“The first line of defence in war
planning was the political cordon
sanitaire thrown around Australia by
ASIO officers operating under the
cover of the Department of
Immigration.

The second line of defence in war
planning regards migrants was the
planned internment of ‘enemy aliens’
and subversive migrants at the
outbreak of war.”

ASIO, Nazis, and
the Anti-Communlst

Diaspora 1in So-
Called ‘australia’




Taken from chapter 12 and 10 of Australia’s Spies and their
Secrets by David McKnight. The author’s perspective is by no
means radical or revolutionary, however it is one of few
works on the subject that is informative and not pure
propaganda.

Made on occupied Wurundjeri country during a time of
increased militancy and state repression, 2026.

Fuck the spook! Fuck state! Land back!



ich the Legal Branch frankly admitted that it did not have

it i imates of the number of aliens’) asio f
‘sufficient data to assist in estima ; i il
Sc;lfflsedae':;\at 426 adult aliens and 190 children W(,)UI.d be interned as well a);
2133]WIASiaticsl and their children. Given that a limited war” with Vietnam

ater, it is interesting to speculate on the content of the

t five years 1 & i
brolz‘t-‘ le:rel easg’d letters between asto and Military [ntelligence at that time
asl){s the years rolled by the idea of a survivable atomic war became more

s did the notion of mass internment. Asi0’s compilation
g??igsozef as};s};l\::;s?ves and aliens with attached legal briefs and epxhibits
continued to be updated until at lea§t the early 1970s. Throughout the whole
period the plans for internment dictated much of the work of Section ¢
(Aliens) and Section b (CPA). of B1 Branch. ' o

The only time when the issue surfgced publlcly occurred in November

1956 when Eddie Ward mp told Pgrhamentﬂthat the Security Service has
recently prepared a list of “likely internees”, including some trade union
officials in the event of an emergency’. By this time sz\rd, an outspoken mp
from working class east Sydney and former Labor minister, hgd become the
nemesis of Menzies and Spry, particularly af!er the Petrpv Affair. His fantastic
tale was met with disbelief and derision.” Ward privately boasted of his
contacts in security and personally knew several cis officers and perhaps
this is how he stumbled on the tip of such a very big iceberg. The remark,
thrown into debate during a clash on phone tapping and the 1956 ASIO Act,
was never followed up. Leading members of the CrA strongly suspected that
such arrangements were being prepared but wildly underestimated the scale.
The cpa journalist Rupert Lockwood relates how he was told by Dr Evatt
that thirteen prominent communists would be interned on a camp on Flinders
Island in Bass Strait. In reality internment camps were to be scattered across
Australia, based on each military command.

The internment plans reveal a recurring problem for asio. While it was
easy to compile ‘intelligence’ on individuals for its own purposes, asio
immediately struck problems when it had to prepare its ‘intelligence’ for
assessment and scrutiny by an outsider such as a judge. This problem
recurred in the Petrov Royal Commission and years later in the Combe-
Ivanov Royal Commission when crucial assumptions failed when tested in
the normal legal way. A similar systemic problem arose whenever Govern-
ment or Labor Mps proposed an appeals tribunal for public servants denied
a security clearance. Vetting depended crucially on judgments made about
motivation and loyalty, based on alleged political activities. While Spry
always warned that many asio sources could not be used in evidence at
such a tribunal, one suspects that another reason was simply that when
scrutinised independently, asio’s vetting decisions would be overturned.

Ultimately the problem was that in law, it was not a crime to be a
communist nor to espouse ‘subversive’ ideas. Asio just acted as if it was.

delay during wh

[There have been] several cases in which men n Australia had nom-
inated women in Poland as their fiancees for entry to Australia: they
had no personal acquaintance with these women having met them
through the good offices of the Modern World Club which runs a ‘lonely
hearts” bureau. It was felt that this type of sponsorship ... offered
opportunities to hostile intelligence agencies to infiltrate agents into
Australia.

asio memorandum, 21 June 1962!

BETWEEN 1946 AND 1959, 1.2 million people migrated to Australia in one
of the greatest mass movements of people in modern times. Most were
from the United Kingdom but a significant minority, including some 200 000
refugees from wartime Europe, were non-British. In the idiom of the time
they were described as ‘aliens’, a word which reveals much about Australia’s
historic xenophobia. This created a major security problem in the eyes of
the Menzies government, the military establishment and the leaders of asio.
Australia and its new ally the United States, believed the chances of war
with USSR were quite high. If war broke out, the qualities of patriotism and
loyalty would be at a premium. Less reliance could therefore be placed on
aliens, particularly those from countries now behind the lron Curtain. With
this in mind, defence planners decided that some 10 000 of them would
have to be arrested and interned—yet most of those ‘enemy aliens’ headed
for behind barbed wire were staunch anti-communists from Estonia, Latvia,
Byelo-Russia, Poland, Hungary and the USSR itself.

War fears also ensured that asio officers stationed in embassies around
the world vetted potential migrants before they walked up the gangway of
a ship bound for Australia. Often the decisions of these officers about who
was unsuitable were influenced by judgments of the local secret police
agencies in countries such as Italy, Greece, Spain and Germany.

Among the migrants and refugees who passed the ‘security screening’
were a number of war criminals and members of fascist organisations. Some
of these from the Croatian community, went on a violent bombing spree in



Australia from the mid 1960s. Others were only discovered w
;Sts and historians began to examine official fileg of the Cold
distance of 30 years. _

After several years residence ‘aliens’ were
tion (that 1s, become Australian citizens). F
imposed with many beipg rejected for taking part in perfectly legal political
activities. If migrants wished to sponsor relatives for settlement in Australia
thev were vetted and if they “failed” they were denied the chance to bring out
others. British migrants who wished to sponsor relatives for government-
assisted passage (the so-called ‘ten pound’ migrants) were vetted by asio
and if they were ‘adversely known’ their relatives were rejected.?

Perhaps most draconian of all was the fact that migrants who wished to
Jeave Australia temporarily then return were also vetted when they applied
for a ‘re-entry visa’. Normally, most migrants made sure they had this visa
before they left. Those who failed to obtain clearance to re-enter were in a
very real sense prisoners in their adopted land. Those who departed without
the’visa and then tried to re-enter were kept out—with profound conse-
quences for their personal lives as we shall see.

Most of all, unlike native-born dissidents, non-British migrants did not
have the protection of citizenship. Because of this peculiar vulnerability
members of migrant communities probably suffered most from the vetting
system’s unfairness and its secretiveness. Quite apart from its injustice, this
system of security checking ensured that the long-term political beneficiar-
ies of it were the Liberal and Country Parties and the Democratic Labor
Party (oLr) whose electoral support was swelled by the anti-communist
migfant communities.

hen journal-
War from a

permitted to seek naturalisa-
lere too, a political test was

The first line of defence in war planning was the political cordon sanitaire
thrown around Australia by asio officers operating under the cover of the
Department of Immi gration. In May 1951 asio established itself in The Hague
which remained headquarters for Europe until asio relieved mis of screening
in 1956 and HQ was set up in London. German and Greek offices were set
up in January 1952 and others soon followed. In »The Hague at }east, ASIO
liaison officers irutially checked on Dutch ex-Nazis trying to emigrate but
in countries such as Greece and ltaly where the Left. had fought and lost
major post-war political battles, the prime emphasis was to screen out
g unists. .
an%zng(::;n;ost was set up in June 1951 and although the Italian Consti-
tution banned the passing of penal or security information to representa-
tives of foreign governments, this was ignored. To carry out their \‘vorl; in
Rome, for example, asio officers had to _rely largely on thg provincial police.
Not only were these bodies riddled with men who rece.wed their tra'mn}g
under fascism, they were also incompetent. One Aslo officer who ser\/t:_id in
Rome recalled receiving security information which had been based on

local police reports from a rural village:

ought to be restricted; that some will prove to be persons best deait with

by ‘manpower’ S; : f i
: |mg( ’R( wer’ authorities; and that others may prove fit to be otherwise
eleased

Spry’s memo also urges th
Cabinet. This arose
strongly that he

at the whole plan be kept a secret, even from the
when Spry again met Spicer and Bailey and argued
_ should be allowed to give the internment lists to state
Police Commissioners. Unless this was done, he wamed, there could be
‘confusion when the time for action arrives’. Spicer agreed but suggested
he raise the matter with Menzies. Both he and Spry agreed that the issue of
the police having lists of Australian citizens and<migrants to be interned
was so delicate that ‘it would be wiser for it to be dealt with by a smaller
committee comprising the Prime Minister, the Minister for Defence, the
Minister for Immigration and the Attorney-General’ rather than by the full
Cabinet. ’

The year 1955 also marked the highpoint of plans for mass internment.
In November Spry told the Director of Military Intelligence that on the
outbreak of war he should provide internment camps for the following:

BRITISH SUBJECTS ALIENS
Men  Women & children Men Women & children Single women
1040 2350 2830 4568 367

The memo helpfully noted that of a grand total of over 11 000 men, women
and children to be interned, 260 would be ‘Asiatics’.** This figure was far
higher than the number of planned internments for the whole of the United
Kingdom at the same time.”

For much of the latter 1950s every request by Military Intelligence for
updated and accurate figures on the number of internees set off a mini crisis
in asio. Fearful little bureaucratic wrangles developed over methods of
counting and categorising the women and children involved who had to be
found separate accommodation to the men. Careful checks had to be made
as to whether a married woman was also to be interned for her association
with her husband or whether she qualified in her own right. As well there
were women who qualified as security risks but whose husbands did not.
Figures were sought from the Bureau of Statistics on how many children
were in an average family. On top of this, in 1956 Tuck’s Legal Branch
became aware of the Geneva Convention that stipulated that dependants of
internees could not be legally interned for that reason alone and had to be
financially supported by the Government. Confusion then reigned when
Military Intelligence was told this and ultimately the question was left to a
future Attorney-General at the time of the outbreak of war. In the meantime
s10 continued to collect lists of children for internment.

In 1960 Military Intelligence asked asio for up-to-date details of intern-
ment numbers in the event of ‘a limited war where the enemy is the
Democratic Republic of Vietnam or the Chinese Peoples Republic’. A check
by asio showed that the number of internees had dropped from 11 000 to
around 1400 composed of 617 adult British subjects, 72 children and (atter



especially its duties in‘rcgard to internment. Spicer’s
h alien and communist.mtemee was to b_e treated as 3

'as to cause endless frustration for Tuck. The size of the task
sepaIalticass “fh watertight evidence almost overwhe]meq him and his
and the n“ed t O:-ve‘,nd legal section several times in the first ten years,
i admmls 1‘311_ nck( tried to narrow Spry’s categories for internment byt
On one occasx?;n .lmother an exasperated legal officer noted in 1957 that
w“hm‘lt IUCki 'bils‘wcre u’pdated it meant that a ‘conservative estimate’ of
?(a);'})&?;a;xc: were discarded, largely due to AsIO’s practice of keeping
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i ies ach internment brief. . .
Mxlte(;,}: CZE:; ;)‘;‘v%e the number of British subjects to be interned hovered
n the 50s,

sre ‘leading communist union officials’ and 25
around ]1.000,d otfo‘;};oer:i;azse:?;ecspi Onagc. On top of this, plans were made
were bcf 16;'_(; to accommodate internees from British colonies and areas of
for Aua..lré \l‘lndi‘l Hong Kong, Malaya, Singapore and elsewhere in the Far
npﬂuem‘c :;1 . m;t;lcm of dealing with enemy aliens continued to grow. By
h BQL:;L; 1(32P 658 had arrived in Australia since the war’s end—clearly an
June ]~~‘~bl’> m,mpber to check on. On top of this most of them were anti-
]C?,z‘;::ni;ls, rather than security risks in a possible war. In a submission to
the Government in April 1955, Spry progosed i am‘cnclirine.nt. He honed
the aliens list down to two categories. Category 1 woulc Lon;‘prxse 4092
aliens who had been granted a passport after their country had turned
communist and Category 2 would comprise 573 people whoA had adverse
security records since arriving in Australia. Of the 4092 not a smglg one had
an adverse security record. Nevertheless he p}'oposed that pohcg first arrest
them on the outbreak of war and that while the Arrpy detgmpd them,
Military Intelligence would interrogate them to determine their future.

The situation became even more absurd yvhen hundreds of yezpfugees flee-
ing from Soviet repression of the Hungarian rcyoluhon of 19’:>6 began to
stream into Australia. Technically they were all ‘enemy aliens” but all had
passed asio screening in Europe including some who adm;gted to having
been former members of the Hungarian Communist I.’arty. &

The situation bore a strong resemblance to the arbitrary and wholesale
detention of Italians and Germans in 1939, which indiscriminately scooped
up the anti-fascist elements of those corr}mumhgs;. A picture of how the
whole system would work is contained in a 1?33 memo by Spry to the
Government. His nightmarish vision of Australia when the Cold War be-
came a shooting war went as follows:

Asio’s legal work,
insistence that eac

I imagine that there will be established in addition to internment camps dg-
signed to provide for lengthy detention, smaller ’hold‘mg’ camps near to capi-
tal cities, to which in the first instance, the persons listed in Category 1 may
be brought for interrogation so that the nature of their true allegiance may be
determined. I imagine that some will then appear to be persons whose deten-
tion ought to be continued and that they will be sent to other camps for the
purpose; that some will prove to be persons best disposed of by al‘xottmg‘ thgm
to a ‘Civil Alien Corps’; that some will prove to be persons whose activities

It was sometimes terrible what they did in these tiny villages. At one stage
there was [an applicant for migration] who was reported for attending a [com-
munist] meeting, and for some reason | decided to interview him. He told me
that he wasn’t even in the country at the time, that he was in Switzerland. |
got back to the security service and they wrote back said ‘yes he was [in
Switzerland] Sorry. Full stop’.’

The Rome office would also interview Yugoslav refugees held in camps
outside Trieste. One officer recalls the penalty migrants paid for being
truthful.

One chap had been in the camp for five months because he admitted to join-
ing the Communist Party as a foreman in a factory. So as far as the other
countries were concerned [which recruited refugees] he could stay there. When
I interviewed him he was one of the truthful applicants. Others just stated
[probably untruthfully] ‘I'm just a farmer, I didn’t go to school and I wasn’t
a member of youth organisation.” So I cleared [the factory foreman]. I thought,
‘this man is truthful’4

Another officer later recalled: ‘The effectiveness is anybody’s guess. We
went through the motions, although as we became more familiar, we got
better.” Certainly the 1987 Menzies Report into war criminals notes that a
number of war criminals entered Australia through the International Refy-
gee Organisation camps at Bagnoli (Naples) and Trieste.

Six years after it began, the secretary of the Immigration Department,
T.H. Heyes, presented an overview of the criminal and security screening
system to his minister, Athol Townley.” The aim, he said bland]y, was to
ensure that migrants ‘do not have any background of a type which would
militate against their successful absorption in the Australian community’,
The biggest headache was the screening of British migrants. mi5 was pre-
pared to screen school teachers, future government workers and a number
of other categories but baulked at screening the majority of the tens of
thousands who left each year. Heyes told Townley this led to Asio’s senior
liaison officer having to obtain some information on ‘an “old boy” basis’.
Sweden'’s neutralist stance made it hard to collect any information at all but
in Denmark and Holland the governments were helpful in screening their
own citizens. ‘[The Danes] regard it as important that every Danish migrant
should be a credit to his country of origin and are anxious to avoid the
migration of undesirables.’ In Germany every person was obliged to carry

extensive papers and security screening there was ‘very comprehensive’. In
Greece ‘it is noteworthy that the Greek Government is itself particularly
sensitive to subversive elements in view of its recent history” and ‘very
close liaison had been established with the Greek Security Organisation’.
In Malta, Heyes noted, in 1956 30 161 people had been screened and 148
rejected on security grounds.

Heyes declared that he was pleased with the system as it operated in
1957. The pressure on him at that time mainly came from mindless anti-
migrant groups who seized on crimes committed by ‘new Australians’ to
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attack the migration system as such. Heyes comforted his minister ith th
Jedee 1 SCTreeni T : with the
knowledge that with screening experience has proved be
3 . yond doubt that

any errors in judgement have usually been on the s;
an] . SR e side :
than too lenient decisions’ ® of too strict rather

However the screening system had a political blindspot. Almost

refugees and Displaced Persons began to arrive in Auétralia M e
war criminals and leading Nazis were identified. In Decemse“u]r;ber of
cis drew up a list of eleven concentration camp guards, Gesta Olt f 49 the
members of execution squads and collaborationist polilce unitP; r:; Ormfsgf,
for massacres.” That same month, an education officer at Bone m};ogm e
alerted his superiors to the presence of a ‘Popoff’ who was ‘a %nio amp
ister in the Yugoslav Quisling government’ # Popoff’'s, whose rea]l o T min-
[vanovic, was indeed a senior Nazi collaborator. When the Yugoslay Cr;lge was
ment asked for his extradition, Australian immigration officials simpl; Tjrend-

about his presence and thenceforward denied all assistance requested b
Yugoslavia in tracking war criminals ® y

The allegations about Nazi migrants had be
ian press in 1948 and Spry, as then Director
patched two Military Intelligence officers, Captain Keith Turbayne and
Captain Howard Miller, to devise guidelines for Australia’s own system of
screening to keep out ‘political undesirables’.” In this he had the support
of Prime Minister Ben Chifley who threatened to ‘send back’ subversives
or seditious migrants."" Spry and his two officers played a crucial role
in developing the migration screening policy which operated for decades.
Spry’s directive to them defined security screening not as a process which
would, for example, exclude former Nazis but rather ‘to minimise the risk
of espionage in Australia’. This emphasis was then spelt out by ordering
the men to devise procedures to oppose the entry into Australia by persons:
‘a) who are or could possess attributes of intelligence workers; b) who
could foster subversion; and ¢) whose backgrounds suggest unsuitability
for assimilation into Australian community.” As well Spry asked his men to
‘initiate liaison arrangements with the British, American and French intel-
ligence agencies [and] unofficially you will keep me informed of the matters

of general intelligence interest generally . ..’

The mission resulted in guidelines which enabled the new security
screening procedures to pick up Nazis more effectively. The new emphasis
on possible espionage and subversion soon meant that members of com-
munist parties (many of whom were wartime allies, rather than war
criminals) became the main targets. In any case, the guidelines for exclusion
of members of the Nazi Party were watered down. In 1950 mere membership
of the Nazi Party was grounds for exclusion from migration. In February
1952 (on the eve of German mass migration) Spry suggested to his chief
screening officer that perhaps a distinction could be made between the
leadership and rank and file of the Nazi Party, a suggestion which was

gun to appear in the Austral-
of Military Intelligence, des-

Sprf' for the number of internees in order to get some idea of the number
;:;iin:“p; I)](‘C(?(‘d. After some delay Spfy told him that a total of 7000 would
Pl Nc\i' ?g‘;(;::‘:;()dlatedA Of thpsg, 950 were British sgb]ects (}ncluding 50
; although this figure, he warned, did not ‘include chil-
&on who, because of their dependent status, may have to accompany an
interned parent or parents’, Spry reassured the pmi that the number of
children ‘would not exceed 100 initially” and that after war had broken out
a further 700 adults and 50 to 100 children would need to be interned. The
rest of the 7000 arose because of Spry’s decree that ‘aliens” who held a
passport of a potential enemy country would be interned.
~ By early 1951 it was clear that Spry faced major problems in his plans for
Imternment. It was likely that after the initial round-up, many internees,
especially native-born Australian leftists, would appeal against their deten-
tion. The problem was to collect hard evidence that would satisfy a tribunal
that a detaince was a member of the cpa. This was casy if they had stood
for election or had admitted their membership in Tribune or if their name
had been found on documents scooped up by the various raids on the cpa
since 1949. But it did not cover many people whom asio ‘knew’ from its
agents were cra members. The task of satisfying a future appeals tribunal
soon grew into a problem of huge proportions particularly after a meeting
between Spry, the Solicitor-General, Professor Bailey and the Attorney-
General, Senator Spicer, in September 1951.2

Spicer said he was concerned that a ‘blanket approach’ as laid out in
Spry’s categories might result in people being wrongfully interned or others
escaping internment. He was also worried by the definition of communist
‘associates” which he thought was ‘terribly vague’. On the vexed question
of “aliens’ from enemy countries, Spicer posed the obvious question: ‘what
of the man who retains a love of his country and does not wish to be
naturalised but who is unsympathetic to communism?’ Spry: ‘That worries
us too.’

Spicer therefore made a decision that would consume huge amounts of
asio time. The Organization would have to open a file and collect evidence
on each potential internee rather than simply presenting him with a list of
names for him to sign. It proved to be a giant logistical task. On each
subversive a legal ‘brief for internment” had to be prepared with a series of
exhibits which could be presented to court to prove that a person was
indeed worthy of internment. Each year the brief had to be checked for
changes of address and marital status etc. and updated with new evidence
of cra membership. As well as this, practical information such as a current
photograph had to be included to help police identify the target for arrest.

The burden of overseeing the legal briefs for internment fell on asio’s
Deputy Director General (Administration and Legal) Bernard Tuck. Recruited
by Judge Reed in 1949, Tuck was an Adelaide lawyer who had represented
internees during the Second World War and who understood the appeals
system as it then operated. Appointed in April 1949 as the Officer-in-Charge,
ACT, in Jate 1950 Tuck was transferred by Spry to Headquarters to oversee



On the 28th he issued an order to all his regional
m in total secrecy to prepare several lists of people,
be interned, others who would have their move-
1l others who would be subject to military censor-

work on 17 July 1950.
chiefs, commanding the
some of whom would»
ments restricted and sti

i ir letters.” .
Shgnifli;]:f)lf internees consisted of the core of cpa members. asio officers were

charged with collecting 2 sl:fecial_ file on: CPA l'1itito?gl> cil?r:;gcg}floa(ie’r%l CPa

isers and journalists; leading communis rade ' icials” (later
O e to lude all state union officials and organisers); and cpa members
mdenevd tf) l?zcb;]ic ser\vgnts, scientists, or employed by firms with defence
‘jlh?r:cf:t/&other.list was prepared of Australian and Briti§h citizens who
;(:;e no} .CPA members but who were defined as ‘security n.SkS' and _t}?em_
fore would be prevented from leaving Australia and subject to military
Ce'%ioersolrh}; major category of people to be interned were ‘enemy aliens,
defined as migrants who had 1eft. their home country after 1 January 1946
and whose passports had been issued or renew"ed after_ 1 ]anua.ry 194'3.
Enemy countries were the USSR, includllng Lat.wa, E§ton1a and Lithuania,
Eastern European countries, Yugoslavia, China, North Korea and Fhe
ietminh area’ of French Indochina. In these cases the plan was to im-
mediately intern the officials of migrant clubs which sqppprted thel po}icy
of enemy countries or were ‘otherwise gnder cqmmumst influence’. lee-
wise all journalists on newspapers associated w_lth them. On_ top of this all
aliens with adverse security records would be interned. “Aliens” who had
‘specialist knowledge of value to an enemy” would be stopped from leaving
Australia in the weeks before an actual declaration of war.

In constructing the lists of potential camp inmates ASIO had to divide them
according to local police districts to assist efficient rald_s, on the outbreak of
war-. It also had to inform the Director of Military Intelligence of the number
of spouses and children of security risks in order to prepare appropriate
camp facilities. ‘

The task Spry set his officers was urgent and, it soon became apparent,
gigantic, since it meant listing huge numbers of refugees and migrants from
countries which had become communist. In December 1950 Spry slightly
reduced the sweep of migrant internment but broadened the category of
those on the Left to be immediately interned to include ‘officials of acr
Party branches and Communist disrupters in industry’. He set the date for
combletion of this new task as 15 January 1951 adding, ‘it must be clearly
understood that should an emergency arise before that date the lists will be
required immediately’.

Another decision on ‘Aliens (Non Enemy)” ordered that ‘all those with an
adverse pro-communist security record should be listed automatically .. ."
but that ‘it is not intended at this stage to intern former Nazis and Fascists’.
Of the Russians living in Australia, he ordered that all were to be listed
automatically ‘exclusive of White Russians who are anti-communist’.” In

January 1951 the Director of Military Intelligence at Victoria Barracks asked

- (4 > 1 y a; : )( s ’ i
implemented by April. By 1955 me’n,wzbushlp of the Nazi Party was "not of

i : i jection’.
itself ground for security objecti o |
In garallel members of fascist organisations began to be used as in-

formers for asio. It is indisputable th_at throu;;hput tl.w decad'es f()l}ovving its
formation asio extensively used antl-commumsl_ migrants, (nc‘ludmg Ifrmuvn
war criminals. The clearest case concerned Milorad Lukic and Mihailo
Rajkovic, the former a Gestapo informer and the l(/attcr a cdlabomtor with
the commandant of a Nazi prisoner of war camp. Yugoslavia labelled them
both war criminals and requested their extradition in May 1951. External
Affairs was reluctant to accede to this request and SO Was ASIO. Spry made
it clear that both men were ‘unceasing in their campaxg.n'agalllnst Commun-
ism and can and do assist asio to the limit of their ability’. b

An official inquiry in 1987 into the arrival of these war crlxnxnals, stated
that security screening for Displaced Persons was ]argely in the hands of
the International Refugee Organisation and the British, French and American
intelligence services. The RO process was corrupt and adverse reports could
be avoided it said. Allied intelligence services used captured Nazi records
which were extensive for Germans but were ‘useless” in flagging the Nazi
collaborators in places such as Croatia, the Ukraine,. the Baltic countries and
Hungary.™ It was from this latter group of countries that most war crimi-
nals in Australia arrived. That they ‘slipped through” at all is also surprising
considering that the original motivation for vetting was seen to be a mech-
anism for stopping precisely such people.” While it is certain that many
collaborationist Nazis slipped through for these reasons, it is also likely that
Western intelligence services assisted a number with false identities to
allow them to settle in Australia. Certainly similar arrangements exist today
covering the protection of witnesses and informers of intelligence and
police forces.

The second line of defence in war planning regarding migrants was the
planned internment of ‘enemy aliens” and subversive migrants at the out-
break of war." Within asio the plan was carried out by B1(c), a section of
Counter-Subversion Branch which dealt with migrants and aliens. It would
provide lists of names and addresses to state police who would make the
arrests on that fateful dawn. The unfortunate arrestees would then be in-
terned in camps hastily erected and guarded by the Army.

The prime group of migrants to be interned were the so-called ‘enemy
aliens’ as we have seen in the previous chapter. Many of the ‘enemy aliens’
recorded on asio’s ‘Special Index of Aliens’ were in fact anti-communists
who had fled ‘enemy countries” and had necessarily sought a passport in
order to travel overseas.

To carry out its responsibility, asio worked closely with the Department
of Immigration. The Aliens Act compelled all aliens to register with the
department and then notify them of any changes in address, job or marital
status. In Immigration the staff of the Aliens Registration section passed on



the registration documents of ‘enemy aliens’ and k i
week by week basis of changes of aZidress notiﬁedcg;r Zfi[(e)nlsr,\fomed ona

This detailed “}“frdmg of ‘enemy aliens’ created a bureaucratic monster.
As fthe _numl’wr‘o cﬂnomy_ahlcns mounted year by year and existing mi-
grams from enc my a.o‘untnles chaqged addresses, got married or otherwise
dmppcarod off the screen’ the officers from Immigration and asio scurried
around sending back and forth pieces of paper with which they hoped to
track (hg myriad l?uman movgments. Whenever an error occurred it was
necessarily on a giant scallo. Elghteen months after asio and Immigration
began to compile the Spequl Aliens Index it was found that mistakes in the
registration form M"Ch aliens had to complete on arrival meant that ‘a
large number of aliens who s_h0171ld be considered for internment . . . would
escape bpmg cons_ldcrcd for it".'” As well, a number of migrants were mis-
takenly l!stod for internment whose passports were issued by emigre anti-

communist ‘governments’ of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania based in the
West."®

The political basis for internment in an emergency was directed solely at
the Left. On one occasion when a regional director raised the question of
possible Japanese espionage, Spry told him: ‘you are advised firstly, that no
priority is attached to the investigation of Japanese activities in Australia.
Any incidents suggesting espionage by Japanese should, of course be re-
ported to Headquarters. Secondly, it is not proposed at present to classify
Japanese as potential enemy aliens nor to include them in the enemy alien
index.”'” A 1951 decision on ‘Aliens (Non Enemy)’ ordered that ‘all those
with an adverse pro-communist security record should be listed auto-
matically .. " but that it is not intended at this stage to intern former Nazis
and Fascists’.

Internment was, of course, government policy. In September 1951, the
Attorney-General, Senator Spicer and the Crown Solicitor, Professor Bailey
met Spry to hammer out problems with internment. On the category of
‘enemy aliens’ Spry noted that there were 7000 ‘of whom little, if anything,
is known. Thev are the ones who worry us. Each of them will have to be
made the subject of a separate investigation.” Spry tried to offload this onto
the state police arguing that they would have to carry out any arrests later
on. The investigation, he suggested, would consist of a two-question loyalty
test: Do you intend to be naturalised? and Do you owe allegiance to your country
of origin? ‘ .

Spicer was not happy with this. ‘The only thing I boggle at is the Pohce
doing the questioning.” Professor Bailey began to niggle at internment itself:
f a man were not much more than a bit leftish, he might be alright at
Mildura picking oranges. Wouldn't it be better to have him there than
interned?’*’ _

In succeeding years Spry had no doubt about internment but was con-
cerned about the ever-increasing bureaucratic task qf keeping up-to-date
tabs on aliens. In April 1955 he raised again the question of police conduct-
ing a loyalty test on Russian, Baltic and other enemy aliens. His memo at

but that ‘the authority you are seeking ‘has not begn granted’. For goog
measure, Heyes secretly wrote to the Bfltlsh Consul in Djibuti to make S
he did not issue Eleftheratos with a visa.

Eleftherios Eleftheratos then made one last attempt to get back to Aus-
tralia. In a letter to Heyes he said he was ‘amazed’ at the decision and hag
decided that some ‘frank talk’ was called for. He had never been a member
of any subversive organisation, he said. The reason was clearly his leadin
role on the Cyprus issue. His committee had fought for a peaceful sett|e.
ment. ‘Is that a crime?’ he asked.

Could those activities of mine be considered as detrimental to Australia . . |
would not even think to harm the Country which has offered me her hospitality,
On the contrary I have liked Australia so much that I had decided to make her
my new home and settle down for all my life. Does the fact, Sir, that thought
it was my duty to be—with regard to the Cyprus issue—a human being, make
me an undesirable migrant? I always considered myself loyal to Australia and
I have never ceased to admire her democratic way of life . .. Why then should
[ be denied the right to return to Australia?

By 1960 Eleftheratos had given up hope of ever returning to Australia. He
had married in Greece and intended to migrate to join his wife’s family in
Canada. This time Canadian security intervened and his application for
emigration was refused, almost certainly on the basis of information sup-
plied to Canada by the Australian Security Intelligence Organization.®

To Spry and the military chiefs who were making ready to fight the third
world war, the activities of the peace movement were treachery pure and
simple. When war broke out, they reasoned, its propaganda would demor-
alise the Australian side. The motivation of the communists in the peace
movement, they believed, was nothing to do with the prevention of war but
rather to undermine Australia’s ability to fight a war.

To meet this situation, the Menzies government decided that subversives
and sccurity threats would be rounded up and placed in internment camps
prior to the outbreak of war. The camps would be built and guarded by the
Army under the control of the Director of Military Intelligence. asio’s role,
as ‘the fourth arm of defence’, was to prepare the names, addresses, physical
descriptions and other clues to assist the police to arrest them as soon as
possible. The collection of this data and the preparation of accompanying
operational plans continued at least until the carly 1970s, according to recent
documents.!”

Spry began his preparations for internment cleven days after he began
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In a letter to his regional directors explaining Fhe policy, Spr}c said it was
‘essential’ in light of the growing new Austral@n population and the im-
portant section of public opinion which it provides, .that the gmdx.ng prin-
ciples of action regarding internment should be as liberal as possible, and
such as would receive public support, subject to _the over-riding considera-
tion of the security of the Commonwealth’.?? The practical effect of this
was shown when Asio next submitted tallies to the Directorate of Military
Intelligence. From a total of 8032 aliens ar3d their depcnd;mts in 1956 the
figure dropped to 2220 in December 1958.” At the same time the govern-
ment was moving to cut the cost of the elaborate system of registration and
monitoring of aliens which was run by Immigration on which depended
As10’s system of blanket categorisation according to passport issue, leading
one to query whether liberality and public opinion was in fact the guiding
factor. In any case the War Book planning for internment continued at least

until 1971.

Migrants on the internment lists of asio, the police and the Army were
of course ignorant of all of this. They knew however that they suffered a
number of injustices. Part of war planning in the early 1950s also involved
the denial of anything but the lowest grade public service jobs to ‘aliens’.
Australian citizens expected to work with documents graded secret could
do so after they were vetted, but a blanket ban on the employment of aliens
in such jobs was imposed.”* When aliens applied for citizenship, a political
test was imposed. From the early 1950s whispers began in migrant com-
munities that such tests were being used to determine who was granted
citizenship. It soon became apparent that there was a systematic denial of



citizenship to left-wing migrants but not to m
bcrs.of threm'e anti-communist organisations.

Mick T'SOUHIS was a Greek migrant who arrived in Australia in 1938
aged cleven and settled in Adelaide. In 1953 Tsounj lied '
ised. The Immigration official who i i i hin PP € g LS It

o e gl nterviewed him was impressed. He
wrote on the application before forwarding it: ‘He i 1
very keen to become an Australian citi SH ¢ 1s an excellent type and
rosﬁonsibilities and privile\os of Afjlsltzc?'. e‘h‘?s ; gqod knowled.ge (')f thg
et e dad % ad fmg,] a fifteeﬂ r;'lxle.m c1txzc_'n‘sl'\1p. The apphcathn is
no offence. Shortly afterwards /\SIOS lf 1ngdh-afm'fme" he ha.d commnt{ed
clearance and his application wzas fe' fad. Toor g e -

g : R ation jected. Tsounis had been a member of
the Eureka Youth League, mixed with communists at university and was a
member of the cra until 1951, asio said.

Tsounis complained to Labor mp, Clyde Cameron who took up the cud-
gels for him with vigour. He wrote to Immigration in July 1956 saying he
was ‘astounded” at their decision. Tsounis was ‘a solvent and well respected
member of the community’ who as South Australian editor of a Greek
newspaper was ‘a supporter of the assimilation of migrants of European
origin’. The Tsounis case must have struck Cameron as particularly loath-
some because he then informed Immigration of ‘a form of hysteria first
manifested in the United States of America, and not unknown in the Italy
and Germany of Mussolini and Hitler, to denounce a man of fearless inde-
pendent opinion as “dangerous”.” His fiery letter concluded: ‘I promise you
that I shall not rest until not only has the injustice of his rejection been
removed, but also that on no future occasion will a similar social crime be
perpetrated on an innocent individual by a Department of the Government
whose only function is to render service to the public of Australia.” Clyde
Cameron on the warpath was a fearsome sight, certainly enough to worry
an Immigration official.

Three months Jater Cameron raised the Tsounis case in federal Parlia-
ment when he attacked plans to put asio on a statutory basis. asio, he said
‘was prepared to hound him [Tsounis] right to the grave because in the
impetuosity of youth, searching for the truth, he had, for a few brief years,
embraced the Communist doctrine and had been courageous enough to
come into the open and tell people that he was a Communist.’* Cameron
had been told by Immigration that Tsounis had been handing out how-to-
vote cards for the Communist Party in Norwood. Cameron had pointed out
to Immigration that in fact no communist candidate stood for Norwood and
that asi0's information was ‘absolutely false’. Apparently swayed by this,
Immigration had decided to reject Asio’s advice and had granted Tsounis

citizenship. asio had got its facts garbled but privately maintained that
Tsounis had continued his ‘communist activity up until 1956’ and had
handed out how-to-vote cards for a communist candidate in 1954.

In'any event Tsounis was granted citizenship but this case was the excep-
tion that proved the rule. Mick Tsounis’ brother George, for example,
applied unsuccessfully in 1949, 1955 and 1968. In thousands of other cases

any former Nazis and mem-

. ; denied or not even applied for by dispirited rigrants. One
cin;ensl-up wafSﬁcer recalled objecting to the discrimination involved iy
retlrgd ASIO O hip to communist migrants. ‘My argument was that if we
denying citizenship d they were good enough to come here,

. ntry, and sai . o )
let people into t};: Ca(;l;n:;ythey joined it, they could shll‘ get cxtxz:cnshxp,’ His
?r;;i theoigzg:saiiisfgreed expressing the aiftits Enat YOS ook fem,
eliow

th?y’rte 'ic(;rr:‘gsc-ontrast to the intensive investigations garried Guton left—wing
n stri

: : .od for citizenship, asto was for the most part uninter-
Ztgga?:,s ;:;‘;;f:f lifr?\o ha}? commilsted war crimes and had no trouble
earing iti ip.
c]gmng ct}l:(?la'ﬂ f(l)izac;ttlzé)isnfturalisation was Lazlo Megay, a Hungarian

ue S.u' d APpAustralia in 1950. By 1954 he was president of the NSW

wl:io a?“neoflrr}ungarian Associations and active in the Anti-Bolshevik Bloc
5? Z\?;?i:r)\s (aBN). A report on Megay app_eared prominently in a 217954 ASIO
Quarterly Report circulated among top public servants and rmgxggra \/leg_ay,
it explafned, was a member of the Arrqwhgad Cross, a pro-Nazi ur.1gana’n
movement. In spite of this early mention in the asio Quarterly Report asio’s
probing did not extend far. Megay was also the mavor of the town of
Ungvar from 1941 to 1944. During this time .he, pre_swled over the round-up
and deportation to Auschwitz of the district’s 25000 Jews. Just prior to
deportation to death, an eyewitness account reports that Megay ’bashe;l
and kicked his innocent victims and staggered even the Nazis by his
brutality . .. Megay appeared in the ghetto every day, mostly rolling drunk
and in the company of other Nazis ..." Arrested by the Americans for sus-
pected war crimes in 1946 he was released six months later but thhgut
going through any legal procedure. A short time later both thel Hungarian
and the Czech Governments publicly named him as a war criminal. Megay
left Europe for Australia in 1950 and presumably passed the ‘security
screening’ test. N ‘

In 1955 he applied for Australian citizenship. In the normal vetting
process which followed, an asto officer found evidence of Megay’s member-
ship of the fascist Arrowhead Cross already on file. The file also stated that
information had been received that he ‘resorted to a type of blackmail on
[the] Jewish population of his city’. But when this information was assessed
the asio officer queried whether ‘the informant is a Hungarian Jew’ because
the Sydney Jewish community was ‘using any type of propaganda avail-
able to bring discredit to the pure Hungarian Community.” Another source
(whose race or religion was not questioned) said Megay was ‘violently anti-
communist . . . pro-British and a fine type of man’. This asio accepted. Megay
was cleared and received citizenship in June 1955. The following year he
joined the NSW Liberal Party. An attempt by Eddie Ward to embarrass asio
and Menzies about Megay’s wartime record through parliamentary ques-
tions brought only misleading information and untruths.

Another power which asio exercised through Australia’s immigration
system was the granting or withholding of a visa on security grounds for



