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The Petrov inquiry

Petrov’s defection on 3 April 1954 was a political gift for the Menzies 
Government. A general election had been set for 29 May 1954. Labor, 
led by Evatt as opposition leader, was expected to win the election.1 
The speculative furore over a Russian spy defecting would change that. 
On 10 February, Spry, as head of ASIO, had briefed Menzies about 
the likelihood of Vladimir Petrov defecting, although some believe that 
Menzies was made aware of the impending event well before this date 
and had planned a May election accordingly.2 Menzies announced the 
defection on 13 April, the last practical day before the pre-election period 
when the government would be in ‘caretaker’ mode and have its political 
hands tied. The timing allowed Menzies, on Spry’s advice, to establish a 
Royal Commission into Espionage that would commence taking evidence 
before the election, with a promise of sensational headlines leading up to 
it and of no findings until its report was completed and tabled after the 
election. Evatt was caught unawares. Neither Menzies nor Spry forewarned 
him, as opposition leader, that the announcement was to occur, nor that 
Petrov claimed to have brought with him documents that named three 
members of Evatt’s staff. The announcement, planned for 2:30 pm, was 
delayed until the evening when Evatt was known to have left parliament.3

1  See Roy Morgan Research Centre Pty Ltd, Election Predictions by the Australian Gallup Poll 
(1946–1972) and Morgan Gallup Poll (1973–1974) (Sydney: The Research Centre, 1974).
2  See Robert Manne, The Petrov Affair: Politics and Espionage (Sydney: Pergamon Press, 1987), 63; 
Frank Cain, ‘Australian Intelligence Organisations and the Law: A Brief History’, UNSW Law Journal 
27, no. 2 (July 2004), 154–56.
3  Manne, The Petrov Affair, 73–74. Evatt left to attend an old boys’ function at Fort Street School 
and Calwell deputised for him. Manne suggests that Menzies delayed the announcement until Evatt 
was absent from the House. See also Wilhelm Agrell, Mrs Petrova’s Shoe (London: I.B. Tauris, 2019) 
for Mrs Petrova’s story and Manne’s interview of her in her senior years.
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Public interest in the defection was fuelled by drama surrounding Petrov’s 
wife, Evdokia Petrova, also a Russian consular official. If there is one image 
children of the era recall from the Petrov affair, it was that depicted on 
the front page of newspapers across the country of Evdokia being dragged 
across Sydney’s Mascot airport tarmac by Russian escorts on 19 April. 
She wore only one shoe, the other of her red shoes having fallen off and 
left on the tarmac.4

There was concern that the Russians might hold hostage Australian 
diplomats and attempt an exchange with the Petrovs. John did not believe 
that would happen. He used to tell us that Petrov was ‘too stupid’ to be 
of value to the Russians and, as third secretary at the Russian Embassy, 
he was not likely to have had access to any significant information for his 
defection to cause the Russians much concern. But it certainly caused 
concern in Australia. It was claimed that Petrov had documents that 
evidenced leaks by at least two people in the Department of External 
Affairs of which John had been in charge.

Menzies’s decision to hold a royal commission – the Petrov inquiry as it 
came to be known – denied anyone the opportunity before the election of 
examining the facts surrounding Petrov’s defection or the veracity or value 
of the information that he claimed he had. It was scheduled to open at 
Canberra’s Albert Hall on Monday 17 May, but, after one day’s hearing, 
was deferred until after the election.5 The political climate was tense. 
As  time elapsed, John suspected that old information relating to MI5’s 
1940s Venona investigation had been ‘fed’ to Petrov to offer in exchange 
for asylum and that ASIO orchestrated the defection in a timely manner 
to influence the election. The list of names Petrov claimed to hand over 
in April 1954 and who ASIO requested the royal commission to inquire 
into – Fergan O’Sullivan, Rupert Lockwood, Frances Bernie, Ian Milner, 
Jim Hill and Walter Clayton – was suspiciously similar to the list of 
people MI5 had investigated and cleared in the course of the Lapstone 
Experiment, in which John was involved.6 John is supported in this view 
by many historians who have concluded from their research that Petrov’s 

4  For the story, see ‘Officials Drag Mrs. Petrov into Aircraft’, Sydney Morning Herald, 20 April 
1954; for the image, Herald, 20 April 1954.
5  Burton, interview by John Clements, 1981, John said that enough information was ‘leaked’ 
to suggest that ‘spies would be uncovered’; and see Robin Gollan, Revolutionaries and Reformists: 
Communism and the Australian Labour Movement 1920–1955 (Canberra: Australian National 
University Press, 1975), 280.
6  Burton, interview by John Clements, 1981; National Times, 28 September – 4 October 1984, 11. 
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intelligence was not new.7 The then External Affairs minister, Richard 
Casey, knew of the Australians’ names in Venona at least by May 1952 
when he asserted in parliament that there was a ‘nest of traitors’ in the 
public service.8 Frank Cain noted that, ‘Historians have long considered 
the Petrov papers to have had an element of fakery, especially as almost 
half the documents were written by Australians’.9 Cain and Pemberton 
surmised that documents were planted with Petrov’s material that he 
handed over and that documents were written by ASIO not Moscow.10

Evatt visited John at our Weetangera farm towards the end of his appearance 
at the commission because he felt disturbed by it. John asked Evatt why 
he did not raise in his evidence MI5’s investigation carried out five years 
earlier of the Russian delegation when it visited Australia to attend the 
Lapstone conference. To John’s astonishment, Evatt said that he knew 
nothing about it. John had assumed that Solicitor-General Kenneth Bailey 
would have given Evatt full reports on MI5’s activities and the outcomes 
as it occurred. On learning that the information had been withheld from 
Evatt, John rang Bailey. They met on 22 July 1954 and John asked that 
he be called to give evidence about the earlier MI5 investigation into a 
similar list of suspected spies so that the commissioners were informed of 
its outcome.11 He took this initiative because he suspected that Spry and 
Bailey, and others involved in the hearing who knew what John knew, 
were not giving the commissioners in their secret sessions all the facts.

On 2 November 1954, John was called to testify, but he was only allowed 
to answer questions asked of him. His fear that information was withheld 
from the commission proved correct. He was asked questions about some 

7  Cain, ‘Australian Intelligence Organisations and the Law’, 302 on. See also, Norman Abjorensen, 
‘Origin of Petrov’s Contacts Queried by Expert’, Canberra Times, 6 October 1996, 3, and ‘Petrov: 
History Rewritten’, Weekend Australian, 6–7 November 1993, 19. Cain provides a full analysis of 
‘The Case’ in The Australian Security Intelligence Organization: An Unofficial History (London: Frank 
Cass and Co., 1994). 
8  R. G. Casey, Minister for External Affairs, House of Representatives, 27 May 1952. The debate 
was reported in ‘“Nest of Traitors” in Govt’, Sydney Morning Herald, 28 May 1952, 1, in the course 
of which debate it was noted that John had left the department in mid-1950, whereas the document 
allegedly handed to the Communist Party was ‘leaked’ from the department in November 1951.
9  Frank Cain, ‘The Petrov Affair and Fake Documents: Another Look’, Honest History, accessed 
9 April 2021, honesthistory.net.au/wp/cain-frank-the-petrov-affair-and-fake-documents-another-
look-2/ drawn from his Terrorism and Intelligence: A History of ASIO and National Surveillance (North 
Melbourne, Vic.: Australian Scholarly Publishing, 2008).
10  Gregory Pemberton, ‘Petrov: History Rewritten’, Weekend Australian, 6–7 November 1993, 19. 
See also, Pemberton, ‘Spy Mystery That Will Not Die’, Canberra Times, 19 June 1991, Midweek 
Magazine; Cain, ‘Australian Intelligence Organisations and the Law’. 
11  Burton, interview by Michael J. Wilson, 1995, 37. 

http://honesthistory.net.au/wp/cain-frank-the-petrov-affair-and-fake-documents-another-look-2/
http://honesthistory.net.au/wp/cain-frank-the-petrov-affair-and-fake-documents-another-look-2/
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of the names in Petrov’s document but he was not permitted to provide 
evidence about the MI5 list of supposed ‘spies’ given to John in 1948 
or about his follow-up Lapstone investigation to prove that Petrov’s list of 
names was not new to ASIO at all.12

Aspects of the commission hearing were sloppy. Reading the transcript 
of evidence, I was disconcerted to read that, at the outset, John’s name 
was incorrectly spelled as John Weir Burton. It was also disconcerting 
for John at the time, to see Spry sitting behind Windeyer QC, counsel 
assisting the commission, throughout the whole inquiry as if instructing 
him. After preliminaries, the first question of substance Windeyer asked 
John was: did he know Walter Seddon Clayton? John replied that he did 
not. He  was asked questions about his time in the public service and 
when he got to know people such as Hill and Milner who worked in 
his department. It was also put to him that Evatt had employed him to 
work as a staffer in his office after John had left the public service. The 
Tribune newspaper of 3 October 1951 suggested that John held a position 
in public relations in Evatt’s office. John’s denial was clear: ‘a number of 
the Press rang me and informed me that I was to join the staff, but that 
was the first I heard of it, and the last’.13

Apart from these preliminaries, the rest of John’s evidence was then heard 
in camera. It is important to understand how this came about and why his 
evidence remained secret until its public release 30 years later. In the course 
of questions put to John, he confirmed that he did suggest to Solicitor-
General Bailey that his evidence should be given in private for ‘specific 
reasons’, but, critically, he was not permitted to elaborate as to what those 
reasons were at any time during the hearing. It being understood that 
the evidence he asked to give was of a highly secret nature, Windeyer 
asked the commission for the court reporter to leave and the hearing to be 
closed. The hearing was adjourned and an ASIO officer was engaged to 
record further proceedings. John recalled:

12  John details the reasons he wanted to give evidence, how the hearing room was cleared and the 
secrecy surrounding the proceedings in his oral interview: Burton, interview by John Clements, 1981.
13  ASIO investigated the Tribune report and were informed that Hazel Bell, Dr Evatt’s personal 
secretary, performed those duties. It stated ‘Dr. Burton, has not, to our knowledge, been observed in 
any official capacity at Parliament House since his return from Peking,’ NAA: A6119, 128, Burton 
vol. 2, 94 and 96. 
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Even the court stenographer was dismissed. A security official 
was designated to take notes in longhand. It was such an absurd 
situation, with counsel, briefed by the Solicitor-General who 
knew what I knew, trying to stop me giving information to 
the commission.14

When John realised that his efforts to give the confidential evidence he 
came to give were thwarted, he suggested to the commissioners that 
he  might write a submission. He perceived the commissioners seemed 
to be relieved that this awkward hearing could then end and they agreed. 
Nevertheless, the questions asked of him, the answers he gave and his 
submission remained subject to a non-publication embargo for 30 years.

John handed a 47-page document consisting of nine written submissions 
to Bailey under cover of a letter dated 5 January 1955. Importantly, he 
submitted that the disclosures of Petrov added nothing fundamental 
to knowledge the Australian Government and Security had obtained 
from British sources more than five years ago, and that this fact should 
be published (Submission 6); and that Petrov’s defection was at a time 
of great political moment and that there was no security reason for an 
investigation at that time (Submission 7).15 Then John prepared a script 
for the press in which he explained that he had wanted to disclose the 
highly secret list of names of suspected spies that the department was 
given by MI5 in 1948 and to give evidence that would show that the 
substance of what was produced in the Petrov documents was already 
known to Security years previously. He said, Petrov and his documents 
‘gave an excuse to re-hash and add to, in a way valuable from a political 
point of view, material already on the files of Security’.16

14  National Times, 28 September – 4 October 1984, 11. See also Letters to the Editor, ‘Hall Goes 
for a Burton’, Australian Financial Review, 22 November 1984, in which John refutes the incorrect 
assertion in the same paper by journalist Richard Hall, 28 September 1984, that John had asked for 
the closed hearing. Hall subsequently published an acknowledgement that he had erred in attributing 
the remarks of Windeyer to John.
15  Extracts from the submission were published by Peter Smark and Bruce Stannard, ‘The Birth 
of ASIO’, Australian, 19 February 1972, Saturday Review 13. A copy of full submissions is held in 
‘Petrov Affair: Burton, John’, 1955, Evatt Collection, Flinders University Library, and also held on 
the Burton family file.
16  ‘The Petrov Affair’, 15 September 1955, NAA: A6199, 131, Burton vol. 5, 32, and see letter 
Burton to the Solicitor-General, 23 July 1954, NAA: A6119, 130, Burton vol. 4, 92, in which John 
discussed a closed hearing being relevant to ‘circumstances bearing on the “old Case”’.
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In relation to whether John’s evidence should be published, Bailey’s 
opinion was:

I would not myself think there was any particular objection on 
Security grounds to the publication of this evidence, and that 
is also the view of the Director-General of Security. There may 
be other considerations of public policy, unknown to me, which 
motivated the Commission’s decision.17

John received no acknowledgement of receipt of his submission by the 
commission. In hindsight, he realised that he had no evidence that 
his submission document was placed before the commission. Bailey 
attempted to justify the continuing ‘secret’ classification of his evidence 
and submission on the ground that only he and John knew about the 
earlier investigation of alleged leaks from the Department of External 
Affairs. More likely, the documents remained inaccessible to the public to 
protect the government from the political embarrassment John’s evidence 
would have caused.

On 8 February 1955, before the commission completed it hearings, John 
wrote to its chair to express his concern about the ‘inaccurate and alarmist 
reports’ that appeared in relation to the evidence the commission had 
received about the Department of External Affairs while he was there.18 
He asked to examine the Petrov documents and to be given details of 
allegations about the department for which he was responsible, so that 
he could defend his and his colleagues’ reputation. He incorporated 
a  statement that he requested be immediately made public. His efforts 
to put the record right about the nature of Petrov’s material were futile.

The political hysteria surrounding the Petrov story, despite the 
commission’s failure in 1955 to produce anyone against whom the 
commission could recommend a charge of spying, poisoned Labor’s 
relations with ASIO and ruined many innocent people’s careers. John was 
not able to protect colleagues who he knew to be innocent. Lawyer Jim 
Staples, who had been expelled from the Communist Party because of his 
disagreement with the party over Stalin and Hungary, was dismissed from 
his position in the Attorney-General’s Department as a result of having 
been a member of the party. Ric Throssell, though never a communist, 
was denied a security clearance that permanently affected his career 

17  K. H. Bailey, ‘Royal Commission on Espionage: Question of Publication of Evidence Given by 
Dr. J.W. Burton and Mr. Justice S.C. Taylor’, 21 October 1955, 2, Burton family file.
18  NAA: A6119, 130, Burton vol. 4, 28.
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because ASIO continued to claim he had passed material to the Soviets.19 
Throssell always denied these claims. John and two permanent heads, 
Arthur Tange and Alan Renouf, doubted ASIO’s advice on Throssell.20 
John said when interviewed in 1995:

Well, I think what happened to Throssell was absolutely disgusting 
and tragic and I think ASIO should be sued for it … He just … 
he just felt destroyed. And Hill of course was destroyed in the 
same way. These were terribly dedicated Australians … Imagine 
a person like Throssell doing anything that would prejudice 
Australia in any sense. It’s just absurd.21

Although John was not a subject of the Petrov inquiry – as early as 
September 1952, Spry had reported to Cabinet, consistent with MI5 
documented statements, that John was not the source of any security 
leak – his public support of colleagues who suffered at the hands of the 
royal commission made his struggle to improve his public image difficult. 
Fallout from the royal commission was ongoing. Before it released its 
report in September 1955, journalist Alan Reid jumped the gun with 
a commentary on its findings in the Sunday Telegraph. He asserted that 
it blasted Evatt and that ‘it criticises him for failure to stem Communist 
influence in the key External Affairs Department when he was External 
Affairs Minister’.22 Reid wrote: ‘The report links with Dr Evatt his former 
protege, Dr John Burton’, and qualified this in adding that ‘the blast’ at 
both Evatt and Burton was ‘indirect rather than blunt.’ John sued Reid, 
the Telegraph and its publishers, Consolidated Press Ltd. He claimed 
it was libellous in that it implied that he was one of the ‘reds in a key 
department’; it was as good at calling him a communist and a traitor. 
He won. On 1 May 1956, the court found that Reid did not have the 
protection of the defence of fair comment for the defamatory statements 
he made about John at the time he wrote the article because Reid could 
not have known the facts contained in the report since it had not been 
released. Reid had confirmed as much in his article, stating that, ‘So far, 
the report has been kept a close secret with only Prime Minister Menzies 
and his closest political associates knowing the details.’23

19  Personal communications with Staples and Throssell.
20  Willheim, ‘Is David Horner’s Official History of ASIO “Honest History”?’.
21  Burton, interview by Michael J. Wilson, 1995, 39.
22  Alan Reid, ‘Reds in Key Department: Spy Report Blasts Evatt’, Sunday Telegraph (Sydney), 
11 September 1955.
23  Sydney Morning Herald, 2 May 1956, 7.
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Unfortunately for John, he was only awarded nominal damages of 
£100 – not quite the £25,000 he sought as an ambit claim – because 
the commission’s report was published just a few days after Reid’s article, 
when the defence of ‘fair comment’ would have applied, so resulting in 
a reduction of the damage John suffered at law. The award was enough, 
however, to buy each of us a party dress. Mine was pale lemon lace and 
my father’s win was worth boasting about at school.

On 19 October 1955, Evatt gave his infamous speech in parliament that 
seemed to signal the beginning of his mental decline. While the thrust of 
his summary of the Petrov affair might be true, his emotions got in the 
way of a measured speech. Contrary to his intention, it did not serve him 
or the Labor Party well in the party’s campaign to win a general election 
in December 1955. Evatt rightly noted that, after 18 months of inquiry, 
no spies had been discovered and not a single prosecution had been 
recommended. He accused Menzies of knowing at the time he appointed 
the commission that Petrov’s defection had been deliberately organised 
by security officers under Menzies’s ministerial control many months 
before 13 April 1954. Then, Evatt dropped his bombshell – a revelation 
of his naivety – that brought a stunned silence to the house and then an 
uproar of laughter from both sides of parliament. He revealed that in an 
effort to ascertain the truth of these grave matters he had written to the 
Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union, Vyacheslav Molotov, requesting 
that the Soviet Government reveal the truth about the genuineness of 
the Petrov documents. Trying to talk over the laughter, Evatt told that 
he had received a reply on behalf of Molotov stating that the documents 
could only be ‘falsifications fabricated on the instructions of persons 
interested in the deterioration of the Soviet–Australian relations and in 
discrediting their political opponents’.24 That is, not surprisingly, the 
Russian foreign minister denied there were any Russian spies in Australia. 
According to Calwell, the Molotov letter that Evatt thought would clinch 
his victory instead was his undoing. ‘Evatt was so profoundly shaken by 
his sad experiences with the Petrov Commission that he became unnerved 
and dispirited. It all led to his physical breakdown,’ Calwell wrote in his 
autobiography.25

24  House of Representatives, Evatt, 19 October 1955, Historic Hansard, .
25  Calwell, Be Just and Fear Not, 186.
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Interestingly, Calwell said that he had seen John earlier that day taking 
roneoed copies of the speech to the parliamentary press gallery, although 
John had long since left the public service and did not again work for Evatt. 
Calwell had noticed that an extra page had been inserted in the copies of 
the speeches, because they were sticking out at an angle.26 Calwell might 
have confused the timeline of when John had worked for Evatt and was 
in error in his recall of seeing him, given his senior years when writing 
his memoir. Evidence of his poor recall is seen in the error he made in 
his memoir of the age of his son when he tragically died.27 Then again, 
John was still engaging with Evatt and assisting him in his spare time. 
If Calwell’s memory of his sighting is correct, what did John think the 
impact of Evatt’s speech would be? Would John have been equally blinded 
by anger to misjudge its effect, or would he have been unable to budge 
Evatt from his intent? In any event, Evatt was ridiculed by the press.

Spry almost matched Evatt’s poor judgement when he jumped to his 
own and ASIO’s defence. He accused Evatt and the ALP of communist 
techniques and of deliberately undermining ASIO. Then, he wrote a letter 
to Menzies’s department head, Alan Brown, stating that he was incensed 
by Evatt’s ‘wickedly false’ attack on him and ASIO.28 On 22 October 
1955, Spry wrote directly to Menzies himself, again provoked by Labor 
Party members’ attacks in the course of parliamentary debate. According 
to political correspondent Alan Ramsey, this letter ‘Reeks of Spry’s cold 
war convictions, his obsession with communism and his hostility to the 
Labor party’.29 Ramsey criticised Spry’s non-partisan approach:

Even by the Cold War standard of 30 years ago the letter from the 
head of the nation’s security organisation was remarkably intrusive 
in a highly contentious area of political debate.30

If it was Spry’s intention to manipulate a political outcome, he was 
successful. Evatt was lucky to hold his seat. In December 1955, John and 
Meredith left for Sydney to letterbox leaflets in the federal electorate of 
Barton to assist Evatt’s campaign. They stayed on to hand out ‘how to 

26  Calwell, Be Just and Fear Not, 185–86.
27  The Australian Dictionary of Biography places the child’s age at 11 at the time of his death in 
1948, not at age 16, as Calwell wrote in his senior years in his memoir, Be Just and Fear Not, 142. See 
Graham Freudenberg, ‘Calwell, Arthur Augustus (1896–1973)’, Australian Dictionary of Biography, 
vol. 13 (Melbourne: Melbourne University Press, 1993).
28  Ramsey, ‘The Spry Who Came in from the Cold War’, 13.
29  Ramsey, ‘The Spry Who Came in from the Cold War’, 13.
30  Ramsey, ‘The Spry Who Came in from the Cold War’, 13.
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vote’ cards at the booths on election day. Their help was necessary. Evatt 
retained the seat by something like a margin of 200 votes. Afterwards he 
visited us, bringing Meredith a box of chocolates to thank her for her help.

The debate is ongoing as to whether the Petrov defection was engineered 
by the Menzies Government. Ramsey wrote:

If Menzies did manipulate the Petrov Royal Commission brilliantly 
to win an election and cripple the Labor Party, Spry made it all 
possible with ‘Operation Cabin 12’, Spry’s own creation, and the 
code-name given by ASIO to Petrov’s defection in April 1954.31

John’s view was: ‘I think that Menzies was presented with a situation just 
prior to the election when the House was getting up and immediately saw 
and took advantage of the political possibilities.’32 John maintained a belief 
that the Petrov affair was a tactical manoeuvre by a group of intelligence 
officers and some senior civil servants, assisted by MI5, and that Menzies 
was not party to the conspiracy. ‘My hunch,’ John told journalist John 
Stubbs, ‘is that Menzies knew nothing until Petrov was handed to him on 
a plate. Then he responded readily.’33

Claims have also been made that ASIO, under Spry as its head, spied on 
Menzies’s legitimate political opponents, so determined was he to keep 
the conservative government in power.34 Ramsey wrote:

It is one of the great ironies of Australian politics that the 
organisation Chifley had been so reluctant to establish in 
1949 should, four years after his Government fell, became the 
instrument to destroy Chifley’s successor, ‘Doc’ Evatt, and play so 
large a part in creating both the climate and the circumstance that 
would deny Labor’s return to office for another 18 years.35

Menzies gave Spry unsupervised authority. John recalled that for years after 
he left the public service, and prior to the Petrov inquiry, his movements 
were tracked by ASIO and his phones bugged. He told journalist Mike 
Steketee, in 1972:

31  Ramsey, ‘The Spry Who Came in from the Cold War’, 13.
32  ‘Evatt “Right on Petrov”’, Canberra Times, 15 February 1972, 1. 
33  Burton, ‘Petrov’, National Times, 28 September–4 October 1984, 11.
34  NLA, Biographical cuttings on Charles Spry 1910–1994.
35  Ramsey, ‘The Spry Who Came in from the Cold War’, 13. 
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I could never send a message from my office to Dr Evatt’s office 
without the American ambassador having the precise details 
within minutes. The ambassador used to drop little hints to let me 
know he knew what I knew.36

Political journalist Eric Walsh opined that Spry’s very existence was almost 
a state secret.37 Horner concluded that ASIO conducted ‘covert entry 
with dubious legal cover’.38 It is disappointing that Horner was not more 
scathing about Spry’s blatant flagrance of the rule of law. For example, as 
late as 1959, he had a hidden microphone installed in lawyer Ted Hill’s 
office. Hill’s communication with his clients were by law protected by legal 
professional privilege. Spry, having been sprung, tried to defend himself 
in a letter to Menzies, saying that ASIO believed that Hill was working for 
the ‘illegal apparatus’ of the Communist Party. Yet the attempt to outlaw 
the Communist Party had failed years earlier. Horner’s official history 
does not inform us whether anyone was ever called to account for ASIO’s 
illegal activities.39

***

John’s motivation to improve Australia’s relations with its Asia-Pacific 
neighbours did not wane. In March 1955, after the close of the Petrov 
inquiry, he embraced the opportunity to exert his influence internationally 
in his private capacity: in the absence of an Australian official attending 
the Bandung Conference, John filled the void.

36  Mike Steketee, Obituary for John Burton, Australian, 10 July 2010, 8.
37  Eric Walsh, ‘Top Spy’, Daily Mirror (Sydney), 28 January 1969, 14–15.
38  Horner, The Spy Catchers, 418–22.
39  Willheim, ‘Is David Horner’s Official History of ASIO “Honest History”?’, 12. 
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