heatedly several times
in the following weeks. Government senators concentrated on the
predictable Cold War theme that Luki¢ and Rajkovi¢ were only anti-
communists, claiming that the Yugoslav request was merely an attempt
to discredit them for their political activities. They roundly condemned
O’Byrne for raising the whole matter while an investigation was still
under way. They did not mention that the so-called “investigation” had
actually been concluded five months before, when ASIO had reported
that the men were useful intelligence informants. On 15 November,
Senator Spicer tabled Holt’s reply to O’Byrne’s questions, and inevitably
the government cleared Luki¢ and Rajkovié. The previous day, Spry had
written to Heyes saying that he did ‘not consider Lukic constitutes a
threat to Australian security,” but that he would conduct further
inquiries as a result of the allegations made in parliament the previous
week* But Holt did not even wait for that investigation to conclude,
instead clearing the accused men by using information that was only
tangentially relevant to the actual charges. In exonerating Luki¢,
however, the Minister admitted that he had been a member of the Nazi
Ljoti¢ organisation in Munich after the war, something which his officers
knew tended to support the Yugoslav charges.” As previously
discussed, this information had come to light during Captain
Turbayne’s investigation and was included in his report of 8 October. It
certainly explains why Luki¢ was later able to provide ASIO with
information about the activities of the Ljoti¢ group in Australia.

Holt’s statement merely referred to the Ljoti¢ group as being ‘anti-
communist,” but even then it was widely known in official circles that it
had been among the most fanatical and murderous of the Yugoslav
quisling formations. Even before the war, its ideology had been
completely fascist — anti-Jewish and anti-democratic — as even ASIO
knew by 1951. But it was also anti-communist, and hence welcome to
the conservative government which wanted to exploit the Cold War
atmosphere gripping Australia in 1951. This was enough to explain the
government’s eventual refusal of the extradition requests, finally
conveyed to the Yugoslavs on 22 November 1951. No reasons were
given, and the letter was exactly the same as that presented to Watt by
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his department two months earlier, which he had returned unsigned at
that time.*®

Two days after the government finally answered the Yugoslav
requests, however, ASIO began yet another investigation of the two
alleged war criminals. The acting Regional Director for Western
Australia asked permission for his officers to interview Luki¢ and
Rajkovi¢, and on 26 November Spry agreed.” As a result, some very
interesting information was forthcoming when one of ASIO’s Perth
Field Officers made his report on 7 December. Luki¢ denied ‘that he
was ever interested in or a member of any organisation with political
leanings,” a claim that even the most sympathetic ASIO officer would
have found unbelievable in light of Luki¢’s known history. He did
admit to knowing that his Yugoslav boss had been a double agent
before the war, working for both Nazi and Yugoslav intelligence, but
denied that he was involved in similar operations. He also admitted
that his wife had been able to visit him in the prisoner of war camps on
a number of occasions and that as a result of this favoured treatment
the Gestapo had asked him to inform on his fellow prisoners. He
claimed, however, to have refused this request.®

The ASIO Field Officer observed that during ‘the interviews
conducted no evidence was obtained or any suggestion made that
could allow me to promote that there is any foundation to the
accusations made against Lukic. All known anti-communist Yugoslavs
in this state speak only in his favour. My personal impression of Lukic
is that he is fanatically anti-communist.” The ASIO officer concluded by
expressing the opinion that some Yugoslavs may have been aware of
Mrs Lukié¢’s visits and of the Gestapo’s approach to her husband. This
might explain the Yugoslav extradition request, the real motive of
which was thought to be political as there was ‘no doubt that Lukic,
through his newspaper, is making great strides in defeating
communistic teachings amongst the displaced persons and that that
progress is most distasteful to the Yugoslav Government. This, we
consider, is the main reason for wanting Lukic’s extradition.”

However, Luki¢’s own signed statement of 4 December 1951 throws
a different light on ASIO’s attitude towards him. While denying that he
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had been a member of the Ljoti¢ group, as reported by Captain
Turbayne from information supplied by US intelligence, he admitted to
having worked for Yugoslav intelligence before the war. This actually
confirmed one of the major allegations made by Turbayne’s Yugoslav
informant. Luki¢ also confirmed this informant’s claim that he had
organised an operation for American intelligence after the war, in which
two men had been sent into Czechoslovakia ‘to obtain information on
uranium mines and airfields.” Luki¢ stated that the ‘arrangements for
this espionage service was [sic] conducted firstly with a Major of the US
Intelligence in Munich and then with another Major in Amber.” Lukié
claimed that the intelligence gathered in Czechoslovakia had been
passed on to the Americans by his associate, Radovan Popovi¢, head of
the “Yugoslav National Committee” in Munich, a group that was known
to be heavily penetrated by communist intelligence.®*

These admissions confirmed a number of the allegations made by
Turbayne’s informant, who had also claimed that Luki¢ was a double
agent for both Royalist Yugoslavia and Nazi Germany. Although Luki¢
denied this allegation, his story underlines one of the major problems
confronting Western intelligence agencies in dealing with émigré Nazis.
Given their own byzantine political factions, their work for both Nazi
and Western intelligence and the penetration operations of Soviet
agents, it was often impossible to know for sure from their own
accounts which side they had really worked for during and after the
war.

ASIO’s attitude towards Luki¢ was, however, conditioned by a
number of factors which typified Cold War thinking. He was fanatically
anti-communist, and therefore politically acceptable. He had carried out
apparently successful intelligence operations for the United States,
demonstrating his usefulness to the Western cause. He was unceasing in
his campaign against communism in Australia, providing a valuable
counterbalance to ‘Red’ influence in the Yugoslav community. Most
importantly, he was of ‘invaluable assistance to ASIO’ in providing
intelligence on the activities and outlook of both communists and other
pro-Nazi groups among Yugoslav migrants. These factors apparently
counted far more in Colonel Spry’s final judgement than any doubts
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about Luki¢’s role as a double agent. Soin early 1952, Spry again wrote
to Heyes saying that ‘the allegations made against Milorad Lukic are
without foundation, and in fact the evidence shows that he is bitterly
opposed to Communism and to the Tito Government in Yugoslavia.”

When the Luki¢/Rajkovi¢ controversy was revived by Liberal
Senator Peter Baume in late 1986, and details of ASIO’s role in their
cases were published in the Australian, former Director General Sir
Charles Spry dismissed as ‘quite untrue’ the claim that ASIO had
shielded the men from extradition to Yugoslavia. The former ASIO head
denied that his organisation ‘had played a significant role in the affair,
and claimed that it was a government decision to refuse the extradition
requests. Instead, he pointed his finger at the External Affairs
Department as the major culprit.* In retrospect, there is some truth to
these claims, as it is clear that both Robert Menzies’s government and
senior External Affairs officials were extremely reluctant to take any
action on the basis of communist accusations. Spry did not point out,
however, that ASIO had been using Luki¢ and Rajkovi¢ as intelligence
sources, nor did he mention that his advice had certainly played a
crucial role in the government’s decision. After all, it was ASIO’s job to
advise its political masters about security matters, and his glowing
report on the men strongly reinforced the government’s own political
prejudices.

In his 1986 interview, Spry hinted at the real reasons for his attitude
of thirty-five years earlier. He pointed out that it ‘was important to
remember the political climate which existed in Australia and the
Western world at that time. In 1951 the Cold War was at its hottest,” he
said, reminding readers of the Berlin airlift and Stalin’s occupation of
Eastern Europe and concluding that ‘there was a real threat that
hostilities would break out.” Spry’s counter-intelligence head, Michael
Thwaites, supported his former boss. ‘I know it’s been alleged that we
were so fixed on opposing communism that we’'d seek an ally
anywhere,” he stated, ‘but my recollection was completely opposite to
that.” According to Thwaites, the atmosphere in ASIO, ‘and to be fair, on
the part of the Menzies Government, which is often accused of being
lenient in these matters, was quite categorically hostile. We wouldn’t
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tolerate for a moment any thought either of admitting and far less of
recruiting a war criminal or SS member to work on our behalf because
they happened to be anti-communist,” Thwaites firmly declared.®®

However, the evidence demonstrates that neither Spry nor
Thwaites was telling the truth. As we have seen, the declassified ASIO
files — highly censored as they are — paint a very different picture to their
disingenuous claims. The intelligence dossiers, when read in
conjunction with the files released by the Americans and British, show
that ASIO was actually eager to recruit émigré Nazis for anti-communist
operations against leftist migrant groups. In fact, ASIO’s use of Lukié¢
and the Sloga group was by no means an isolated case. As has been seen
in the Alferchik, Fricsons Begovi¢ and Ivanovi¢ cases, ASIO used
numerous émigré Nazis to spy on alleged communists in their
communities, and for other counter-intelligence operations. Many other
cases will be discussed later in this book.

ASIO’s Nazi operations did, though, have very real repercussions
for Australia’s law enforcement agencies. The duties of former
Commonwealth Police Superintendent Kerry Milte brought him into
close contact with some of the Nazi groups. As head of the Central
Crime Intelligence Bureau in the late 1960s, Milte established that there
were a significant number of Nazi war criminals in Australia. As will be
discussed later, Milte’s officers had interviewed many of these accused
mass killers, and even penetrated their Nazi front groups.
Superintendent Milte knew from first-hand experience that Western
intelligence found these émigrés ‘quite useful’, especially during ‘the
days of the Cold War hysteria and more aggressive anti-communism,” as
‘counter-intelligence agents or double agents to gather information back
in their home countries.” From his experience in the field, Milte came to
believe that ASIO, acting with American security services, used such
people ‘to assist them in gathering information about left wing groups
and also assisting to penetrate the governments in their former home
countries because of the long standing contacts they would have there,
and a facility to activate agents in these countries.”* As discussed earlier,
Milte’s experiences in the 1960s and 1970s were later confirmed by the
staff of the Special Investigations Unit. The first head of the unit, Robert
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Greenwood QC, has repeatedly and unequivocally stated that ASIO
knowingly utilised Nazi war criminals for intelligence operations. This
was based on both the access his team had to ASIO dossiers on the unit’s
suspects, and on a series of confrontations he had with senior ASIO staff.
In light of the cumulative evidence, the denials of Spry and Thwaites
can no longer be treated seriously.

As future chapters will show, there was a price to be paid for ASIO’s
close links with these Nazi groups, most notably when the militant wing
of the UstaZe led by ASIO source Sretko Rover, the mass killer from
Sarajevo, embarked on a campaign of local and international terrorism
in the 1960s.

A few weeks after Spry had cleared Lukic¢ for a second time, the
Yugoslav Consul in Sydney bitterly attacked the government’s decision
to refuse the Luki¢ and Rajkovi¢ extradition requests. The Consul
pointed out that ‘there were a number of Yugoslav war criminals’ in
Australia, who were being protected by the government’s attitude. Holt
replied the following day with the oft-repeated line that the accused war
criminals were ‘strongly opposed to Communism,’ falsely claiming that
they had at all times fought for democracy and the Allied cause. Holt
compounded this with a further lie. Commenting on the Consul’s
allegation that the government had refused to extradite Yugoslav war
criminals, the Minister stated that in "the only two alleged cases brought
to our notice our security services here and abroad are of the opinion the
allegations are without foundation.’” In other words, as Branislav
Ivanovi¢’s case had not become public, he simply did not exist.

*

The Ivanovi¢, Luki¢ and Rajkovi¢ cases set precedents for the handling
of all war crimes allegations against Nazi migrants. If the claims came
from communist governments they were disregarded. In the blinkered
Cold War view of ASIO, such allegations were obviously politically
motivated, and should therefore be entirely ignored. The Australian
government, its senior bureaucrats and security advisers, unhesitatingly
took the view that the communists’ aim in pursuing Nazi war criminals
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and collaborators was to undermine, discredit and destroy entire anti-
communist émigré communities. Unfortunately, this resulted, in effect,
in an amnesty for even the worst mass killers. As in the Ivanovi¢, Luki¢
and Rajkovi¢ cases, many of those whose extradition was later sought
by the Soviet Union were not at all innocent anti-communist émigrés.
They were mass killers like Karlis Ozols, Arvids Upmalis and Argods
Fricsons who had arrived in Australia under the mass immigration
scheme established by Arthur Calwell. As Australia’s first Inmigration
Minister, Calwell in many ways can be viewed as the father of
multicultural Australia, a title he would undoubtedly have been
uncomfortable with in light of his blinkered and racist outlook. He was,
however, also the man who started Australia's Nazi cover-up.



Chapter Eleven Arthur Calwell: The Political
Cover-Up Begins

Arthur Calwell was appointed as Australia’s first Immigration Minister
by Prime Minister Ben Chifley in July 1945. It was a radical departure
for the government even to have a systematic immigration policy. At
this time, mainstream Australia viewed non-English speaking citizens
as ‘aliens,” and this was exactly how they were categorised in the official
files of the Immigration Department and the Australian Security
Intelligence Organisation. The very idea of large-scale migration from
Europe, let alone Asia, was viewed with deep suspicion by a
fundamentally insular society. A gravel-voiced and uncompromising
politician, Calwell stood by the Labor Party’s traditional policy that
Australia was a white bastion in Asia until his dying days. When the
war ended in 1945, Calwell was a rising star of Labor’s Catholic right,
but during the Labor split of the mid-1950s he remained loyal to the
party leadership while many fellow Catholics deserted to form the
Democratic Labor Party. A man of strong views, Calwell always
believed that the country should never take coloured immigrants who
would make Australia ‘chocolate coloured.” Yet in August 1945 he
deployed his forceful personality to launch Australia’s first mass
immigration scheme, proclaiming ‘that we cannot continue to hold our
island continent for ourselves and our descendants unless we greatly
increase our numbers.”
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During the war, an Inter-Departmental Committee had developed
plans for a significant and rapid post-war expansion of Australia’s
population. Comprised of representatives of the Departments of the
Interior, Post-War Reconstruction, Treasury and the Security Service, the
Committee recommended Britain as the first choice for prospective
immigrants. It also emphasised that Australia’s need for population
growth was so great ‘that it cannot afford to be too exclusive.”? Arthur
Calwell agreed, adopting the slogan ‘populate or perish.” As the country
painfully returned to a peacetime economy, demand for labour became
more pressing. The government wanted a speedy end to wartime
restrictions, including the rationing of consumer goods and petrol.
There were serious labour shortages, however, in the coal, timber, steel,
building and textile industries. There was also an urgent need for
upgraded infrastructure, especially transport and power. Skilled
migrant labour was needed for hydro-electricity schemes, road and rail
construction, as well as manual jobs in remote areas. Furthermore,
wartime attacks by the Japanese on the northern coastlines, and even a
foray into Sydney Harbour by ‘midget’ submarines, had highlighted
Australia’s vulnerability. The Immigration Minister bluntly told
Australians ‘we must fill the country or lose it.”®

Calwell’s policy was to preserve ‘White Australia.” He promised
that for every ‘foreign’ migrant, ten would come from Britain. It was an
impossible promise, from which the Minister was quickly forced to
retreat. The official policy was that Australia should take 70,000
migrants each year, but in 1947 only 6,500 British arrived and he had to
look elsewhere to fill the quota.* In July 1947, Calwell introduced the
Displaced Persons (DP) Immigration Scheme, which met Western
concerns about the humanitarian problems of the refugees of Europe, as
well as Australia’s self-interest, by boosting economic growth and
easing security fears in the unstable post-war world. Soon after the
International Refugee Organisation (IRO) commenced operations in
mid-1947, Australia agreed to accept refugees from Central and Eastern
Europe. In the preceding months, Britain and the United States had
exerted pressure to gain Australian participation in IRO programs in
order to ease the immense human suffering caused by the millions of
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war refugees. The West aimed to relieve the political and economic
tensions of Europe’s dispossessed, thereby removing one of
communism'’s chief weapons.

In early May 1947, Sir Sholto Douglas, the British Commander-in-
Chief in Germany, had drawn attention to the refugee problem,
emphasising that ‘in his opinion’ they ‘would be most suitable settlers’
for Australia. The British considered refugees from Latvia, Lithuania
and Estonia to be ‘undoubtedly the elite of the refugees.” Sir Sholto
expected ‘all the best to be taken within 12 months.” The head of the
Australian Military Mission in Berlin, Brigadier T.W. White, concurred
that they were, indeed, the ‘best material” available. Their high standard
of education and their ready potential to assimilate into Australian
society placed them a cut above other Displaced Persons (DPs). “The
Baltic refugees are as a whole in a somewhat different category from
other races in that they do not consist of depressed classes,” Brigadier
White wrote, adding that generally ‘speaking they appear to be hard
working and law abiding.”

Calwell responded immediately. In June, he flew to Europe to visit
a number of DP camps which housed mainly Baltic refugees. They
made a deep impression on the Minister, with their blue eyes, blond
and red hair, and ‘quasi-military discipline.” A few weeks later, he was
in Geneva to sign an agreement with the Preparatory Commission of
the International Refugee Organisation. He announced that he had
come ‘on behalf of the Australian Government to arrange for large scale
immigration into my distant, but vast and under-populated country.’
Australia wanted not only skilled workers, specialists and intellectuals,
but also ‘large numbers of manual workers’ to assist with road
building, dam construction and hydro-electricity projects. Calwell
emphasised that selection would be non-discriminatory, and that
whole families were welcome to settle in Australia.® Over the next four
and a half years, nearly 180,000 people left devastated Europe under
the DP scheme to make new lives in Australia. Almost all were genuine
DPs and refugees and over the last five decades they have made
enormous contributions to economic, cultural and political life,
enriching hitherto Anglo-Saxon-dominated institutions and outlooks
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and initiating the country’s development into today’s vibrant,
multicultural society.

The DP scheme was something of a political gamble for the
government, however, as Australians had a well-deserved reputation
for hostility to foreigners. Indeed, most preferred the existing, largely
homogeneous racial mix, and anything which threatened it provoked
dissension. From the beginning Calwell was on the defensive. He
promised that the government was ‘determined to preserve the
predominantly British character of the Australian nation by insisting
that the highest possible proportion of our population gain through
immigration should be from the United Kingdom and other Empire
countries.” In reality Calwell could not simultaneously deliver on that
promise and bring in the annual quota. To ensure the latter, he
advocated the DP scheme with great passion, reinforced by what was
for those times a sophisticated public relations campaign. This stressed
its humanitarian objectives as much as Australia’s need for large
population increases to bolster the economy and strengthen national
defence and security against regional threats. The Minister was
wholehearted, personally assisting in the recruitment of staff and the
establishment of security and medical screening® He also directed
Australian diplomats in Washington to request the US government to
provide American ships, with the result that many migrants arrived on
former US Army ships.’

Calwell’s personal commitment did not satisfy his critics. He was
soon embroiled in heated and often bitter debate. From one side, he had
to faceracist attacks by right-wing extremists, including some leaders of
the Returned Services League (RSL) and sections of the press, notably
the Bulletin. Many critics focussed on the undesirability of all non-
Anglo-Saxon migrants. RSL Federal President G. W. Holland
commented that the League was ‘dismayed’ that so many ‘aliens” were
to be shipped to Australia. Others were hostile over Jewish migration.
Before he launched the DP scheme, Calwell had agreed with the tiny
Australian Jewish community on a very limited program to admit
Jewishrefugees who had relatives in Australia. Even this drew stinging
criticism, including from Victorian RSL President Ken Bolton. At first,
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the minister gained a reputation for championing both Jewish and non-
Jewish refugees, describing the attitudes of some Liberal and Country
Party politicians as ‘anti-Semitic outbursts.””’

Before long, however, Calwell was caught in the crossfire, at the
same time having to fend off charges that Nazi war criminals were
arriving under cover of the DP scheme. Not surprisingly, the first claims
came from the Jewish community, especially from the Jewish Council to
Combat Fascism and Anti-Semitism (the Jewish Council).” The Council
was formed in 1942, and went on to be a lynchpin of the campaign to
admit Jewish refugees from Nazism. It counted among its active
members prominent community leaders, and had significant influence
in the Executive Council of Australian Jewry (ECA]), the national body
of organised Jewry. It also drew members from both major political
parties, but especially from Calwell’'s own Labor Party. Some of its
members were communists, however, and this was to prove sadly
decisive as the Council strove to draw attention to the arrival of Nazis
at the time of the Cold War.

The Council collected huge amounts of largely accurate information
about Nazi migrants among the DPs. Through their contacts in Europe
and from arriving Jewish migrants, the Council was all too aware of the
enormous difficulties which beset Australian intelligence and
immigration officers in screening the refugees. One informant, Tadeusz
Kuchinka, had worked in the IRO Eligibility Division in Salzburg,
Austria, where his fluency in six languages had been invaluable in
determining which applicants were entitled to migrate and which were
barred. After his arrival in Australia, Kuchinka wrote to the Jewish
community about the flawed selection process. He pointed out that
many ‘war criminals of various nationalities — especially Latvians — have
slipped through IRO eligibility screenings” and entered Australia. He
also claimed, accurately, that IRO screening for eligibility was not as
thorough and efficient as it should be, and that ‘Australian immigration
authorities accept the results of IRO screening without questions.””

From sources like Kuchinka, the Jewish community pieced together
a true picture of Australian immigration and security screening
methods. The intelligence and immigration officers who conducted this
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screening had to distinguish those who were bona fide refugees from the
Baltic states, the Ukraine, Yugoslavia, Hungary and so on, from those
who had collaborated with the Nazis and were fleeing their homelands
to escape retribution. As we have seen, this collaboration often involved
voluntary service in SS and auxiliary police units which carried out
mass killing operations against the Nazis’ political and racial enemies,
particularly Jews, Gypsies and Slavs (Serbs, Russians, Ukrainians,
Poles). But how could an Australian migration or security screener tell
the difference between genuine refugees, political dissidents and
concentration camp survivors on the one hand, and Nazi mass killers on
the other? Immigration Minister Calwell was at least superficially
conscious of these problems. While in Germany in 1947, he read a
security report which convinced him of the danger of Nazis slipping
through any net and moved to establish proper security screening. He
arranged for a military officer to be seconded to conduct the checks. This
would have been too little in light of the size of the problem, but actually
the officer never took on these duties, being engaged instead with the
procedural selection of migrants.”

This ambivalence set the tone for the DP scheme, which officially
commenced in October 1947 when the first shipload of Baltic migrants
left Bremerhaven. Having been advised that the refugees from Latvia,
Lithuania and Estonia were ‘men and women of good type and many
of education,” Calwell agreed to take 4,000 Baltic DPs in 1947, and
12,000 a year thereafter." Competition was fierce, however, especially
with the rival migration teams from Canada and America. Before the
first refugee ship had even sailed, Calwell had given permission to
expand the eligible categories by admitting Ukrainians and Slovenes.
Despite an initial preference for single people from the Baltic states,
eventually 35,000 Latvians, Lithuanians and Estonians arrived in
Australia, accounting for 20 per cent of those benefiting from the
scheme.” The scheme had been running for barely two months when
serious criticisms were expressed over some Latvians on the first
ships. The Jewish Council sent an official to a Victorian migrant centre
to investigate the new arrivals. Ominously, he reported a high
incidence of anti-Semitism and fascist tendencies.'* While this did not
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prove that Nazis were among the DPs, it certainly suggested thatit was
probable.

Initially, Calwell’s policy excluded anyone who had even ‘served in
the enemy armed forces against the Allies,” including non-combatant
roles, because they ‘would be likely to jeopardise its successful
functioning as public reaction ... would be adverse.”” Even at this early
stage, however, Australian authorities knew that the Jewish Council’s
criticisms were well founded. Indeed, Calwell knew that former Latvian
SS officers were on the first ship. Despite the supposedly thorough
screening process, two SS officers fooled the Australian selection team
and reached the pre-embarkation camp at Diepholz. Although detected
prior to leaving port, screening of this rigour did not continue for more
than a few weeks. As Andrew Menzies commented in his 1986 report,
the strict procedures which caught these two Latvian SS officers ‘may
have been relaxed’ for later shipments.®

Six months into the DP scheme, Australian intelligence received
information that former Baltic SS members were among the first
shipments.”” The Commonwealth Investigation Service (CIS) was
formed at the end of 1945, and took over the responsibilities of both the
Investigation Branch and the Security Service. It was the precursor of
the Australian Security Intelligence Organisation which, in turn,
absorbed most of the CIS functions and operations in 1949.2 Much to
Calwell’s chagrin, the CIS of 1947 took the allegations against the Baltic
SS men far too seriously. A Military Intelligence officer was dispatched
to examine a number of the DPs physically and discovered
incriminating scars under their left armpits. To the Australian security
officers it was obvious that the scars resulted from surgery to remove
the blood group tattoos which the SS placed under the left armpit of
most of their officers and men.”

The CIS officers wrote a security report informing their political
masters that Nazis were arriving under the auspices of the
government’s mass migration program. Instead of taking this finding
seriously, by deporting such illegal migrants and tightening procedures
to prevent the arrival of more Nazi collaborators, Calwell angrily
dismissed the report as ‘a farrago of nonsense.” Subsequently, the head
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of his department, Tasman Heyes, wrote a veiled message to the CIS
stating that while SS tattoos, or even the existence of scars where they
may have once been, were grounds for rejecting DPs, the whole thing
was a matter for Immigration, not Security. Moreover, ‘hasty
conclusions as to the security risk of certain classes of migrants do
much harm not only to worthy people but to our immigration plans.’?

The Labor government had decided that the program'’s success was
more important than preventing Nazis from settling in Australia.
Calwell’s vehemence apparently cowed the CIS. It did not, however,
silence other critics. Within a year of launching the DP scheme, the
Minister was inundated with allegations that Nazi collaborators and
war criminals were in Australia. By 1949, the annual report of the Jewish
Council recorded that it ‘is known that, among the large number of
Baltic migrants who have landed here in the past year, there are many
who, whether voluntarily or under some pressure, assisted the Nazis to
kill European Jews.” The Council would not condemn whole groups for
the crimes of a few, but pointed out that many minor concentration
camp officials had come from the Baltic states. The report warned
‘against a type of migrant who is arriving here in substantial numbers
and whose outlook may well make him  a serious menace to our
Australian institutions and democratic way of life in general.”?

Such claims enraged Calwell, for whomthe scheme’s success was as
much a matter of personal pride as of political and economic policy. He
clearly believed that to admit thatany of the arriving migrants mightbe
a ‘menace’ to Australia was tantamount to acknowledging that the
whole program was flawed. He frequently deflected criticisms by
pointing to the pro-Jewish aspect of his immigration policy. Relatively
speaking, however, the total number of Jews involved was not large. In
keeping with anti-Jewish feelings sweeping much of the British Empire
in response to the increasingly bloody battle for Palestine, there were a
number of discriminatory measures limiting Jewish immigration. The
feeling among the establishment in countries like Canada and Australia
was that no Jewish migration was too much. While Calwell was less
blinkered and prejudiced than some of his officials, he was far more
concerned about possible negative effects that Jewish immigration
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might have on public perceptions of his scheme than with repercussions
arising from Nazis. In time, the Minister introduced more severe
measures to limit Jewish migration, prompting the International
Hebrew Immigration Aid Society to claim, in September 1947, that ‘the
former collaborators of the Nazis were to be considered priority cases
whereas Jews were regarded as undesirables.’”

The Jews, so recently the main victims of Hitler’s murderous
policies, were again subjected to officially sanctioned discrimination,
while their persecutors were able to enter the country by virtue of
official indifference. Pressured on all sides, Calwell responded to Jewish
complaints with a veiled threat. Boatloads consisting only of Jewish
migrants would be ‘one of the worst things for Australian Jewry,’
because it was inadvisable to claim ’special privileges for special
classes.”” It was a foretaste of the type of blackmail Calwell’s successor,
Harold Holt, would use more forcefully after the Liberals gained office
in 1949. By then, the Jewish community had stepped up its campaign
against Nazi migrants.

In defending his immigration program, Calwell claimed that
Australia had established the world’s best screening system, pointing
to the findings of a Returned Services League delegation which had
conducted on-the-spot inquiries in Europe. This report stated
categorically that ‘it would be almost impossible for any Nazi or any
other subversive person to get through the security screening net.”
Future RSL delegations would repeat this claim, backed strongly by
government officials and politicians. The new head of the Australian
Military Mission in Germany, Brigadier Fred ‘Blackjack” Galleghan,
was vociferous on the subject. By May 1948, Australian selection teams
in Germany and Austria were experiencing difficulties in filling the
quotas, so Galleghan decided to expand the DP scheme to include
Yugoslavs, Czechs, Ukrainians and ‘even’ Poles, on a ‘more exacting
basis’ than for other nationalities. Galleghan, who had spent much of
the war in the notorious Changi camp, was appointed Deputy Director
of the Commonwealth Investigation Service on his return from the
war? As head of the Military Mission, he oversaw immigration
selection and was responsible for security screening. A seasoned
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soldier and intelligence officer, he should have been well qualified for
the task. In fact, the only rule he rigorously applied was the
government’s policy that not more than 25 per cent of any one group of
migrants could be Jewish.*®

Some Jewish refugees who managed to meet Calwell’s strict criteria
repeatedly made the claim that Galleghan was not telling the truth
about the screening system. Many had been Nazi victims and spent
years in concentration camps. Some had lost their entire families. A
distinct minority among the many thousands of arriving migrants,
many Jews complained that they found it impossible to live in migrant
reception centres with men whom they regarded as their former
tormentors.” From their own experiences in Europe, they knew that the
IRO criteria were being flouted and that there were former Nazis among
the DPs, some of them guilty of horrendous crimes. These newly arrived
migrants were convinced that the Australian Jewish comrnunity had
good reason to be worried about these people and they forcefully drew
attention to their concerns.

In response, the Jewish community investigated the situation in the
migrant reception centres, where they found small Jewish groups
housed among mostly Eastern and Central Europeans. In 1949, a Jewish
investigator visited the Fairbairn and Eastlake migrant hostels in
Canberra. His report on the conditions of the seventeen Jews living
among 800 Estonian, Latvian, Lithuanian, Ukrainian and Polish
migrants indicated that all was not well.* Most of this group had arrived
on the Dundalk Bay, which had left Trieste in March 1949. The Jews
reported that immediately after leaving port, anti-Semitic incidents
began to occur, with some of the 400 Ukrainians on board said to have
been the worst offenders. The British and Danish crew members were
often forced to intervene to ensure that Jews could sit in peace at the
dinner table, and that other passengers did not attack them. Complaints
to the ship’s IRO officer were dismissed. He claimed he was too busy to
attend to every ‘small incident.” More disturbingly, the Jewish DPs
claimed that some passengers had SS blood group tattoos under their
armpits, while others had had them removed. One was overheard to say
that he had been a volunteer in the Gestapo in Cracow, Poland, from



254 ARTHUR CALWELL

1941 to 1943. Another refused to take off his shirt in public for fear of
exposing his SS tattoo, while a Lithuanian, accused by a Pole of serving
with the S5, merely replied that it ‘doesn’t matter.’

One Jewish DP, David Brockman, reported that a Ukrainian
passenger carried a photograph of himself in SS uniform hidden in a
book. Brockman found the picture by chance and took it to an American
IRO official on his ship, the General Omar Bradley. The IRO official told
him to forget the incident and refused to return the photograph. These
newly arrived migrants were sent to Bathurst in April, where the Jewish
group said they were once again subjected to anti-Semitic insults and
serious assaults. One ended in the knifing of a Polish man who had
come to the assistance of two Jews being attacked by two Baltic
migrants. The barracks in which Jews slept were attacked and stones
thrown through the windows at night. Other Jewish DPs complained
that some Ukrainian migrants forcibly removed their skull caps when
they wore them to the dinner table, telling them that they could eat like
that ‘under the Jews,” but if ‘you want to eat with us, you can’t wear a
skull cap.” Attacks continued at the Fairbairn and Eastlake migrant
centres in Canberra, with Ukrainian and Lithuanian DPs alleged
frequent participants. Joseph Krater, the lone Jew at one centre, was
continually harassed and claimed that one night drunken Ukrainians
had stuck knives through the door of his hut. Others reported that anti-
Semitic slogans were scrawled on the walls and that hostile groups
would gather whenever Jewish migrants stood up for themselves. One
Lithuanian had stated that it was a pity that any Jews were still alive.
‘Don’t forget how it was in Europe and it will be the same here,” Moses
Berger was told at dinner at Fairbairn hostel. The Jews were clearly
intimidated, and genuinely feared for their safety.

Even isolated incidents of this kind should have alerted Australian
authorities that real problems existed. While there were undoubted
language difficulties, most Australian officials were indifferent to the
allegations. Although anti-Semitism in itself did not prove that there
were Nazis among the migrants, it was enough to warrant official
concern in the circumstances. Anti-Jewish sentiments and violent
upheavals against Jewish communities had been deep-rooted in the
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social and economic fabrics of many Central and Eastern European
countries. The Nazis skilfully exploited this latent and powerful
hostility when they occupied these areas. At the very least, Australian
officials should have been wary of importing this racial hatred. They
should also have been aware that such a significant level of anti-
Semitism among sections of the DPs suggested the probability that some
were Nazi war criminals. Instead, they not only ignored evidence of
racial bigotry, but turned a blind eye to widespread claims that former
SS and Nazi police officers were among the migrants. When
investigations were launched, they were superficial. The message had
reached all levels of the bureaucracy that nothing should disturb the
smooth functioning of the DP scheme.

However, the incidents were not isolated. Rather, a definite pattern
emerged.” Repeated attacks against Jews, including serious beatings
and knifings, were alleged against Nazi migrants. Complaints to
authorities often had to be made through Baltic interpreters, who
deliberately garbled the stories and threatened the complaining Jews,
even in the presence of Australian officials. Authorities at the Bonegilla
migrant camp were said to be only nominally in charge, the true power
being a Baltic migrant, a former Nazi stormtrooper who allegedly
participated in the destruction of the Riga ghetto in which thousands of
Jews were killed.> Australians teaching English at Bonegilla reported
that in summer, when the men wore sleeveless singlets while they
worked, it was cormmon to see the SS blood group tattoos (or the scars
where they had been) under many of their armpits.® As discussed in
Chapter Ten, one of these Australian teachers provided substantial leads
to the authorities about senior Nazis like Branislav Ivanovic.

Sam Goldbloom'’s visit to Bonegilla in 1950 convinced him that the
reports were not exaggerated. A young ex-serviceman who joined the
Jewish Council immediately after the war, Goldbloom later served on
the executive. One of his earliest missions was to visit Bonegilla with a
friend. Masquerading as plumbers, they gained access to the shower
block in order to observe the migrants while they were washing. As
they did, a number raised their arms above their heads, revealing tell-
tale plastic surgery marks under their left armpits. Goldbloom took a
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few quick snapshots, which were then presented to the government as
evidence of the Council’s claims?** Allegations abounded that former
Gestapo and SS members were hiding amongst the migrants, including
Volksdeutsche who had served in the SS Division Prinz Eugen,
notorious for horrendous atrocities in Yugoslavia against civilians and
partisans alike.

Many of the claims made at this time later turned out to be more or
less correct. A number of Nazi war criminals were found to have
occupied influential positions in DP camps, among them Konrads Kalejs,
whose career as an officer in the Arajs Kommando was examined in
Chapter Four. Through an accident of history, Kalejs has become the best
known Latvian war criminal to settle in Australia. Kalejs had arrived in
Australia in October 1950 after admitting to the IRO that he was a
lieutenant in the Latvian army in 1941. Despite this, he proceeded to the
Australian selection team without further investigation. He then told the
Australian security screeners that he had only been a farm labourer
during the war, but had no papers to substantiate his account, having
‘lost’ them in a fire in a DP camp in 1947. Apparently that made him an
expert on identity papers. For three years after his arrival in Australia,
Kalejs was the documentation and processing clerk at Bonegilla. In this
position he was well placed to help other Nazis, as he handled many
sensitive documents, especially the issuing of identity cards, to other
migrants who had no papers. He later moved to Melbourne, gained
Australian citizenship in August 1957 and then shifted to the United
States. As discussed previously, Kalejs retained his Australian citizenship
and as this is written in March 2001 the Latvian government has
launched extradition proceedings against this 87-year-old mass killer.

Konrads Kalejs was not, however, the only Nazi war criminal to
obtain a position of influence at Bonegilla. As outlined in Chapter Ten,
Branislav Ivanovi¢ was employed as a block supervisor at the same time
that Kalejs held his position at Bonegilla. At the time, many Jewish
migrants made similar accusations against other migrants and also
painted a negative picture of the screening process in Europe. They were
adamant that Australian methods compared unfavourably with those
used by other Western countries. According to some accounts, the
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American and Canadian screening teams at least made some effort to
establish the wartime activities of prospective migrants while the
Australians made little, if any. Australian interviewers were said to be
usually perfunctory, while the Canadians and Americans conducted
detailed interrogations, often lasting two or three hours.*

Jewish organisations were by no means the only source for the
accumulating evidence of Nazi migrants. IRO officials themselves
supplied damning information. In March 1949, for example, 902
migrants arrived in Australia on the IRO-chartered ship the Mozaffari.
They had embarked in Naples after selection from three DP camps in
Germany, and almost one third were from the Baltic states. Many new
arrivals spoke with appreciation and relief at their arrival to start new
lives in Australia, but an IRO official on board sounded an ominous
warning. He asserted that among the Baltic migrants on the Mozaffari
were some who had fought with the German Army during the war. In
keeping with the prevailing Cold War climate, he was quick to point out
that ‘it was on the Russian front and not against the British or
Americans.”*® Clearly this minimised the problem in his mind, but the
reality was that they should not have been included in the IRO’s
resettlement program, as its constitution explicitly excluded Nazi
collaborators from assistance to emigrate. It also violated the Australian
government’s stated policy of excluding former members of Nazi
military and police units. The IRO official turned out to have made a
correct, if understated, observation. One of those on the ship was, in fact,
Karlis Ozols, the Latvian Nazi who had conducted numerous mass
killing operations in and around Minsk, whose case was detailed in
Chapter Three.

By 1949, Australia’s Nazi scandal was no longer a Jewish issue. The
media had taken up the story, and begun their own investigations. In
July, reporters for the Sydney Sun and Daily Telegraph were banned from
IRO ships because they criticised the Nazi background of some of the
arriving DPs. On 21 July, the US army transport ship General Harry
Taylor arrived in Sydney from Napl'es with 864 passengers, including
Hungarians, Yugoslavs, Ukrainians, Poles, Latvians, Czechs, Estonians,
Lithuanians and Byelorussians. Crew members described some of them
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as being ‘the worst types,” including Nazi collaborators and
communists. They claimed that racial fights had broken out during the
voyage and alleged there were Germans who had fought against the
Allies hiding among the Hungarians on the ship. A Yugoslav passenger
stated that several of his fellow passengers were former SS members
who had had their blood group tattoos removed in Naples before
embarking.

In line with his earlier outbursts, Immigration Minister Calwell
angrily dismissed these claims as ‘gross and wicked falsehoods.” The
IRO chief in Australia, Major General C. E. M. Lloyd, quickly banned
reporters of the two newspapers from all IRO ships.” Despite the ban, in
October the shipping reporter of the Sydney Sun gained brief access to
the IRO ship Amarapoora, which had arrived from Naples with 617
migrants. Two uniformed British crew members claimed to the reporter
that many former Nazis and German soldiers were amongst the DPs,
and six passengers confirmed this. Before he could gather further
information, the reporter was unceremoniously ordered off the ship by
its chief officer, who explained that the order came directly from General
Lloyd.*

Arthur Calwell’s cover-up of Australia’s Nazi scandal between
mid-1947 and late 1949 was a classic case of a senior politician so hell-
bent on achieving his well-intentioned policies that he was willing to
ignore all evidence of negative consequences. Calwell’s rising anger in
the closing months of 1949 also probably reflected his governimnent’s
knowledge that it was about to be swept from power by Robert Menzies
and his Liberal-Country Party coalition. In the months after their
victory in December 1949, Menzies and his senior ministers perpetuated
Calwell’s cover-up, adding some extra dimensions of their own. The
Nazi scandal was about to become a bipartisan affair.



Harold Holt: The Political Chapter Twelve
Cover-Up Continues

As 1949 drew to a close, both Australian and international affairs were
reaching watersheds. The earlier mistrust between the Soviet Union and
the Western allies had set into the permafrost of the Cold War, but many
Western leaders believed this could easily erupt into armed hostilities
while Stalin confronted the West in Berlin. Domestically, the lines of the
Cold War had been drawn in the final months of the Chifley Labor
government. The rejuvenated Liberal-Country Party coalition under
Robert Menzies came to office in December, pledged to support the
American and British crusade against international communism and to
deal severely with its domestic followers.! In the years that followed, his
government was entirely unconcerned at the evidence of Nazis in
Australia. The ‘communist menace” was an almost singular focus.

The controversy, however, would not go away. One week after
assuming office, the new Minister for Immigration, Harold Holt, was
confronted with fresh allegations of Nazi migrants. The Sydney Sunday
Herald reported that the authorities were examining substantial
evidence that Nazis, including SS officers, had arrived as DPs.> The
evidence was contained in numerous statutory declarations. These
included the admissions of newly arrived migrants, who had openly
boasted of their Nazi pasts and their activities during the war. The
newspaper, while not disclosing the identities of the individuals,
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published complete details of the allegations. The evidence was the
result of a massive investigation by the Jewish community.> Thirty-five
years later, the results of the official inquiry by the Commonwealth
Investigation Service were released under Australia’s Archives Act. It
was hardly an example of a top-quality security investigation. Rather, it
revealed the cynical and lackadaisical approach of Australian
intelligence agencies.

This investigation was, in fact, typical of Australian intelligence’s
attitude towards the numerous allegations against former Nazis. While
ASIO’s approach was slightly more professional than the CIS, the
official records reveal a pattern of incompetence and failure of duty.
Obsessed by the communist threat, Australian intelligence officials
invariably minimised the seriousness of allegations, deliberately going
out of their way to clear suspected Nazis. They failed to follow leads
which may well have provided them with enough evidence to support
a case. More often than not they took the word of suspects that they
were merely ‘anti-communists.” Substantial evidence could often have
been obtained by simply requesting readily available information from
British and American intelligence agencies, with which Australia
cooperated closely. As previously seen, this information often revealed
that suspects had not only served the Nazis, but also had been on the
payroll of Western intelligence. The result was that ASIO was frequently
more interested in putting Nazis to work as Q agents than in
investigating their war crimes.

The evidence of war crimes provided to the CIS in 1949, while not
conclusive, was strong in most instances and certainly suggested the
need for thorough inquiries. One allegation made by Andrew Banyasz
in a statement of 3 September concerned Leslie Arnoldi, a member of the
SS who claimed his blood group tattoo had been removed by an
American doctor in Steier, Austria.! George Tyroler and Banyasz signed
another statement claiming that a kitchen hand at the Wallgrove
migrant hostel had admitted in their presence that he had belonged to
the fascist Hungarian Arrow Cross and had worked at its Budapest
headquarters. They claimed, accurately, that the Arrow Cross had
rounded up innocent men, women and children and herded them to the
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banks of the Danube where they were shot ‘without any semblance of a
trial.” In fact, the Arrow Cross, led by Ferenc Szalasi, had assisted Adolf
Eichmann to organise his last large-scale mass killing of Jews in 1944.
Arrow Cross members were also the police guards who delivered the
consignuments of doomed Jews to the Hungarian border on their final
journey to Auschwitz and the gas chambers. Arrow Cross headquarters
in Budapest had handled the administrative details of pogroms and the
machinery of mass murder.’ Subsequently, it was alleged that this man
also had admitted that he had participated personally in these killings.*

Mirko Trebich’s statement of 1 September 1949 concerned Charles
Keleman, ‘who migrated to Australia under the IRO Scheme with a
Government contract” Keleman was a member of the Hungarian
country police, or gendarmerie, one of the units which had been
responsible for some of the worst mass killings in Hungary, Trebich said.
‘He told me that he participated in the round-up of Yugoslavs and Jews
from the 19th to the 21st January, 1942, Trebich declared, and that this
‘round-up resulted in the murder of three thousand people.” Trebich also
claimed that an informer in the same round-up, a prominent member of
the Nazi Volksdeutsche fifth column in Yugoslavia during the war, was
employed in the IRO resettlement program at Salzburg in Austria, where
‘he was influential in the selection of migrants to Australia.” Later
information received by the Jewish community from London’s Wiener
Library appeared to confirm Trebich’s claim, isolating a man with a very
similar name who was wanted for murders committed in October 1941
at Kraljevo, a Serbian town north of Kosovo. In March 1951, the
Executive Council of Australian Jewry claimed to the government that
this man had arrived in the country the previous year.’

George Tyroler made a second statement, alleging that Andrew
Laszlé had been ‘a member of the Hungarian Rongyas Garda, the
equivalent of the German SA, or Brown Shirts.” Tyroler claimed that
Laszlé had made anti-Semitic remarks, threatened him and declared
that the Hungarians did not want ‘foreign elements’ among them. The
Laszl6 case will be further examined in Chapter Fourteen. Tyroler also
alleged that a carpenter at Wallgrove had admitted that he could not
go back to Hungary because he would be tried for the murder of an
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anti-Nazi partisan.® Although these claims did not amount to conclusive
legal cases against the accused, and while exaggeration and even malice
may have been present in some instances, it was nonetheless obvious
that all was not well with the DP immigration scheme.

Moreover, these accusations turned out to be only the tip of the
iceberg, for other newspapers acted on further serious allegations. The
same day in December 1949 that Menzies became Prime Minister, the
Melbourne Truth published an article about a very different type of Nazi
collaborator. Heinrich (Chajim) Bontschek was a Jewish tailor then
living in Melbourne.’ The attention paid to Bontschek’s case both by
government officials and the media was symptomatic of ‘investigations’
into Australia’s Nazi scandal. While very many other cases were
covered up or treated superficially, Bontschek became a minor cause
célebre. Rumours had been circulating for several years that Bontschek
had been a notorious KAPO (Jewish foreman) in the Auschwitz
concentration camp in Poland.” In fact, the Victorian police had received
an anonymous letter about Bontschek in August 1947, alleging that he
was a ‘Jewish traitor,” and had “punished people most severely’ in Nazi
concentration camps." Bontschek had entered Australia under the
Landing Permit scheme, which had allowed refugees from Nazism to
enter Australia during the war. After 1945, most of the migrants under
this scheme were German or Polish Jews. Reflecting official attitudes
towards Jewish migration, the standard of security screening for
Landing Permit migrants was considerably tighter than for migrants
entering under the DP scheme.”

In December 1947, Bontschek was interviewed by Victorian Special
Branch officers. He admitted that he had held a position of authority at
Auschwitz, as a barracks leader, but denied the charges of his fellow
prisoners. A month before this interview, the CIS had cleared him on the
basis of a police report ‘indicating that nothing had been ascertainable
nor discernible which would support the allegations.””* Seven former
inmates of the camp had signed statutory declarations claiming that
Bontschek had served the Nazis at Auschwitz by mistreating Jews in his
charge. Some testified that Bontschek had beaten them with a wooden
table leg, which he carried to punish prisoners for even the smallest
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misdemeanour. There were also claims that he had deprived people of
food when they were starving, forced them to work when it was not
necessary and obtained food for himself while those he controlled
starved. Others stated that Bontschek had punished prisoners by
hanging them by their arms from the rafters of camp huts and flogging
them until they became so weak that they could not work, and
consequently were sent to the gas chambers. Others died as a direct
result of Bontschek’s floggings. Most of the Jewish survivors agreed that
Bontschek had treated them worse than the Germans.

The CIS and Immigration Department investigations of Bontschek
exemplify the duplicity and incompetence with which such inquiries
were conducted. Security and departmental officers were fully aware of
substantial allegations that Bontschek ‘was responsible for many deaths
and vicious cruelty to internees.” But instead of investigating the actual
charges made by Jewish survivors of Auschwitz, they concentrated on
one allegation in the anonymous August 1947 letter. This claimed that
Bontschek was on the Dutch government’s list of wanted war criminals.*
Responding to an Immigration Department request, the Australian
Military Mission in Germany rapidly determined that this allegation had
no foundation. The new Immigration Minister, Harold Holt, then claimed
that the investigations had not substantiated the charges. In closing the
Bontschek case, the CIS Director wrote that it was “difficult to appreciate
that a number of people who have made Statutory Declarations have
done so in complete error.”® Indeed, it would have been difficult to see
how they could have done so, except that the investigations had ignored
the actual allegations made against Bontschek.

Over three and a half decades later, when the ABC radio series Nazis
in Australia revived the Bontschek case, a Dutch woman who had
migrated to Australia at the time when the initial controversy erupted
phoned this author. She had a special interest in the affair, as her former
fiancé was one of the brave people who had resisted the Nazi
occupation of Holland and aided the Jewish community by sheltering
Bontschek from the Gestapo. When Bontschek was subsequently
discovered, arrested by the Gestapo and sent to Auschwitz, her fiancé
was deported too, never to return. After the war, she heard from
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survivors that Bontschek had repaid her fiancé by treating him brutally,
contributing significantly to his ultimate death. The dead man’s fiancée
was surprised to find Bontschek in a Melbourne street soon after her
arrival in Australia. Like Maly Elinsohn’s encounter with Argods
Fricsons (recounted in Chapter Four), victims and perpetrators often
lived as near neighbours in the adjoining quiet suburbs of Australian
cities. Like Fricsons, Bontschek died unpunished a few years after Holt
dishonestly cleared him of all charges.”

This was, however, only one instance among many. On Christmas
Eve 1949, the Melbourne Truth published the results of yet another
investigation, dealing with some of the cases examined earlier by the
Sydney Sunday Herald. But new allegations emerged. Alexandrs Dovans
was accused of working for the Gestapo in Riga, allegedly informing on
Jewish and Latvian partisans who were then shot on the spot.”” Stanislav
Mozina, of the Albert Park migrant camp in Melbourne, was accused of
serving in an auxiliary SS unit. Wasil Podwysocki, also of Albert Park,
was said to have served in the SS at a Polish death camp.* Franciszek
Sidor was accused of being in an SS unit, while another man was alleged
to have a photograph of himself in a Nazi auxiliary police uniform.
These were only some of the serious indications of a significant Nazi
migration to Australia that confronted Harold Holt in December 1949.
Senior officials of his department were, however, adept at fobbing off
reporters with claims that major probes were being conducted and that
‘a thorough check is being made into the histories of all concerned.” In
fact, the Australian authorities had been investigating many of these
charges well before Holt became minister, but the checks were hardly
thorough. In nearly all cases, they were about as reliable as the
investigation into Heinrich Bontschek.

As far back as July 1949, the Commonwealth Investigation Service
had commenced inquiries into the allegations made against migrants
at the Wallgrove camp in Sydney.” The investigation was actually
conducted by a Hungarian Camp Leader, C. Bolla, and a Latvian, Z.
Sebba. Not surprisingly, they found that the statements of many Jewish
DPs at Wallgrove could not be substantiated. Indeed, they ‘were
unable to obtain any evidence or suggestion that there was any ill
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feeling towards Jewish migrants.” In fact, four Jewish migrants were
said to be on the ‘best of terms’ with other camp inhabitants.” The
shallowness of this investigation, with its reliance on the accused, was
typical of these inquiries. By 30 December 1949, most of the official
investigations were almost over and Melbourne Commonwealth
Migration Officer, A.H. Priest, stated that only Alexandrs Dovans
‘appears to be of a doubtful character” Even Dovans was eventually
cleared by Holt, who later claimed the Security Service could not
confirm the allegation.”

The Investigation Service had interviewed each of the accused.
Wasil Podwysocki denied having been an SS member at a death camp
in Poland. His account of the war years placed him as a farm labourer
in the Ukraine until 1942, when he said he had been deported to
Germany to work on a farm. ‘Podwysocki is a good type,” wrote E.
Richards, acting Deputy Director of the CIS in Melbourne, ‘and the
Interviewing Officers are prepared to accept his statements. He cannot
... furnish the names of any persons now domiciled in Australia who can
substantiate his statements regarding his places of work and
incarceration from 1942 onwards.””* The CIS also accepted the word of
Franciszek Sidor, who likewise denied being an SS member, ‘and again
there would appear to be no reason to doubt his statements.”?

The case of Stanislav MoZina was more complicated, because he
admitted to serving as a volunteer in the Slovenian quisling Domobrans
(Home Guard), which operated in Yugoslavia under SS orders. Indeed,
these units had sworn allegiance to Hitler and volunteered to obey the
orders of their SS masters. They committed atrocities, not only against
Tito’s communist-led partisans but also against innocent civilians
suspected of anti-Nazi sentiments. The CIS did not view this as a major
obstacle, clearing Mozina because he was ‘definitely anti-Communist
and anti-Tito, and it is considered that he would have joined any
movement to combat Communism.” Having established his political
credentials, Richards declared that Mozina was ‘a reasonably good type,
is fast acquiring a knowledge of English, and is described by an executive
of Smith, Mitchell & Company, as an excellent worker.” What this had to
do with the case is far from clear. Despite the existing policy that anybody
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who had served in enemy military formations during the war should be
excluded from Australia, Richards concluded Mozina’s case with the
facile observation that the CIS ‘officers are of opinion that his service in
the Slovenian Army should not be held against him in this instance.**

The CIS found it harder to clear Alexandrs Dovans, but they found a
way in keeping with the mood of the day. Dovans certainly pulled the
wool over their eyes with amazing ease, helped by the CIS officers’
ignorance of European history. The investigators easily could have
exposed the many contradictions and holes in his story by asking the
British Foreign Office to provide an official Latvian wartime history, or
even by consulting a good book. It should have been an easy task to show
he had lied about his wartime activities. In Dovans’s case, the CIS even
possessed a letter, from Rosa Garfinkel in Riga to Jacob Segal in
Melbourne, stating that there were witnesses who confirmed that Dovans
and his wife had worked for the Gestapo in Riga, informing on anti-Nazis
who were subsequently executed. Instead of following this lead, the CIS
spent days interviewing Dovans’s former employers in Melbourne,
eventually catching up with Jacob Segal, one of the few Jews to have
survived the Nazis’ mass killing operations in Latvia. Segal immediately
aroused the investigator’s suspicion with his statement that his brother,
Hiam, had served with the Red Army during the war. This suspicion was
‘confirmed’ when it was found that Segal had handed a copy of the letter
about Dovans to the prominent author Judah Waten. Richards reported
that Waten was ‘a well known Communist’ and an official of the Jewish
Council, which was ‘considered to be under Communist domination. The
impression gained during the discussion with Segal was that he too could
be inclined to the left, and this may have some bearing on the case, as
Dovans is definitely opposed to Communism."”®

Immigration head Heyes soon received a memo from one of his
officers based on these security reports. It advised that there appeared
to be ‘no reason why the results of the interrogation” of the Ukrainians
Podwysocki and Sidor ‘should be doubted.” It also endorsed the CIS
clearance of Mozina. The memo reported that the Immigration
Department had received similar allegations against Dovans in July
1948, which had been investigated by the head of the Australian
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Military Mission in Germany, Brigadier Galleghan. Galleghan had
found no evidence to confirm the charges and recommended that no
further action be taken. Nor was it. The Immigration Department
satisfied itself with the CIS report’s recommendation that great
significance be placed on Segal’s giving Waten the letter in which the
allegations against Dovans were made. As Waten was a communist and
the Jewish Council was the apparent source for the Truth article, there
was no point wasting further resources on allegations inspired by a
group that included communists and which ‘naturally is weighted with
Jewish members who have always been very anti-displaced person.
The memo ignored the well known fact that Galleghan had no access in
Germany to documentary and eyewitness evidence about Dovans, since
most of this was behind the Iron Curtain. This was not admitted
officially until Andrew Menzies reported in 1986 that Australian
intelligence officers had virtually no access to material on the wartime
histories of prospective migrants from Central and Eastern Europe.
Official files on German and Austrian suspects were reasonably
complete and accurate, but contained almost nothing of significance on
the activities of Nazis from Eastern Bloc countries.”

The ‘sinister’ nature of the allegations was confirmed for the CIS
when the communist newspaper Tribune published a story dealing with
a number of the cases.” Tribune did not print the names of the alleged
Nazis and most of the information had previously surfaced in other
newspapers. Despite this, a CIS informant claimed that an unnamed
woman was ‘the source of a great deal of publicity regarding the
entering into this country of former Nazis and Fascists.” This informant
told the CIS that the woman was ‘a fanatic on this subject and further
that she corresponds with someone in Hungary so as to secure
evidence which will support her allegations. It is the informants [sic]
opinion that she is the person who supplies the Communist Tribune
with the facts published in that paper concerning ex-Nazis in
Immigration Camps.””” The circle was complete. The whole unsavoury
question of Nazis in Australia was just a communist plot. Nothing more
needed to be done.
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The first year of Robert Menzies’s government was a watershed in
Australian political life. The major developments that year established
the issues that would dominate for the following two decades. The
‘communist threat,” already a well-developed theme in public life,
became the central focus for Australia’s domestic and foreign affairs.
The Communist Party of Australia (CPA) still held powerful positions in
many key industrial and maritime trade unions. It was part of the
international communist movement, with close connections to the
Soviet, Chinese and Indonesian communist parties. The guerilla war of
Ho Chi Minh's forces in Indo-China and the outbreak of hostilities in
Korea in mid-1950 reinforced the widely held view that the West had to
prepare for a final military showdown with communism. On his visit to
Washington that year, Prime Minister Menzies declared that the West
must be ready for war within three years.

The Liberal-Country Party coalition had won the 1949 election
pledged to destroy the CPA and to link Australia tightly into the
Western alliance’s global battle against communism. In the lead-up to
the 1949 election, Menzies repeatedly claimed that the Soviets had
organised a fifth column in Australia*® He rapidly moved to fulfil his
election promises, introducing a Bill to ban the CPA in April 1950. The
move dominated Australian politics for the next eighteen months.
Although there was no official, declared war underway, the Defence
Powers were used to justify the measure® The Bill was successfully
challenged in the High Court, however, and Menzies was driven to a
referendum on the issue in September 1951. The people rejected the
proposal by a narrow margin, affirming the CPA’s right to exist.

Australia made significant contributions to the anti-communist
cause, sending troops to Korea and participating in joint military
installations in Asia. However, Menzies’s triumphal return from the
political wilderness to the Prime Minister’s Lodge also saw a
resurrection of some of the themes of the 1930s when many on the right,
including Menzies, had seen the growing strength of Hitler’s Germany
as a bulwark against ‘atheistic Bolshevism.” Going further than official
British and French appeasement, Menzies had openly expressed
admiration for the Nazi state. He visited Germany in 1938 as Attorney
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General and declared his belief that war in Western Europe was
impossible. Menzies strongly advocated joint German-British
opposition to Bolshevism, and hoped ‘the understanding between Great
Britain and Germany will grow. No German wants war. There is a great
deal of spiritual quality in the willingness of the young Germans, who
are devoted to service to the State,” Menzies declared on his return from
Germany.”* He also hoped that, ‘we British people will not too easily
accept the idea that because personal liberties have been curtailed in
Germany the result is necessarily a base materialism.”*

Menzies, like many of his conservative supporters, regarded the
outcome of World War II as unsatisfactory in one major respect. The Red
Army was camped on the Elbe river and the West was paying a terrible
price for its wartime alliance with Stalin. There existed a sentiment in
ultra-conservative circles that the West had fought the wrong war.
Instead of joining Germany in the struggle against the Soviets, Britain
and America had allied themselves with Stalin to crush Hitler* The
West now had to turn its attention to defeating communism, and if this
meant using ex-Nazis the Menzies government was not about to quibble
in the course of such a life-or-death struggle. This explained official
indifference to the penetration of Australia’s migration program by
significant groups of Nazis.

The massive problem of Eastern and Central European Displaced
Persons was nearing its end by early 1950. Although Australia would
continue to accept significant numbers until 1953, it was clear that the
problem was easing as Canada, the United States and South American
nations joined Australia in accepting hundreds of thousands of DPs.
While the IRO was shifting these refugees, the Western allies were
already planning another large-scale emigration. In December 1948, the
French, American and British Military Governors of occupied Germany
established a Tripartite Working Party on German Refugees, which
presented its report in March 1949.** A month later, the London-based
Refugees Defence Committee began an aggressive international
campaign, advocating a mass German emigration program. This found
fertile ground among Australian politicians and officials. Prime Minister
Chifley and Immigration Minister Calwell wanted to help shore up the
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West'’s interests in Germany and to continue their immigration program
to aid economic and defence development. The focus of concern were
the more than eight million German refugees, including some five and
a half million Volksdeutsche, who had crowded into the British, French
and American zones of Germany.*

Volksdeutsche were ethnic Germans who had lived, often for
generations, in Poland, Romania, Czechoslovakia, the Baltic states and
Yugoslavia until they were expelled under the terms of the Potsdam
Agreement. Under this deal, Britain, the United States and the Soviet
Union had agreed to the transfer to Germany of Volksdeutsche ‘in an
orderly and humane manner.” Many, of course, had fled their homelands
because they would not live under communism, but others had to flee
because they had voluntarily served the Nazis, both as a fifth column
before the war and in key posts under German occupation. The Refugees
Defence Committee saw them as grave threats to the stable political and
economic development of West Germany, and ‘a deadly weapon for
Soviet manipulation.””” Britain and the US were preparing to restore a
sovereign government in West Germany and the Marshall Plan was seen
as barely adequate to confront the economic problems of war-devastated
Germany, let alone deal with this major influx of refugees.

In February 1949, the Tripartite Working Party on German Refugees
approached Brigadier Galleghan who, as head of the Australian Military
Mission in Berlin, was responsible for the administration of immigration
policy. Galleghan was asked for ‘an indication of the attitude of the
Australian Government to German immigration.” The working party had
decided that the long-term problem posed by the German refugees was ‘of
such magnitude that ... the obvious expedient is large-scale emigration and
resettlement abroad.” Galleghan agreed, commenting that ‘excellent
migrants can be obtained from these Germans.” Calwell spoke with Prime
Minister Chifley, who concurred with Galleghan’s assessment, although it
contradicted official policy which had been to exclude Germans from the
immigration program. However, Australia’s immigration program was
still focussed on the DP scheme, then at its height and absorbing all
available resources. It seemed unlikely that there would be sufficient
shipping and finance until that program neared its end.”
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In September 1949, the government told Galleghan that German
migration could not begin while the DP scheme was in full operation.
He was instructed to have preliminary discussions with senior British
and American officials in Germany before returning home from his tour
of duty*® By the end of 1949, the situation in Germany was reaching
crisis point, as the Soviets stepped up their campaign to destabilise the
Western-occupied zones. In November, Galleghan forwarded a
confidential American intelligence report to the Immigration
Department. This warned that the ‘refugee-expellees constitute an
involuntary Soviet weapon’ because they were ‘an economic
embarrassment’ and the ‘distressing social conditions under which the
bulk of the new residents live gives rise to the possible creation of
dissident political groups.” Moreover, there were strong irredentist
currents among the refugees, many of whom not only agitated for their
return to the countries from which they had been expelled, but for the
restoration of Germany’s old borders, including the Sudetenland in
Czechoslovakia, which had been annexed by Hitler in 1938. The
American intelligence report commented that it was ‘apparent that the
very fact of Soviet control” of these areas gave them a distinct advantage,
because they could actually promise more to the refugees than the West.
It pointed to the ‘highly nationalistic’ Volksdeutsche leaders who might
be willing to cooperate with the Soviets.*"

The American intelligence officer believed that long-range Soviet
plans were based partly on their hope that the Volksdeutsche refugee
problem would prove insoluble ‘so that the ultimate result would be a
political “explosion” that could be directed toward Western Europe.” He
further commented that the very existence of these uprooted,
dispossessed and ill-treated people ‘would seriously endanger
stabilization of a Western German democracy, and thereby make it a
weak spot in the line of defense of the Western democracies against the
expansion of communism.” This was all the more dangerous given the
tendency of many of the refugees to be attracted towards radical
political movements of the extreme right, bolstering the ranks of the still
influential Nazi section of German society. Australian files soon
mirrored the concerns of this US intelligence report. The official papers
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picked up the general theme, especially noting the serious problem
posed by the Volksdeutsche refugees. One report commented that
‘Russia realises this is beyond doubt and that country’s policy appears
to hope that the refugee problem will prove too insolvable and cause
serious embarrassment to the new German Government as well as the
western Occupation Powers.”*?

Soon after Harold Holt became Immigration Minister, the West
abandoned the last semblance of ‘denazification” in West Germany. This
policy had aimed at ridding Germany of every vestige of Nazism — from
politics, the judiciary, education, the police forces, intelligence agencies,
business and economic life. Denazification had been a sham almost
from the beginning, as the West found it virtually impossible to
administer Germany without using committed Nazis. With the onset of
the Cold War, Britain and America actually promoted Nazis within West
Germany as a counterforce to communism. Senior Nazis were recruited
to run anti-communist intelligence operations, while others were placed
into key political and economic positions. By the early 1950s, not only
had 