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Na osnovi izvornih arhivskih dokumenata iz Drzavnog arhiva u Splitu, u ovom
se radu daje kratki prikaz poslijeratne komunisticke represije, protukomunistic-
kog otpora i progona sveéenstva na podrucju grada Dubrovnika. Poseban je na-
glasak na slu¢aju dominikanca fra Dominika Baraca koji je u lipnju 1945. osuden
na kaznu smrti strijeljanjem koja je izvr§ena 17. studenoga iste godine u Trogiru.
U ovom radu autorica se fokusira na djelovanje konavoskih krizara pod vodstvom
nekadasnjeg HSS-ovca Pere Bakica i njihove kontakte s Baracem zbog kojih je i
formalno osuden.

Relying on the original documents from the Split State Archives, this paper offers
a brief description of postwar Communist repression, anticommunist resistance
and persecution of clergy in Dubrovnik area. Laying stress upon the case of Fr.
Dominik Bara¢, a Dominican priest who was sentenced to be shot in 1945 and exe-
cuted in Trogir on 17 November that year, the author focuses on the activities of the
Konavle Crusaders led by the former HSS member Pero Baki¢ and their contacts
with Barac that led to his formal sentence.
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Uvod

112

»Nakon patnji i stradanja u kojima je dubro-
vacki okrug dao nebrojene Zrtve u listopadu
1944. g. osloboden je grad Dubrovnik i njegova
okolica. Narod se oslobodio terora i strahota,
Cetnika, ustasa i okupatora. Dok je narod jedva
odahnuo i poceo da radi u miru na obnavljanju
porusene zemlje u Dubrovniku, ostaci ustaskih
koljaca i suradnika okupatora stvaraju tajnu ile-
galnu organizaciju. Svrha ove organizacije bila
je da potkopava rad narodnih vlasti i potpoma-
ze ostatke ustasa koji su se nalazili u $umi, te
vrdi teroristicke napadaje, propagira ustastvo
i povratak ustasa i okupatora u Dalmaciji. Na
¢elu ove organizacije nalazio se svec¢enik domi-
nikanac dr. fra Dominik Bara¢, profesor bogos-
lovije u Dubrovniku. S njim je suradivao jos je-
dan sveéenik, dominikanac, biv§i domobranski
dusobriznik fra Bertrand Parsi¢. Sastanci ove
ilegalne teroristicke grupe odrzavali su se u sa-
mostanu dominikanaca u Dubrovniku. Naroci-
to je bila razvijena djelatnost ove organizacije
tokom sije¢nja 1945. godine. Da bi bojkotirali
proslavu sv. Vlaha, ilegalna teroristicka grupa
na Celu sa dr. Dominikom Bara¢em u to doba
pise prijeteca pisma dubrovackim gradanima i
samome biskupu kotorskome i administratoru
dubrovacke biskupije dr. Pavlu Butorcu. Tako
fra Dominik Barac¢ za volju okupatora i ustasa
poziva narod da ne sudjeluje u proslavi dubro-
vackog zastitnika sv. Vlaha. U jednom pismu
upucenome dr. Frani Dabrovi¢u on naziva ovo-
ga biskupa ‘biskup kukavica. Iz tih razloga $to
je biskup Butorac dao pristanak da se prosla-
va sv. Vlaha odrzi. Fra Dominik Bara¢ stupa u
vezu sa vodom ustaskih odmetnika Perom Ba-
ki¢cem. On i sve¢enik Parsi¢ sastavljaju pisma za
njega u kome obavjestavaju Bakica o ilegalnom
radu u Dubrovniku, predpostavljaju¢i da Baki¢
ima veze sa Mostarom u kojem je jo$ tada bio
okupator. U tim pismima oni traze pravac rada,
i na taj na¢in hoce da se povezu s okupatorom.
Ova pisma napisana su po diktatu fra Baraca u
njegovoj sobi u dominikanskom samostanu u
Dubrovniku. Fra Bara¢ u sluzbi ustasa i okupa-
tora upotrebljavao je i same crkvene prostori-
je, odakle upucuje prijeteca pisma gradanima
Dubrovnika dajuci ih u sakristiji dominikan-
ske crkve Ivki Kristovi¢. I pisma upuéena vodi
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Introduction

“After immense suffering and untold victims,
Dubrovnik and its environs were finally liberated
in November 1944. The people broke free from
the terror and atrocities inflicted upon them by
Chetniks, Ustashe and the occupiers. No soon-
er were the people of Dubrovnik able to breathe
freely again and start rebuilding their devastated
country than the remains of the Ustasha butchers
and collaborationists began forming their secret
illegal organization. Its goal was to undermine
the peoples government, help the remaining
Ustashe still at large, engage in acts of terrorism,
and promote the Ustasha and occupiers’ cause
and restore their power in Dalmatia. The organ-
ization was headed by the Dominican priest Fr.
Dominik Bara¢, professor at the divinity college
in Dubrovnik. He had been in collusion with
another Dominican priest, former Home Guard
confessor Fr. Bertrand Parsi¢. This illegal terrorist
group had its meetings at the Dominican monas-
tery in Dubrovnik. They were particularly active
in January 1945. In order to boycott the Festivity
of St. Blaise, the illegal terrorist group led by Dr.
Dominik Bara¢ wrote threatening letters to the
citizens of Dubrovnik and to Dr. Pavao Butorac,
the bishop of Kotor and administrator of the
Dubrovnik Diocese. For the sake of the occupiers
and Ustashe, Fr. Dominik Bara¢ urged the peo-
ple not to take part in the Festivity of St. Blaise,
Dubrovnik’s patron saint. In a letter to Dr. Frano
Dabrovi¢, he called Butorac a ‘cowardly bishop’
because he gave his approval for the festivity. Fr.
Dominik Barac established a contact with Pero
Bakic¢, the leader of the Ustasha outlaws. He and
priest Parsi¢ wrote letters to him, informing him
about their illegal activities in Dubrovnik as they
believed he had been in touch with Mostar, then
still held by the occupiers. In their letters they
sought guidance for establishing contacts with
the occupiers. The letters were dictated by Fr.
Bara¢ in his chambers in the Dominican mon-
astery in Dubrovnik. In service of the Ustashe
and occupiers, Fr. Bara¢ went as far as to use
church premises. There he wrote the threatening
letters to the citizens of Dubrovnik. He would
then hand these letters over to Ivka Kristovi¢ in
the sacristy of the Dominican church. He did the
same with his letters to the Ustasha outlaw leader
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ustaske bande Peri Bakic¢u takoder predaje u cr-
kvenim prostorijama u ruke Pavi Radovic.
Posljednji ostaci ustaske bande koji su se skri-
vali u Konavljima nedavno su likvidirani. Te-
roristicka ilegalna grupa koja je bila sli¢na i
koju je organizirao fra Dominik Bara¢, dosla
je ovih dana u ruke suda da primi zasluzenu
kaznu.*!

Ovaj tekst pod naslovom ,Organizator ilegalnog
teroristickog rada u Dubrovniku bio je dominikanac
dr. fra Dominik Bara¢“ objavljen je u Slobodnoj Dal-
maciji 9. sije¢nja 1946., odnosno gotovo dva mjeseca
nakon $to je Bara¢ bio strijeljan, a ¢lanovi njegove
»grupe“ ve¢ odavno neaktivni, odnosno zatvoreni
ili ubijeni. Stovise, tekst je objavljen na istoj strani-
ci uz drugi pod naslovom ,,Osudeni ¢lanovi ilegalne
druzine koja je pripremala bijeg logorasa®, a u kojem
se autor osvrnuo na tada aktualno sudenje fra Petru
Turkalju, Korneliju Filipiju i Dragutinu Homolki koji
su u sijecnju 1946. osudeni u Splitu zbog navodnog
organiziranja bijega logorasa iz splitskog logora Firu-
le i njihova prebacivanja u krizare na drniskom po-
dru¢ju.” Stoga je vrijeme objavljivanja teksta o ,ile-
galnom teroristickom radu® u Dubrovniku potrebno
gledati u Sirem kontekstu odnosa komunisticke vlasti
prema Katolickoj Crkvi u prvim mjesecima nakon
objavljivanja Pastirskog pisma u rujnu 1945. godine.

Naime, upravo je u istom broju Slobodne Dalmacije
na naslovnoj stranici tiskana kratka ,Izjava katolic-
kih svec¢enika povodom Pastirskog pisma“ prethodno
objavljena u tiskovini Nas list, glasilu Narodne fronte
(NF) jugoslavenskog zbjega u El Shattu. U toj izjavi
koju potpisuju sveéenici don Andro Stambuk, don
Niko Ivanovi¢, don Ivan Moskatelo i don Jure Burié
navedeno je da se potpisani ,,pridruzuju ostaloj braci
svecenicima, koji su odbili da u svojim crkvama pro-
¢itaju ‘Pastirsko pismo’ katolickog episkopata, sma-
trajuc¢i njihov neposluh prema svojim starjesinama
patriotskim ¢inom® U izjavi se takoder istice da je
»historijski momenat, sto ga je Jugoslavija prozivlja-
vala, imperativno nalaze svim iskrenim rodoljubima
da se zbiju u narodne redove oko naseg omiljenog
mars$ala Tita i da svi jednodus$no pristupe izgradnji

! ,Organizator ilegalnog teroristickog rada u Dubrovniku bio je
dominikanac dr. fra Dominik Barac®, Slobodna Dalmacija, 9.
sijecnja 1946., 3.

2 Osudjeni danovi ilegalne druzine koja je pripremala bijeg
robijasa, Slobodna Dalmacija, 9. sije¢nja 1946., 3.

Pero Baki¢ - he used church premises to hand
them over to Pava Radovi¢. The last remaining
Ustasha bandits in Konavle have recently been
liquidated. These days, a similar illegal terrorist
group organized by Fr. Dominik Barac has also
been brought to justice.”

The above quoted text, headlined “Illegal Terror-
ist Activities in Dubrovnik Were Organized by Fr.
Dominik Barac”, was published in Slobodna Dalmacija
on 9 January 1946, almost two months after Bara¢ had
been shot. As for the members of his “group’, they had
all been inactive by then - imprisoned or executed. In-
deed, the text was published on the same page as the
text headlined “Guilty Verdicts for Illegal Group That
Helped Detainees Escape” that covered the then ongo-
ing Split trial of Fr. Petar Turkalj, Kornelije Filipi and
Dragutin Homolka, who would later in January that
year be found guilty for allegedly organizing escape of
the detainees of Firule prison camp in Split and helping
them to join the Crusaders in Drnis area.? For this rea-
son, the publishing of the text about the “illegal terror-
ist activities” in Dubrovnik should be perceived in the
context of the day - the Communist regime’s treatment
of the Catholic Church in the first months after the Pas-
toral Letter of September 1945.

On the front page of the very same issue of Slobodna
Dalmacija, a brief “Catholic Priests’ Statement on the
Occasion of Pastoral Letter” was published. Originally
published in Nas list, the official organ of the National
Front (NF) in the Yugoslav refugee camp in El Shatt,
the statement signed by Fathers Andro Stambuk, Niko
Ivanovi¢, Ivan Mosgkatelo and Jure Buri¢ says that the
undersigned priests “have joined their brother priests
in refusing to read the Catholic bishops’ ‘Pastoral Let-
ter’ in their churches, considering this disobedience
towards their superiors as an act of patriotism”. The
statement also asserts that “in this historical moment
for Yugoslavia, it is an imperative for all true patriots
to close ranks around our beloved Marshal Tito and
unanimously join forces in building a new Democrat-
ic Federative Yugoslavia, a country where there will be
justice for all, regardless of their faith or nationality”’

! “Illegal Terrorist Activities in Dubrovnik Were Organized by Fr.
Dominik Bara¢”, Slobodna Dalmacija, 9 January 1946, 3.

2 “Guilty Verdicts for Illegal Group That Helped Detainees Escape”,
Slobodna Dalmacija, 9 January 1946, 3.

3 «Catholic Priests’ Statement on the Occasion of Pastoral Letter”,
Slobodna Dalmacija, 9 January 1946, 1.
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nove Demokratske Federativne Jugoslavije, u kojoj ¢e
biti pravde za svakog gradanina, bez razlike vjere i
narodnosti.> Cini se da je nakana tada$njih medija
koje je kontrolirao komunisticki rezim bila ukazati
na razjedinjenost Katolicke Crkve uz izricito isticanje
navodnog ,teroristickog® karaktera onog ,neprija-
teljskog® dijela te institucije.

No, unato¢ svojim zaslugama za rad u logorima u
Egiptu, spomenuti don Andro Stambuk po povratku
u Jugoslaviju pao je u nemilost rezima jer nije htio
prije¢i u stalez narodnih svecenika kako mu je bilo
predlozeno iz redova Komunisticke partije Jugosla-
vije (KPJ), nego je ostao vjeran papi i svom ordina-
riju.* Iz Biltena Udbe iz sijecnja 1948. doznajemo da
je »,pred Okruznim sudom u Splitu zavrSen proces
protiv don Andre Stambuka, te je isti osuden na 3
godine prisilna rada.® Kaznu je izdrzavao u KPD-u
Stara Gradigka, a po njezinu okonc¢anju vratio se na
Hvar gdje su ga 1953. brutalno pretukli ,,nepoznati®
pocinitelji. U prolje¢e 1955. papa Pio XII. imenovao
ga je pomoc¢nim biskupom hvarsko-bracko-viskim.
Upravo ga je na toj duznosti zatekla iznenadna smrt
sredinom kolovoza iste godine.®

Don Andro Stambuk tako je postao jedna u nizu
zrtava komunistickog rezima iz redova organizacije
koja je ve¢ krajem Drugog svjetskog rata bila okvalifi-
cirana kao velika opasnost po komunisti¢ki poredak.
Tako, primjerice, u izvjesc¢u za svibanj 1945. OZNA
za srednju Dalmaciju javlja da ,popovi sa svojim ra-
dom nastoje $to vise privezati mase uz vjeru i crkvu,
kako bi na taj nacin $to viSe razjedinili narod i omla-
dinu stvarajuci razna drustva i organizacije /$to Ce te
vidjeti iz izvje$taja/”, a ,gledajuci $to aktivnije rad po-
pova mozemo rec¢i da nam oni danas na nasem sekto-
ru predstavljaju najvecu opasnost”’ Da je doista tako
bilo i u praksi, pokazuje svijedo¢anstvo dubrovackog
svecenika don Ive Bjelokosi¢a koji je naveo da mu je
tijekom istraznog postupka 1945. isljednik zaprije-
tio: ,,Zar ti nije jasno da ¢emo mi Crkvu unistiti...

3 »1zjava katolickih svecenika povodom ‘Pastirskog pisma™
Slobodna Dalmacija, 9. sije¢nja 1946., 1.

4 Bratani¢ 2011: 150.

> HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, kut. 168, Bilten UDB-e s
podacima o kleru, 22. veljace 1948.; Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji...
2011: 168.

6 Bezina 2000: 124.

7 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, kut. 168, Izvjestaj OZNA-e za
srednju Dalmaciju za svibanj 1945. godine, 3. lipnja 1945., br.
714/45; Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 460-472.
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Apparently, the media controlled by the Communist
regime aimed at underlining the lack of unity in the
Catholic Church while expressly pointing at the alleged
“terrorist” nature of the “hostile” parts of that institu-
tion.

Although his merits for his work in the Egyptian ref-
ugee camps has been recognized, the abovementioned
priest Andro Stambuk fell into disfavor of the regime
upon returning to Yugoslavia because he refused to
join the ranks of the “people’s priests” at the suggestion
of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia (KPJ) and re-
mained loyal to the Pope and his ordinary.* The UDBA
Bulletin from January 1948 reports that “the trial of
Father Andro Stambuk at the Split District Court has
been terminated and the said priest has been sentenced
to 3 years of forced labor”® Upon serving his sentence
in Stara Gradiska Correctional Facility, he returned to
Hvar where, in 1953, he was brutally beaten by “un-
known perpetrators”. In the spring of 1955, Pope Pius
XII appointed him auxiliary bishop of Hvar, Bra¢ and
Vis. It was on this duty that he met his sudden death in
mid-August that same year.

Father Andro Stambuk thus became but one of many
members of the Church that fell victims to the Com-
munist regime. Even before the end of the World War
I1, the Communists had begun to perceive the Church
as a great threat to their new order. For example, in May
1945, OZNA’s Central Dalmatian branch reports that
“the clergy have been actively trying to win the mass-
es for religion and the Church in order to disunite the
people and the youth by forming various associations
and organizations /as can be seen from the report/.
... Active monitoring of the clergy indicates that they
pose the biggest threat in our sector”’ Evidencing that
it was really so is the testimony of father Ivo Bjelokosi¢
from Dubrovnik, who said that his investigating judge
told him in the pre-trial stage in 1945: “Can’t you un-
derstand that we will destroy the Church... Everyone
who might pose a threat to us 20 years from now will
be killed right away. The old priests will soon die off
anyway and the young people will be prevented from

4 Bratani¢ 2011: 150.

> HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
box 168, UDBA Bulletin with information on clergy, 22 February
1948; Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 168.

6 Bezina 2000: 124.

7 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
box 168, OZNA Central Dalmatian branch’s report for May 1945, 3
June 1945, no. 714/45; Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 460-472.
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Svakoga onoga, koji bi nam za 20 godina mogao biti
opasan, odmah ¢emo ubiti. Stari ¢e sveéenici ionako
uskoro umrijeti, mladima nec¢emo dati spremati se za
sveéenike i vi ste uskoro gotovi.“® U tim trenutcima
mnogi su svecenici ve¢ bili ubijeni.’ Fra Dominik Ba-
ra¢ nalazio se u zatvoru gdje je cekao sudenje koje
je okoncano 18. lipnja 1945. i na kojem ga je prijeki
vojni sud osudio na kaznu smrti strijeljanjem i trajan
gubitak gradanskih prava.

U ovom radu osvrnut ¢u se na sa¢cuvane dokumente
u dosjeima fra Dominika Baraca i konavoskog krizar-
skog vode Pere Bakica, na represiju u gradu Dubrov-
niku krajem 1944. i poc¢etkom 1945. te djelovanje kri-
zarskih skupina na konavoskom podru¢ju s kojim se
u OZNA-inim dokumentima povezuje i Barac.

Komunisticka represija u Dubrovniku
krajem 1944. i pocetkom 1945. godine

Radi lakseg razumijevanja poslijeratne komunistic-
ke represije, a samim tim i otpora prema novom re-
zimu, potrebno je vratiti se nekoliko mjeseci unatrag,
u vrijeme prije samog zauzimanja Dalmacije. Naime,
tijekom ljeta 1944. lokalni narodnooslobodilacki od-
bori (NOO), ogranci Komunisticke partije Hrvatske
(KPH) i Odjeljenja zastite naroda (OZNA) pristupi-
li su izradi tzv. ,crnih knjiga®. OZNA VIII. korpusa
poslala je 25. srpnja 1944. dopis opunomoceniku
OZNA-e Komande splitskog podrucja u kojem je
zatrazeno da teziSte rada bude usmjereno ,najvise i
uglavnom na sredivanje kartoteke narodnih neprija-
telja, $pijuna, agenata itd. u oslobodenim i neoslobo-
denim gradovima i selima, a narocito ovim posljed-
njim“'® Izvjes¢e OZNA-e za oblast VIII. korpusa,
upuceno 1. kolovoza 1944. OZNA-i za Hrvatsku,
takoder potvrduje da su takvi popisi pripremani i
drugdje."" Takve pripreme bile su tek uvod u obrac¢un
s »narodnim neprijateljima“ koji ¢e uslijediti nakon
ulaska partizanskih postrojbi u dalmatinske gradove
krajem 1944. godine.

¥ Kati¢ 2017: 198.

? Opsirnije o ubojstvima svecenika, primjerice na otoku Daksa:
Radica 2003.

10 HR-DAS-431, Opunomoéstvo OZN-e pri Komandi splitskog
podrudja, kut. 47, Dopis OZN-e VIIL korpusa, 25. srpnja 1944.

B HR-HDA-1491, OZN-a za Hrvatsku, kut. 35, 11.3.3., Izvjesce
OZN-e za Oblast VIII. korpusa, 1. kolovoza 1944.; Zlocini i teror u
Dalmaciji... 2011: 318-324; Partizanska i komunisticka represija. ..
2011: 126-132.

receiving clerical training - so soon you will all be done
with” By that time, many priests had already been
murdered.’ Fr. Dominik Bara¢ was awaiting his trial in
prison. The trial before a court martial was terminated
on 18 June 1945 and Barac was sentenced to death and
permanent loss of civil rights.

In this paper I will analyze the documents contained
in the files of Fr. Dominik Bara¢ and the Konavle Cru-
sader leader Pero Baki¢, the repression in Dubrovnik
in the late 1944 and early 1945, and the activities of the
Crusader groups in Konavle that Bara¢ was implicated
with in OZNA’s documents.

Communist repression in Dubrovnik in the
late 1944 and early 1945

For easier understanding of the postwar Communist
repression and, consequently, the resistance to the new
regime, one should go back to the period a few months
before the Partisan seizure of Dalmatia. In the summer
of 1944, local National Liberation Committees (NOO)
and sections of Communist Party of Croatia (KPH)
and Department for Protection of the People (OZNA)
began making the so-called “black books”. In its letter
to its commissioner of the Split Operational Zone HQ
of 25 July 1944, the OZNA division for the 8th Corps
Operational Zone gave an instruction that their activ-
ities should “first and foremost be focused on keeping
files on people’s enemies, spies, agents etc. in liberated
and still occupied towns and - particularly - villages” '
The report of OZNA division for the 8th Corps Oper-
ational Zone sent to OZNA’s Croatian branch on 1 Au-
gust 1944 also confirms that such lists were also made
elsewhere.! These preparations were merely an intro-
duction to the final dealing with “people’s enemies” that
would take place after the Partisan units had entered
Dalmatian cities in the late 1944.

Military operations for capturing Dalmatia began
in September 1944. According to Nikola Ani¢, the
Peoples Liberation Army of Yugoslavia (NOV]) had

¥ Kati¢ 2017: 198.

° For more on murders of priests (e.g. on the island of Daksa), see
Radica 2003.

10 HR-DAS-431, OZNA for the Split Operational Zone HQ, box
47, letter from OZNA division for the 8th Corps, 25 July 1944.

1 HR-HDA-1491, OZNA - Croatian branch, box 35, 11.3.3,,
OZNA division for the 8th Corps Operational Zone, 1 August
1944; Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 318-324; Partizanska i
komunisticka represija... 2011: 126-132.
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Vojne operacije za zauzimanje Dalmacije zapoce-
le su u rujnu 1944. godine. Prema navodima Niko-
le Anic¢a, Narodnooslobodilacka vojska Jugoslavije
(NOVJ) medu prvima je nastojala zauzeti upravo
Dubrovnik gdje su ,antihitlerovski saveznici“ plani-
rali iskrcati postrojbe smjestene u Italiji i povezati se
s Cetnicima Draze Mihajlovi¢a s namjerom da zadaju
udarac Narodnooslobodilackom pokretu (NOP) te
stvore uvjete za povratak dinastije Karadordevic¢a na
vlast. Dubrovnik se takoder nalazio na smjeru povla-
¢enja njemacke vojske prema sjeveru, a brzo zauzi-
manje grada trebalo je omoguditi i lakse opskrbljiva-
nje postrojbi NOV-a u Bosni, Crnoj Gori i Srbiji.

Stoga je na sastanku Josipa Broza Tita s ¢lanovima
Vrhovnog staba izdana zapovijed da se razrade pla-
novi za zauzimanje juzne Dalmacije. Naredeno je da
26. dalmatinska divizija nakon zauzimanja srednjo-
dalmatinskih i juznodalmatinskih otoka zajedno s 29.
hercegovackom divizijom zauzme Dubrovnik. Prema
gradu je iz smjera Konavala krenula 2. dalmatinska
proleterska brigada sastava Primorske operativne
grupe 2. crnogorskog korpusa, a na dubrovackom
su podrudju djelovali Dubrovacki partizanski odred,
Konavoski partizanski odred, postrojbe Zapovjednis-
tva grada Dubrovnika i drugi manji borbeni sastavi."?
Dubrovnik je zauzet 18. rujna 1944. godine nakon
¢ega je uslijedila represija koju ilustrira pismo Ante
Jurjevi¢a Baje, organizacijskog sekretara Oblasnog
komiteta KPH za Dalmaciju, od 25. listopada 1944.
godine. U tom se pismu istice da ,,bilo kako bilo ubit
ih se mora“™

Osim toga o likvidacijama zarobljenika na cita-
vom dalmatinskom podrucju sac¢uvan je veci broj
arhivskih izvora medu kojima se istice izvjes¢e Dra-
ge Desputa, ¢lana Sudskog odsjeka Glavnog $taba
NOV-a i partizanskih odreda (PO) Hrvatske upu-
¢eno Centralnom komitetu KPH 17. sijecnja 1945.
godine. Desput u njemu navodi da je tijekom borav-
ka u Dalmaciji zapazio ,stanovite nepravilnosti® te
istice da mu je ,povjerenik OZN-e za kninski sektor
drug Ilija® izjavio (...), da su oni dobili direktivu, da

'2 Ani¢ 2013: 132.

" Ani¢ 2013: 132-133.

14 7lotini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 215-218; Partizanska i
komunisticka represija... 2011: 156-160.

> Grubi¢ Ilija, roden 13. veljate 1909. u Dubrovniku. Srbin.
Strojomehanicar u Kninu. Clan KK KPH Knin 1941. U NOV-u od
26. prosinca 1942. Uhvalen i zatvoren te razmijenjen.
Opunomodenik Opunomocéstva Ozne kninskoga podrudja od
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Dubrovnik as one of its primary objectives because it
was there that the “Anti-Hitler coalition” planned to
land their Italy-based troops and make contact with
Draza Mihailovi¢’s Chetniks in order to strike a blow to
the National Liberation Movement (NOP) and create
conditions for reinstating the Karadordevi¢ dynasty.
Dubrovnik was also on the route of German withdraw-
al to the north and its taking would facilitate sending
supplies to the NOV] troops in Bosnia, Montenegro
and Serbia."

This is why Josip Broz Tito and the Supreme Com-
mand ordered that the plans be made for taking the
Southern Dalmatia. After taking the Central and
Southern Dalmatian islands, the 26th Dalmatian Di-
vision was supposed to join forces with the 29th Her-
zegovina Division and take Dubrovnik. The 2nd Dal-
matian Proletarian Brigade of the Littoral Operation-
al Group of the 2nd Montenegrin Corps also moved
towards Dubrovnik from Konavle. Dubrovnik and
Konavle Partisan Detachments, Dubrovnik Command
units and other smaller units had already been active in
Dubrovnik area.”® After the taking of Dubrovnik on 18
September 1944, a crackdown ensued. It is illustrated
in organizational secretary of the KPH Committee for
Dalmatia Ante Jurjevi¢ Bajas letter of 25 October 1944.
In it he says that, “be it as it may, they must be killed”."*

There is a number of archival sources evidencing ex-
ecutions of prisoners throughout Dalmatia. Prominent
among them is the report of Drago Desput, member of
the Military Court of the Supreme Command of Peo-
ple’s Liberation Army and Partisan Detachments (PO)
in Croatia, sent to the KPH Central Committee on 17
January 1945. Desput reports that, during his visit to
Dalmatia, he observed “certain irregularities” and says
that “Comrade Ilijja,”> OZNA’s commissioner for Knin

12 Ani¢ 2013: 132.
13 Ani¢ 2013: 132-133.

Y Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 215-218; Partizanska i
komunisticka represija... 2011: 156-160.

1> Grubi¢ Ilija, born 134 February 1909 in Dubrovnik, Serb. Engine
mechanic in Knin. Member of Knin County Committee of KPH
since 1941. Joined People’s Liberation Army on 26 December 1942.
Captured and imprisoned; later exchanged. Commissioner of
OZNA for Knin since mid-1944. In charge of 1st Section activities.
According to sources, he was head of OZNA for Sibenik. Acting
head of OZNA division for Sibenik County in 1945. Deputy head
of UDBA - Dalmatian branch (commissioned as captain) in 1946.
Member of UDBA Zagreb division in the late 1940s. member of
UDBA - Croatian branch in the early 1950s. Head of Zadar
division of UDBA and Ministry of Interior in the mid-1950s.
Radeli¢ 2019: 331.
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prilikom oslobadanja uhapse $to vise ljudi, jedan dio
od tih, koji ispunjavaju potrebne uslove, likvidiraju,
a ostali dio puste na slobodu® Stovise, ,u duhu te
direktive od Dubrovnika - Knina pa do Zadra likvi-
diran je stanovit broj ljudi®, a ,,za jedan dio od likvi-
diranih zatraZeno je od nasih vojnih sudova da se
izrade presude u svrhu objavljivanja, §to je i ucinje-
no“'® No ne samo da su presude pisane naknadno
nego i ,sama justifikacija likvidiranih vrsena je bez
potrebne opreznosti na vrlo nezgodan nacin“ pa su
u Dubrovniku, na primjer, pripadnici KNOJ-a ,ju-
stifikaciju® vréili klanjem® a pri provodenju te ,,mje-
re“ bili su ,,povrsni® Tako je u Dubrovniku u oglasu
s popisom osudenih na smrt, odnosno strijeljanih,
svoje ime ugledao gradanin koji se u tom trenutku
nalazio na slobodi. Takoder, medu likvidiranima je
bilo onih koji se ,nikako nisu smjeli likvidirati unu-
tar Cetiri zida®“ jer je njih trebalo ,raskrinkati“ pred
narodom, izvesti na javno sudenje i zatim osuditi,
kao $to je bio slucaj sa ,,20 popova u Dubrovniku®."””
Cini se da su Desputove ,,nepravilnosti“ bile mnogo
vise od toga. Rije¢ je bila o doista bizarnim situaci-
jama u kojima nije sudeno samo mrtvima nego cak i
onima koji se pred sudom uopce nisu pojavili niti su
o0 svojoj navodnoj likvidaciji iSta znali.

No unato¢ masovnoj represiji koja se u tim trenut-
cima odvijala na prostoru ¢itave Dalmacije te nepo-
znatom broju likvidiranih, Desput je zakljucio da taj
broj ipak nije bio prevelik, nego ,,na nekim sektorima
mnogo premalen®. Tako je u Dubrovniku likvidirano
»svega oko 100 ljudi® No ,to je premalen broj za Du-
brovnik i okolicu u kojem su za ovo ¢itavo vrijeme ca-
revali i ustade i Cetnici, Talijani i Nijemci, a ogromna
vec¢ina Dubrov¢ana s njima se je povezala® Desput je

sredine 1944., zaduZen i za poslove I. sekcije. Prema navodima u
literaturi, bio je $ef Opunomodstva Ozne za Sibensko podrudje.
Vritelj duznosti nacelnika Okruznog odjeljenja Ozne za Sibenik
1945. U ¢inu kapetana zamjenik nacelnika Odjeljenja Udbe za
Oblast Dalmacija 1946. Clan Odjeljenja Udbe za grad Zagreb
potkraj 40-ih god. 20. st. Clan Udbe za Hrvatsku pocetkom 50-ih
god. 20. st. Nacelnik Opunomodstva Udbe za kotar i grad i Odjela
unutra$njih poslova Zadar sredinom 50-ih god. 20. st. Radeli¢
2019: 331.

16 HR-HDA-1220, CK SKH, Ratno gradivo, kut. 13, KP-42/2842;
Zlociniiteror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 83-88; Partizanska i komunisticka
represija... 2011: 288-301; Split i srednja Dalmacija u dokumentima
OZN-e i UDB-e... 2017: 312-325.

7 HR-HDA-1220, CK SKH, Ratno gradivo, kut. 13, KP-42/2842;
Zlo¢iniiteror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 83-88; Partizanska i komunisticka

represija... 2011: 288-301; Split i srednja Dalmacija u dokumentima
OZN-e i UDB-e... 2017: 312-325.

District, told me [...] that they had been given a direc-
tive to make as many arrests as possible upon liberating
a town and do away with those meeting the criteria and
release the rest”. Indeed, “in keeping with the directive,
“a number of people on the Dubrovnik-Knin-Zadar
stretch were liquidated” and “our military courts were
then requested to write down verdicts for some of those
liquidate in order to have them published, which was
carried out”'® So not only were the verdicts brought
subsequently but the “executions themselves were
carried out without necessary caution and very inap-
propriately”: in Dubrovnik, for example, members of
KNOJ “carried out executions by cutting throats”; in
doing so, they were “desultory”. For example, one citi-
zen who was not arrested at the moment saw his name
on the list of those sentenced to death and executed.
Also, the executed included those “who shouldn’t have
been executed quietly” because they were supposed
to be “unmasked” publicly, put to a show trial and
then convicted, as had been the case with “20 priests
in Dubrovnik™!” It seems that those Desput’s “irregu-
larities” were much more than that. There were rather
bizarre situations that included trials not only of dead
people but also of those who had no idea they were be-
ing tried or even “executed”

The fact that repression on a massive scale was taking
place throughout Dalmatia at the moment and that an
unknown number of people had been liquidated did
not prevent Desput from concluding that this number
was not excessive — on the contrary, it was “by far too
small in some sectors”. For instance, “only around 100
were executed” in Dubrovnik. Apparently, the num-
ber was “too small for Dubrovnik and its surrounds,
where Ustashe, Chetniks, Italians and Germans had
reigned all this time and a large majority of the local
citizens had sided with them” Desput asserts that the
“comrades” have shown “excessive leniency” in the area
where “ideas and plans were made for committing vi-
olence against entire Southern Dalmatia” and where
“the fifth column and espionage activities were thriv-
ing”. This Communist “leniency” and the numbers that

16 HR-HDA-1220, KPH central committee, wartime documents,
box 13, KP-42/2842; Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 83-88;
Partizanska i komunisticka represija... 2011: 288-301; Split i srednja
Dalmacija u dokumentima OZN-e i UDB-e... 2017: 312-325.

7 HR-HDA-1220, KPH central committee, wartime documents,
box 13, KP-42/2842; Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 83-88;
Partizanska i komunisticka represija... 2011: 288-301; Split i srednja
Dalmacija u dokumentima OZN-e i UDB-e... 2017: 312-325.
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ustvrdio da su ,drugovi“ iskazali ,,pretjeranu blagost®
na podrucju na kojem su se ,,radale ideje i izgradivali
planovi vr$enog nasilja nad ¢itavom Juznom Dalma-
cijom® te su ,,petokolonastvo i Spijunaza bili u punom
cvatu®. Komunisticka ,,blagost®i ,,premali® broj likvi-
diranih rezultirali su ,reakcijom javnog misljenja“'®
Ipak, valja napomenuti i to da se Desputova brojka
o oko 100 likvidiranih odnosi na prve dane nakon
»oslobodenja®, §to potvrduje Izvadak iz izvanrednog
izvjestaja Vojnog suda VIII. Korpusne vojne oblasti
NOV]J Vije¢a pri Komandi dubrovackog podrucja u
kojem je takoder istaknuto da su ,,za oko polovinu
od tih izvjeSeni oglasi s potpisom ‘Vojni sud; $to je
u Dubrovniku ostavilo mucan utisak i ostavilo osje-
¢aj pravne nesigurnosti“'” Da su spomenute brojke
bile nezadovoljavaju¢e po novu komunisti¢ku vlast,
upozorava navodna izjava Milovana Dilasa koji je
posjetio Dubrovnik pocetkom studenoga 1944. i koji
je, cuvsi brojku likvidiranih, kazao: ,,Malo, malo.“*
Da je s likvidacijama nastavljeno i u kasnijem raz-
doblju, dokazuje Oglas Vojnog suda dubrovackog po-
drudja od 19. studenoga 1944. u kojem su navedena
imena 12 osoba koje su na smrt strijeljanjem osudene
Cetiri dana ranije.”! Sacuvano je i izvje§¢e OZNA-e
juznodalmatinskog podrudja koje je 22. studeno-
ga iste godine poslano Odsjeku OZNA-e za oblast
VIII. korpusa.” S obzirom na to da nije bilo lokal-
nog bataljuna KNOJ-a, mobilizaciju za tu postrojbu
izvrsavale su komande mjesta, no novomobilizira-
ne je trebalo ,dnevno prociscavati, dapace i ubijati
kao narodne neprijatelje“. Tijekom prvih nekoliko

'8 HR-HDA-1220, CK SKH, Ratno gradivo, kut. 13, KP-42/2842;
Zlo¢iniiteror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 83-88; Partizanska i komunisticka
represija... 2011: 288-301; Split i srednja Dalmacija u dokumentima
OZN-e i UDB-e... 2017: 312-325.

' HR-HDA-1220, CK SKH, Ratno gradivo, kut. 13, KP-42/2842;
Zlo¢iniiteror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 83-88; Partizanska i komunisticka
represija... 2011: 288-301; Split i srednja Dalmacija u dokumentima
OZN-e i UDB-e... 2017: 312-325.

20 Glavina 1998: 52. Napomena: Autor se poziva na knjigu Bolje je
voljeti manje autora Davora JuriSic¢a, objavljenu 1997. godine.
Prema tom izvoru, spomenutom je sastanku prisustvovao Baldo
Milovi¢ koji je Juridi¢u prenio Dilasove rije¢i. No, prema navodima
Joska Radice, Marin Cetini¢ u razgovoru s njime 1995. tvrdio je da
Dilas tada ipak nije bio u Dubrovniku zbog cega je ovaj citat
potrebno uzeti s oprezom.

1 partizanska i komunisticka represija... 2011: 206-207.

22 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, kut. 169, Izvjei¢e OZN-e
juznodalmatinskog podruéja Odsjeku OZN-e za oblast VIIL
korpusa, 22. studenoga 1944., broj 460/44; Zlocini i teror u
Dalmaciji... 2011: 220-225.

118 ~ MHM, 10, 2023 (2024), 111-152

were “by far too small” resulted in “reactions of the
public opinion”'® It should be noted here that Desput’s
figure of “around 100” who were executed refers to the
first days after the “liberation”. Evidence of this can be
found in the Excerpt from the Extraordinary Report
of the Military Court at the Dubrovnik Command in
Charge of the Operational Zone of the 8th Corps of
NOV]J, which also highlights that the “notices posted
up for about half of these [executed] were signed by the
Military Court, thus leaving an embarrassing impres-
sion and a feeling of legal insecurity in Dubrovnik”"
The alleged comment of Milovan Dilas, who visited
Dubrovnik in the early November 1944, also suggests
that the Communist authorities were not happy with
these figures. Upon hearing the number of the execut-
ed, he allegedly said: “Too few, too few”*

Evidence of continued executions can also be found
in the public notice of Dubrovnik Military Court of 19
November 1944, listing the names of the 12 persons
sentenced to be shot four days earlier.” The author had
access to the South Dalmatian OZNA report to OZNA
division for the 8th Corps Operational Zone of 22 No-
vember 1944.%2 As there was no local KNOJ battalion
in the area, locals were mobilized in this unit by town
commands. The newly mobilized had to be “purged
and even killed on daily basis as people’s enemies”. In
the first few days after Dubrovnik had been taken, “nu-
merous irregularities took place in all units and institu-
tions”, causing complaints from “various sides”. Looting
and various “inhuman” actions had been recorded. Still,
despite warnings about such actions, it was conclud-
ed that commanders of the units of the Herzegovina

18 HR-HDA-1220, KPH central committee, wartime documents,
box 13, KP-42/2842; Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 83-88;
Partizanska i komunisticka represija... 2011: 288-301; Split i srednja
Dalmacija u dokumentima OZN-e i UDB-e... 2017: 312-325.

9 HR-HDA-1220, KPH central committee, wartime documents,
box 13, KP-42/2842; Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 83-88;
Partizanska i komunisticka represija... 2011: 288-301; Split i srednja
Dalmacija u dokumentima OZN-e i UDB-e... 2017: 312-325.

20 Glavina 1998: 52. Note: The author of this paper took this quote
from Davor Juri$i¢’s book Bolje je voljeti manje (1997). According
to this source, Baldo Milovi¢, who had attended that meeting, told
Juri$i¢ what Dilas had said. However, Josko Radica claim s that
Marin Cetini¢ told him in 1995 that Dilas was not in Dubrovnik at
the time, which is why this quote should be taken with caution.

2! partizanska i komunisticka represija... 2011: 206-207.

22 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
box 169, South Dalmatian OZNA report to OZNA division for the
8th Corps Operational Zone, 22 November 1944, no. 460/44;
Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 220-225.
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dana nakon zauzimanja Dubrovnika u gradu su se
dogadale ,mnoge nepravilnosti kod svih jedinica i
ustanova“ zbog cega su sa ,raznih strana“ upucene
prituzbe. Tako su zabiljezene pljacke i razliciti ,ne-
ljudski“ postupci, ali unato¢ ukazivanjima na njih za-
povjednici postrojbi u sastavu hercegovacke divizije
nisu ,dovoljno® poduzimali. Uz pomo¢ jednog voda
hercegovackog KNOJ-a u gradu je uhi¢eno oko 120
»najgorih gadova® bez ikakva ispitivanja jer ,to nije
bilo u mogu¢nosti®, a navodno nisu ni likvidirani ,da
ne bismo i u tom pogledu pogrijesili“. S obzirom na to
da je vojna situacija ocjenjivana kao ,,kriti¢na®, uhice-
ni su ,najopasniji“ ne bi li ponovnim ulaskom ,,ne-
prijatelja“ u grad ondje ostalo $to manje ,,0losa“ Ipak,
uhicenja su vr$ena ,,anarhisticki pa je uhicivao ,,tko
je htio i zasto je htio® Takvo kaoti¢no stanje omo-
gucilo je i osobne obracune i pljacke prilikom pre-
tresa stanova. ,,Obzirom na to da nas je masa pocela
smatrati prili¢no labavim, jer nismo uzivali dovoljno
autoriteta u narodu, trebalo je napraviti hitno neki
ostriji potez — $to je bilo misljenje drugova iz Obla-
snog komiteta koji su se tada nalazili u Dubrovniku®,
istice se u istom dokumentu. Stoga su ,,na brzinu“ is-
pitani ,,najgori zlocinci“ i tijekom dvije no¢i likvidi-
rano je oko 50 osoba, od kojih su objavljena imena za
njih 36. Iz oglasa su izuzeti strijeljani stranci koji su
zivjeli u Dubrovniku jer su bili slabo poznati grada-
nima. Javno sudenje nije bilo odrzano jer ,masa ov-
dje tome nije dorasla“ Stovise, zabiljezeno je da nije
»sve u redu” ni s partijskim rukovoditeljima jer su za
uhicenike dolazile intervenirati ,,kolone“ odbornika i
rodoljuba, ,,tako da smo bili prisiljeni ostrije odbijati
svaki pokusaj intervencije“. Nasuprot tome, prijave su
bile veoma rijetke i previse ,,sitnicave® Bilo je potreb-
no sprjecavati javno batinanje uhicenika u ¢emu su
se isticali pripadnici hercegovackih postrojbi, a ,,sve
ovo je bacalo jednu ruznu sliku na nas“ Prvih dana
pojedinci su bili zatvoreni unato¢ gotovo nikakvim
podatcima zbog ¢ega su u pomanjkanju dokaza bili
pusteni. Po izlasku iz zatvora navodno su govorili o
»lijepom i ¢ovjecanskom postupku® $to se ,,0dgoj-
no“ odrazilo na mase. Time ,nam se digao autoritet
u masama®, a nakon objavljivanja popisa strijeljanih
navodno se govorilo da ,,nikome nije pala vlas s glave
a da nije zato bilo utvrdeno dokazima u postupku®
jer da ,mi nijesmo ubijali bez suda i preslusanja kao
§to su to radile ustaske bande®. Navodno su se mnogi
»banditi“ i ,sluge okupatora® prvih dana uvukli u po-
zadinske polozaje ili otisli u vojsku kao dobrovoljci,
no za vecinu je ustanovljeno gdje se nalaze pa ,smo

Division had not done “enough” With a help from a
squad of the Herzegovina KNOJ, some 120 “worst
bastards” were arrested in the city. However, none of
them were interrogated because “it was not possible”
Allegedly, they were not even executed, “in order to
avoid yet another mistake” As the situation was as-
sessed as “critical” from the military point of view, the
“most dangerous [elements]” were arrested in order to
reduce the local “scum” to minimum if the enemy re-
takes the city. But the wave of arrest was “anarchical”
because those who made the arrests did that “at their
own discretion”. Such a chaotical situation enabled per-
sonal vendettas and looting when searching premises.
According to the same document, “the masses began
to think of us as rather weak because we had not ex-
erted enough authority on the people. The comrades
from the Regional Committee who were in Dubrovnik
at the time were of the opinion that a harsh measure
was therefore required” This is why the “worst crimi-
nals” were “ofthandedly” interrogated: some 50 persons
were executed in the course of two nights. The names
of 36 of them were made public, excluding those of ex-
ecuted foreigners who were not particularly familiar to
the citizens of Dubrovnik. There were no public trials
because the “masses here are not up to it”. Indeed, it
was also noted that “not everything is right” even with
Party leaders: apparently, “columns” of aldermen and
patriots had intervened for the captives, “so we had to
reject adamantly all these intervention attempts”. De-
nunciations, on the other hand, were very few and they
were too “petty”. Detainees were often beaten in pub-
lic, primarily by members of Herzegovinian units. Ef-
forts were made to prevent this because “it affected us
unfavorably”. At first, some individuals were detained
with almost no information against them, which is
why they were soon released for insufficient evidence.
Upon their release, they allegedly claimed they had
been “treated nicely and humanely”. Such claims had
an “educative effect” on the masses and “improved our
authority among them”. After the list of executed indi-
viduals had been posted, people were allegedly saying
that “no harm was done to those against whom no ev-
idence had been found in investigation proceedings”
This was because “we have not killed anyone without
trial and interrogation as the Ustasha bandits did”. Al-
legedly, in the first days, many “bandits” and “occupiers’
henchmen” lay low or joined the army as volunteers,
but most of them were tracked down and “relocated or
liquidated, by their just deserts” The note that “there
are neither inquest judges nor courts here so we had to
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se pobrinuli da ih se premjesti ili likvidira prema
tome kako je ko zasluzio®. Da nikakvih sudenja do-
ista nije bilo, potvrduje i navod da ,,ovdje uopce ne
postoje sudski islednici ni sud pak smo bili prisiljeni
svriavati sve sami®. U meduvremenu je oko 120 uhi-
¢enika prebaceno na Korculu gdje je nakon ispitiva-
nja likvidirano 30-ak osoba. Iako je medu zatvoreni-
ma, pustenima i likvidiranima bilo ljudi, ukljucujuci
zene, iz Citavog okruga, u najvecem dijelu radilo se
o Dubrovc¢anima i Konavljanima, ,,jer je tamo izro-
da najvise i bilo® Iako je nastavljeno s uhic¢enjima u
Dubrovniku te je politicka situacija u okrugu bila ,,u
znaku moralnog opadanja svih nasih protivnika® to
ipak nije znacilo da ih je nestalo ,,mnogo, nego na-
protiv ,malo ih je nestalo® Rije¢ je uglavnom bila o
onim ,neprijateljima“ koji su se tijekom rata znatno
vi$e eksponirali, no za mnoge druge nije bilo dovolj-
no ,aduta“ za njihovo ,,uklanjanje® Ipak, ve¢ je u tom
trenutku zabiljeZzeno da su upravo takvi u posljednje
vrijeme spremni raditi ,,protiv nas“*

Ti dokumenti doista oslikavaju razmjere partizanske
represije i komunistickih zlo¢ina u Dalmaciji, pa tako
i na dubrovackom podruéju, u prvim tjednima po za-
uzimanju dalmatinskih gradova i sela. Odgovor na li-
kvidacije i progone pojavit ¢e se u obliku organiziranja
razli¢itih oblika protukomunistickog otpora, a u sredi-
$tu partijskog obracuna s bilo kakvom reakcijom naci
¢e se upravo Katolicka Crkva. Tako je u Zapisniku sa
savjetovanja oblasnih politickih sekretara KP Hrvatske
za Dalmaciju od 6. veljace 1945. istaknuto: ,,Popovi su
nam neprijatelji‘. Stovie, ,,Katolicka crkva je pripre-
mala i odgajala sve sto je ustasko i nezdravo u narodu®
S obzirom na to da je Vatikan ,,moc¢na snaga®, u borbi s
Crkvom ,,moramo biti oprezni“ jer ,vanjska hajka pro-
tiv njih nije oportuna® Ipak, to nije znacilo da ,¢emo
dozvoliti pomirljivost prema njima® Bilo je potrebno
»budno paziti svaki njihov korak® te poticati narod da
»raskrinkava i udara po njihovim smicalicama, neka
ih tjera kad dodu da unasaju nemir i ruse jedinstvo™
U zapisniku je istaknuto da svi navedeni problemi po-
stoje i u dubrovackom okrugu gdje su ,,stari uticaji jo$
dosta jaki, narocito popovi“** Da pomirljivosti doista

23 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, kut. 169, Izvjes¢e OZN-e
juznodalmatinskog podruéja Odsjeku OZN-e za oblast VIIL
korpusa, 22. studenoga 1944., broj 460/44; Zlocini i teror u
Dalmaciji... 2011: 220-225.

24 HR-HDA-1222, Oblasni komitet KPH za Dalmaciju, kut. 6, KP-
298/1014; Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 88-94; Partizanska i
komunisticka represija... 2011: 329-334.
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deal with all that ourselves” indicates that no trials took
place indeed. Meanwhile, some 120 detainees were
transported to Korcula where they were interrogated
and where some 30 of them were then executed. While
those detained, released and executed were people
from the entire district - included women - they were
mostly from Dubrovnik and Konavle, “because most
of these degenerates came from there”. Although the
campaign of arrests in Dubrovnik continued and the
local political situation began to improve “as our oppo-
nents started losing morale”, the new authorities were

<

still not happy with these numbers: “...too few of them
have disappeared”. This mostly referred to those who
had compromised themselves more than others during
the war; as for these others, there were no sufficient “ex-
cuses” for their “elimination”. Nevertheless, it was noted
that it was particularly these others that began working
“against us” recently.”’

These documents indicate the true scale of the Parti-
san repression and Communist crimes in Dalmatia, in-
cluding Dubrovnik area, in the first weeks upon Parti-
san seizure of Dalmatian towns and villages. As a reac-
tion to these executions and persecution, various forms
of anticommunist resistance will occur and the Party’s
crackdown on the “reactionaries” will focus on the
Catholic Church. For example, the Minutes from the
Meeting of the Political Secretaries of the KPH District
Committee for Dalmatia of 6 February 1945 include
the following comments: “Priests are our enemies.”
[...] “Catholic Church is responsible for all the Usta-
sha-leanings and other unsound sentiments among the
people”” [...] The Vatican being a “great power, we must
be careful” in the fight against the Church” because
“fighting them internationally is not opportune.” Still, it
did not mean that “any conciliatory approach towards
them will be allowed” [...] “We should keep a watchful
eye on every step they make” and encourage the people
to “unmask and attack their tricks and chase them away
when they come to agitate and subvert our unity”. Ac-
cording to the Minutes, all these problems were present
in the Dubrovnik area, “where the old influences are
still strong, especially those of the priests”* The case of

2 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
box 169, South Dalmatian OZNA report to OZNA division for the
8th Corps Operational Zone, 22 November 1944, no. 460/44;
Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 220-225.

24 HR-HDA-1222, KPH District Committee for Dalmatia, box 6,
KP-298/1014; Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 88-94; Partizanska
i komunisticka represija... 2011: 329-334.
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nije bilo, pokazat e i slucaj fra Dominika Baraca koji
je uhicen nekoliko tjedana nakon odrzavanja spome-
nutog savjetovanja.

»Reakcija“ na dubrovackom podrudju i
osnivanje krizarskih skupina

Do organiziranja protukomunistickog otpora na
dubrovackom podrucju doslo je ve¢ u prvim dani-
ma nakon $to su taj prostor zauzele postrojbe NOV-a.
Anic istice da su ,,najreakcionarnije snage, po direk-
tivama iz Zagreba i Londona, organizirale vojne su-
stave, u narodu poznate kao skripari ili kamisari, za
¢iju su se pripremu ,,neposredno” pobrinuli , fasisti u
Dubrovniku i okolici, koji su radi toga nakon oslobo-
denja i ostali na dubrova¢kom podru¢ju®. ,Odabra-
li su Konavoska brda“ gdje su navodno dominirale
»ustase“ u suradnji s dubrovackim i hercegovackim
¢etnicima.” No izvjes¢e OZNA-e juznodalmatinskog
podrucja o situaciji na dubrovackom podrucju upu-
¢eno 22. studenoga 1944. Odsjeku OZNA-e za oblast
VIII. Korpusa otkriva da je ,reakcija“ Hrvatske se-
ljacke stranke (HSS) ,,glavni na$ neprijatelj u okrugu,
a narocito u dubrovackom kotaru® iako se u istom
dokumentu implicira povezanost HSS-a s ,umjereni-
jim“ ¢etnicima. Jedan dio HSS-a sudjelovao je u radu
novouspostavljene komunisticke vlasti, nastojeci oja-
¢ati svoj utjecaj. Stoga im se zamjera ,,nezdravost®
koja se ocituje u situacijama kada ,ispadaju kao neka
zasebna partija“*® Ti su navodi u skladu s izjavom
istaknutog ¢lana HSS-a i krizarskog vode Pere Baki-
¢a. Naime, govoreci o svojim susretima s vodstvom
HSS-a u Zagrebu u mjesecima nakon kapitulacije Ita-
lije u rujnu 1943., Bakic je istaknuo da mu je Ljudevit
Tomasi¢ dao upute za odnos stranke prema NOP-u
kazavsi ,da ne dozvolimo nikakove pretapanje sa
NOP ve¢ da odrzavamo prijateljski stav®. Naknad-
no su ga na isto uputili HSS-ovci Tomo Jancikovi¢ i
Roko Miseti¢ uz preporuku da se ,,drzim uputa starih
vodstava HSS, da drzim stranku na okupu, da se ne
pridruzi ni jednoj drugoj stranci i da nastojim zadr-

zati kod kuce, narocito mlade ljude®?

25 Ani¢ 2013: 142.

26 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, kut. 169, Izvjes¢e OZN-e
juznodalmatinskog podrudja Odsjeku OZN-e za oblast VIIL
korpusa, 22. studenoga 1944., broj 460/44; Zlocini i teror u
Dalmaciji... 2011: 220-225.

27 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje Pere Bakica, Zapisnik o
saslu$anju Pere Bakica, nedatirano.

Fr. Dominik Barad, who was arrested weeks after this
meeting, can be seen as evidence that indeed there was
no conciliatory approach.

“Reactionaries” in Dubrovnik area and the
forming of Crusader groups

The anticommunist resistance in Dubrovnik area be-
gan to emerge days upon the arrival of the NOV] units.
According to Ani¢, “under directives from Zagreb and
London, the most reactionary forces organized guerilla
units known locally as skripari or kamisari (‘cavers’)”. It
was done with a “direct backing” of the “Fascists from
Dubrovnik and its environs, who had remained there
after liberation for this reason”. “They made their base in
the Konavle Hills”, allegedly dominated by the “Ustashe”
who collaborated with the Dubrovnik and Herzegovina
Chetniks.”® However, South Dalmatian OZNA report
of 22 November 1944 to OZNA division for the 8th
Corps Operational Zone concerning the situation in
Dubrovnik area reveals that the Croatian Peasants Par-
ty (HSS) “reactionaries” were “our major enemy in the
area, particularly in and around Dubrovnik’, although
the documents also implies HSS' connections with
“moderate” Chetniks. Some HSS members who were
perceived as being “sympathetic” to the Communist
cause collaborated with the newly established govern-
ment and tried to strengthen their influence. The new
authorities resented their “unsoundness”, manifested in
their occasional attempts to “act as a separate party”.>
These comments correspond with a statement made
by Pero Baki¢, a prominent HSS member and Crusad-
er leader. In his account of his meetings with the HSS
leadership in Zagreb months after the capitulation of
Italy in September 1943, Baki¢ asserted that Ljudevit
Tomasi¢ had instructed him about what kind of atti-
tude should their party maintain with NOP. Tomasi¢
said that “we should not allow any merging with NOP
but merely remain on friendly terms with them”. He lat-
er received the same instructions from HSS members
Tomo Jancikovi¢ and Roko Miseti¢, who suggested that
he should “stick to the instructions of earlier HSS lead-
ers, hold the party together, not join any other party

25 Ani¢ 2013: 142.

26 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
box 169, South Dalmatian OZNA report to OZNA division for the
8th Corps Operational Zone, 22 November 1944, no. 460/44;
Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 220-225.
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S obzirom na to da se autoritet HSS-a doista na-
stavio §iriti u narodnim masama, u spomenutom
izvjes¢u OZNA-e juznodalmatinskog podrucja od
22. studenoga 1944. predlozeno je ,da se ovo ‘kolo’
razbije u zametku®. HSS je naroditi problem pred-
stavljao u Konavlima gdje je bio najjaci, a medu ta-
mosnjim HSS-ovcima isticao se upravo Pero Bakic,
»aktivni na§ protivnik, Me&akovac, iz Cilipa - Ko-
navle®. Stovise, ,kada su otisle ustase iz Konavala
povukao se u ilegalstvo i danas se nalazi u Sumi®
a s njime se nalazilo jo$ nekoliko krizara ,pa su
vjerojatno povezani i sa ¢etnicima koji se ponekad
vidaju na tom podrucju“* No, iako prema navodi-
ma OZNA-e Baki¢ navodno nije uzivao simpatije u
narodu, upravo ¢e on postati najistaknutiji kona-
voski krizar. Rad ustasa kao ,,zasebne organizacije®
u tim se trenutcima nije osjecao, iako su ,,u svemu
spremni da potpomazu naSe glavne neprijatelje
macekovce®. Iako je Dubrovnik naznacen kao ,le-
glo svakojake reakcije: Macekove, ¢etnicke, popov-
ske i fasistickih ostataka®, u izvje$¢u je istaknuto
da se drugih politi¢kih aktivnosti osim onih HSS-a
ustvari nije moglo primijetiti. ,,Popovi se drze do-
sta rezervisano®, a sudjelovanje na jednom ,ucitelj-
skom kursu®, na kojem im se ,rastumacilo ciljeve
nase borbe i odrzalo referat o KP* na njih je ,dosta
dobro djelovalo pak su im sada nekako smireniji
zivci uza sve $to smo smakli 5 popova“?® Stoga se
moze zakljuciti da je ,reakcija“ na dubrovackom
podrudju u tim trenutcima bila ona HSS-ovska, a
ne ustaska.

U trenutcima pisanja spomenutog izvje$¢a na du-
brovackom je podrucju bilo zabiljezeno ,,dvadese-
tak slucajeva dezerterstva /$kriparenja/ i to ma-
hom upravo Konavljana i Dubrov¢ana.*® Nepoznato
je kojeg su se tocno datuma te osobe ,,odmetnule, no
to je svakako bilo u prvim tjednima nove vlasti s ob-
zirom na to da je citirano izvje$¢e napisano otprilike

28 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, kut. 169, Izvjei¢e OZN-e
juznodalmatinskog podrudja Odsjeku OZN-e za oblast VIIL
korpusa, 22. studenoga 1944., broj 460/44; Zlocini i teror u
Dalmaciji... 2011: 220-225.

29 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, kut. 169, Izvjes¢e OZN-e
juznodalmatinskog podruéja Odsjeku OZN-e za oblast VIIL
korpusa, 22. studenoga 1944., broj 460/44; Zlocini i teror u
Dalmaciji... 2011: 220-225.

30 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, kut. 169, Izvjei¢e OZN-e
juznodalmatinskog podrudja Odsjeku OZN-e za oblast VIIL
korpusa, 22. studenoga 1944., broj 460/44; Zlocini i teror u
Dalmaciji... 2011: 220-225.
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and try to keep people at their homes, particularly the
young ones”.”

Since the HSS influence apparently kept growing
among the masses, the abovementioned OZNA report
of 22 November 1944 suggests that this “shady busi-
ness should be cut off at the roots” HSS was perceived
as most problematic in Konavle - its stronghold. Par-
ticularly prominent there was Pero Baki¢, “our active
adversary, a follower of Macek, from Cilipi - Konavle”.
According to the report, “when Ustashe withdrew from
Konavle, he went underground and is now hiding in
the woods”. Accompanied by a few other Crusaders, he
“probably created connections with the Chetniks who
can sometimes be seen in that area”’?® Despite OZNA’s
claims that the people did not develop a liking for him,
he was to become the most prominent Konavle Crusad-
er. The activities of Ustashe as a “separate organization”
had not been noticed yet, although they were “ready to
support our major adversaries — the followers of Macek
- in every aspect”. Although Dubrovnik is identified as
a “hotbed of reactionaries of all sorts — the followers of
Macek, Chetniks, priests and remaining Fascists”, the
report notes that no political activities save for those
of HSS have actually been recorded there. “The priests
are rather reserved” but at a “teacher-training course”
organized for them “we explained to them the goals of
our struggle and the history of the Communist Party”.
This allegedly “had a rather good effect on them and
their nerves are now settled despite the fact that we
have executed five priests”* This suggests that the “re-
actionaries” in Dubrovnik area in those days were the
HSS members, not the Ustashe sympathizers.

When the report was made, “twenty or so deserters
[cavers’/ were recorded” in and around Dubrovnik, most-
ly people from Konavle and Dubrovnik.* It is not known
when exactly did these persons “become outlaws’, but it

27 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Pero Bakic File, Pero Baki¢ interrogation minutes, undated.

28 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
box 169, South Dalmatian OZNA report to OZNA division for the
8th Corps Operational Zone, 22 November 1944, no. 460/44;
Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 220-225.

29 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
box 169, South Dalmatian OZNA report to OZNA division for the
8th Corps Operational Zone, 22 November 1944, no. 460/44;
Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 220-225.

30 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
box 169, South Dalmatian OZNA report to OZNA division for the
8th Corps Operational Zone, 22 November 1944, no. 460/44;
Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 220-225.
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mjesec dana nakon zauzimanja Dubrovnika. Kriza-
ri, odnosno $kripari u tim trenutcima nisu bili ne-
poznata pojava $to dokazuje dopis II. Sekcije Od-
sjeka za Oblast VIII. Korpusa OZNA-e za Hrvatsku
Opunomo¢stvu OZNA-e za juznodalmatinsko po-
drudje od 19. listopada 1944. godine. U njemu se
spominju ,pojedine oruzane grupice sastavljene od
svojih, nasih dezertera i njima slicnog olosa“ koje
se javno ne vezuju ni za jednu stranu, nego tvrde da
su neutralne nazivajuci se kamisarima, $piljarima i
zelenim kadrom. Iz tog je dopisa nejasno na kojim
su se terenima do tog trenutka pojavile takve grupe,
no one su svakako ve¢ postojale u trenutku kada su
partizanske postrojbe ulazile u Dubrovnik. Tako-
der se istice da sva opunomocstva trebaju raditi na
razbijanju i onemogucavanju takvih grupa te hitno
pristupiti izradi plana za ,¢i$¢enje“ svog podrudja u
suradnji s postrojbama KNOJ-a.”!

U narednim mjesecima, odnosno do ozujka 1945.
broj krizara u Konavlima drasti¢no se povecao te
je u proljece te godine iznosio 126, uglavnom u se-
lima Cilipi, Duba, Gabrili, Gruda, Jagnjilo, Kuna,
Mihaniéi, Mo¢iéi, Pridvorje, Stravéa, Siljeski, Usko-
plje, Zvekovica te u samom Dubrovniku. Pri jednoj
¢etverodnevnoj blokadi $pilje u selu Dubi u Kona-
vlima u ozujku 1945. predala su se dva ,,dezertera®
i tri ,bandita®, a u borbi je poginuo jedan partizan
i potroseno je vise od 20 bombi, eksploziv ekrazit i
plinske bombe.*> Medutim, prema jednom izvjesc¢u,
od ,pocetka djelovanja“ KNOJ-a, a vjerojatno se
misli na lokalnu jedinicu, do travnja 1945. u Kona-
vlima ,,uhvaceno je, ubijeno ili se predalo 105 ban-
dita® a ostao je jo$ 81 ,bandit“.** Nejasno je koliko
su te brojke bile pouzdane, no ¢ini se da su Konavle
doista biljezile intenzivnu krizarsku aktivnost.

Radeli¢ istice da je OZNA-a za cijelu Dalmaciju
1945., a posebno za okolicu Dubrovnika, ipak akut-
nijim procjenjivala ,cetnicko-reakcionarni rad®
nego djelovanje krizara, iako je nejasno na koje se
to¢no mjesece 1945. ta opaska odnosi.** No ¢ini se
da se pojedini izvori ne slazu u toj ocjeni. Tako se

°! HR-HDA-1491, OZN-a za Hrvatsku, kut. 35, 11.3.1., 30/65,
Dopis II. Sekcije Odsjeka za Oblast VIII. korpusa OZN-e za
Hrvatsku Opunomodstvu OZN-e za juznodalmatinsko podrudje,
19. listopada 1944.; Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 214-215.

32 Radeli¢ 2011: 455.
33 Radeli¢ 2011: 455.
34 Radeli¢ 2011: 456.

must have been in the first weeks of the new government
because the report was made approximately one month
after Dubrovnik had been taken. The new authorities
had become familiar with the phenomenon of “cavers”
by that time, as can be seen from the letter of 19 October
1944 sent by the 2nd Section of OZNA division for the
8th Corps Operational Zone to South Dalmatian OZNA.
It mentions “some armed groups consisting of their and
our deserters and such scum” who claim they are not af-
filiated with either side but are neutral and call themselves
cavers or Green Corps. The letter does not specify where
exactly did such groups occur but they must have already
been there when the Partisan units entered Dubrovnik.
It underlines that all regional divisions of OZNA should
actively crush and neutralize these groups and urgent-
ly develop plans for carrying out mop-up operations in
their respective areas, in cooperation with KNOJ units.*”

In the following months, by March 1945, the num-
ber of Crusaders in Konavle substantially increased. In
the spring of that year there were 126 of them, mostly
in the villages of Cilipi, Duba, Gabrili, Gruda, Jagnji-
lo, Kuna, Mihani¢i, Mo¢i¢i, Pridvorje, Stravca, Siljeéki,
Uskoplje, Zvekovica and in the city of Dubrovnik. In
March 1945, during a four-day siege of a cave in the
Konavle village of Duba, two “deserters” and three
“bandits” surrendered and one Partisan was killed in
the fight. More than 20 grenades and some ecrasite and
gas bombs were also used.”> However, according to an-
other report, “105 bandits have been arrested or killed
or have surrendered” [...] “since KNOJ had been de-
ployed” (it was probably a local KNOJ unit). The report
says that “81 more bandits remain”* While we cannot
be certain about the reliability of these numbers, they
do indicate that Konavle was the center of rather inten-
sive Crusader activities.

Radeli¢ points out that, in 1945, Dalmatian OZNA -
its Dubrovnik division in particular - perceived “Chet-
nik reactionaries activities” as a more imminent threat
than those of the Crusaders, although it is not clear to
what months of that year does this note refer.** Howev-
er, sources are not in agreement about this assessment.

3l HR-HDA-1491, OZNA - Croatian branch, box. 35, 11.3.1,,
30/65, the 2nd Section of OZNA’s division for the 8th Corps
Operational Zone to South Dalmatian OZNA, 19 October 1944;
Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 214-215.

32 Radeli¢ 2011: 455.
33 Radeli¢ 2011: 455.
34 Radeli¢ 2011: 456.
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u izvjes¢u koje je OZNA-a za oblast VIII. korpusa
u veljaci 1945. dostavila Oblasnom komitetu KP-a
Hrvatske za Dalmaciju navodi da ,u Dubrovniku
ima ostataka ustastva“ o ¢emu svjedoce letci ,ustas-
kog karaktera“** No ,,¢etnici rade konspirativno, ali
ih van Dubrovnika nema, a kod onih u Dubrovniku
ne moze se primijetiti djelovanje.“** Opaska o let-
cima odnosi se izmedu ostalog i na reakciju sve-
¢enstva u vezi proslave blagdana sv. Vlaha o ¢emu
¢e vise rijeci biti u narednom poglavlju. Nekoliko
dana nakon proslave blagdana sv. Vlaha letci su se
pojavili i u Konavlima, ali se ,,nije uhvatilo nijed-
nog, niti se znalo re¢i za karakter njihov“* Nada-
lje, OZNA-a je doznala da su ,macekovci, ¢etnici,
ustase i kler® ¢ak organizirali ,odbor nacionalnog
otpora“*® Na sudenju ,teroristickoj organizaci-
ji ‘Stozer’ u Dubrovniku, uglavnom studentima i
ucenicima, otkrilo se da je njihov ¢lan Perica Zuve-
lja, koji je imao legitimaciju ,,$kriparske organizaci-
je* dijelio letke u kojima se pozivaju ,,Srbi, Hrvati,
ustage, ¢etnici, macekovci antibolj$evici® na nasilno
ru$enje poretka.” Na temelju tih podataka moze se
zakljuciti da je osim krizarske aktivnosti u Kona-
vlima zabiljezena i pojacana djelatnost ,reakcije“ u
samom Dubrovniku.

Nakon likvidacije Bakiceve krizarske skupine u
proljece 1945. ,reakcija“ se jo$ neko vrijeme odrza-
la na dubrovackom podruéju. Na temelju izvjesca
Opunomoc¢stva UDBA-e za grad Dubrovnik od 17.
rujna 1946. moze se zakljuciti da je vazna prepre-
ka prema potpunoj eliminaciji ,reakcije“ bilo ne-
postojanje agenturne mreze unutar klera, HSS-a i
anglofila. UDBA je doduse raspolagala izvjesnim
brojem povjerenika - informatora koji su dojavlji-
vali kretanje, sastajanje i Sirenje parola ,reakcije®
No ,,moramo pri¢i, prvenstveno na osnovne nepri-
jateljske grupe, svestranom provjeravanju i prouca-
vanju ljudi iz tih sredina kako bi stvorili moguc¢nosti

35 HR-DAS-438, Pokrajinski/oblasni komitet KPH za Dalmaciju,
kut. 26, KP-26/245; Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 226-229;
Partizanska i komunisticka represija... 2011: 336-338.
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Partizanska i komunisticka represija... 2011: 336-338.
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For example, in a February 1945 report sent by the
OZNA division for the 8th Corps Operational Zone to
KPH District Committee for Dalmatia, it is said that
“there are still Ustasha leanings in Dubrovnik’, man-
ifested in distribution of “Ustasha leaflets”* On the
other hand, “Chetniks tend to work in conspiracy, but
are not present outside Dubrovnik and those in the
city do not seem to be active”* The leaflet note refers
also to the clergy’s reaction to the Festivity of St. Blaise
(more of which will be said in the following chapter).
A few days after the festivity, the leaflets also appeared
in Konavle, but “we neither managed to get hold of one
nor are we familiar with their content”” OZNA also
learned the “followers of Macek, Chetniks, Ustashe and
clergy” even formed a “national resistance commit-
tee”® During the Dubrovnik trial of the members of
the “terrorist organization ‘Command”™ - mostly col-
lege and high school students - it was established that
one of them, Perica Zuvelja (on whose person a ‘cavers’
organization’ ID had been found), had been distribut-
ing leaflets inviting “Serbs, Croats, Ustashe, Chetniks
and anti-Bolshevik Macek followers” to take part in
toppling the new regime.* Based on this, it can be con-
cluded that, in addition to the Crusaders’ activities in
Konavle, increased activities of the “reactionaries” were
also recorded in the city of Dubrovnik.

After the elimination of Baki¢’s Crusader group
in the spring of 1945, the “reactionaries” survived in
Dubrovnik area for a while. Based on the report of
UDBA division for Dubrovnik of 17 September 1946,
it can be concluded that the lack of agents who would
infiltrate the ranks of the clergy, HSS and Anglophiles
was a major barrier to a complete elimination of the
“reactionaries’, although UDBA did have a number of
informers who reported on the movements and gath-
erings of the “reactionaries” and their propaganda. The
report also says that “we should analyze thoroughly the
members of the major enemy groups in order to make

3 HR-DAS-438, KPH Provincial/District Committee for Dalmatia,
box 26, KP-26/245; Zlodini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 226-229;
Partizanska i komunisticka represija... 2011: 336-338.
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Partizanska i komunisticka represija... 2011: 336-338.
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verbovke agenata za razradivanje istih® a narocitu
paznju valjalo je posvetiti vrbovanju na temelju
»kompromitiraju¢eg“ materijala.*’

U proljece 1947. krizarske su skupine jo$ uvijek bile
dovoljno jake za poduzimanje ozbiljnijih akcija pa su,
osim ,,izvrSenih pljacki®, ubili tajnika mjesnog odbora
Osojnik i aktivirali eksploziv pred vratima Mjesnog
komiteta KPH Dubrovnik.*! Potkraj 1947. godine po-
krenute su akcije ,,¢i$¢enja“ u Hercegovini zbog ¢ega
je zabiljezeno prebacivanje krizara u dubrovacki ko-
tar, a za njima su, ne obaziru¢i se na republicke grani-
ce, dosle i postrojbe bosanskohercegovackog KNOJ-a
koje su se bezobzirno odnosile prema stanovnistvu.
Pretresali su kuce, tukli seljake, otimali vino i rakiju
te odveli 17 ovaca i ,neki brijacki pribor i nesto no-
vaca“* Hercegovacki gerilci i u kasnijem su se raz-
doblju prebacivali na podrué¢je Dubrovnika, a doma-
¢e su gerilske skupine 1948. uglavnom bile unistene,
iako postoje podatci da je jedna ,,banda iz Dubrovni-
ka“ nastavila djelovati, a njezini su suradnici kasnije
bili izvedeni pred sud.*” No time protukomunisticki
otpor nece nestati jer ¢e u nadolaze¢im godinama biti
nastavljen u drugim oblicima, poput ilegalne skupine
u kojoj su sredinom 50-ih god. 20. st. djelovali ista-
knuti predratni HSS-ovac Frano Kolumbi¢ i zname-
niti hrvatski povjesni¢ar Trpimir Macan.*

Djelovanje krizarske skupine Pere Bakica

Kako je prethodno istaknuto, najeksponiranija kri-
zarska skupina na dubrovackom prostoru bila je ona
Pere Bakica, inace ¢lana Hrvatske seljacke stranke,
pukovnika Hrvatske seljacke zastite (HSZ) i zapo-
vjednika seoske milicije iz Cilipa pokraj Dubrovnika.
Skupina je osnovana potkraj 1944. godine i djelovala
je u Konavlima.*” O samim pocecima te organizacije
Baki¢ govori u nedatiranoj izjavi u kojoj navodi da
je pobjegao u krizare jer mu je Tonko Borovinovi¢
prijetio da ¢e ga ubiti, a neki su mu navodno prigo-
varali da je ¢etnik. Po dolasku partizanskih postrojbi

40 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Izvjes¢e Opunomodstva
UDB-e za grad Dubrovnik UDB-i za oblast Dalmacije, 17. rujna
1946.; Zlo¢ini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 234-235.

41 Radeli¢ 2011: 467.

42 Radeli¢ 2011: 468.

3 Radeli¢ 2011: 469.

4 Kragi¢ 2018: 87.

45 Radeli¢ 2011: 471-472.

possible recruitment of agents for their destruction”. In
this, particular attention was to be paid to recruitment
based on “compromising” material.*’

In the spring of 1947, Crusader groups were still
strong enough for undertaking serious actions: be-
sides “looting”, they killed the secretary of the local
people’s committee in Osojnik and planted explosive
at the entrance to the District Committee of KPH in
Dubrovnik.* In the late 1947, mop-up operations in
Herzegovina forced the Crusaders to cross the Croatian
border and move to Dubrovnik area. They were pur-
sued by the Bosnian-Herzegovinian KNOJ units who,
upon arriving in the area, ruthlessly treated the local
population. They beat peasants, searched their homes,
took their wine and schnapps, 17 sheep and “a shaving
kit and some money”.*> The Herzegovina guerillas kept
crossing to Dubrovnik area even in the later period. By
1948, most of the local guerilla groups had been de-
stroyed, although one “Dubrovnik band” apparently
continued its activities. Its members were later taken
to court.” But this was not the end of the anticommu-
nist resistance; in the ensuing years it would continue
in other forms, like the illegal group active until the
mid-1950s which included the prominent prewar HSS
member Frano Kolumbi¢ and acclaimed Croatian his-
torian Trpimir Macan.*

Activities of Pero Baki¢’s Crusader group

As had been said above, the most prominent Crusad-
er group in Dubrovnik area was the one led by Pero
Baki¢, a member of Croatian Peasant Party, colonel
of Croatian Peasant Guard and commander of Cilipi
militia. Founded in the late 1944, the group was active
in Konavle.® In his undated statement, Baki¢ tells us
about the very beginnings of this organization, ex-
plaining that he joined the Crusaders after Tonko Bor-
ovinovi¢ had threatened to kill him. Some had also
accused him of being a Chetnik. When the Partisans
came, Baki¢ hid in his vineyard. When he saw them

40 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
report of UDBAs Dubrovnik division to Dalmatian UDBA, 17
September 1946; Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 234-235.
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Baki¢ se skrio u vinograd odakle je vidio da vojska
ulazi u njegovu kucu i trazi ga. To ga je ucvrstilo u
odluci da bjezi, a prikljucili su mu se Mato Martinac
i Bozo Martinovi¢. Sa sobom su ponijeli oruzje. Neki
zeljeznicari pozvali su ih da im se pridruze ¢ime je
zapocelo stvaranje krizarske skupine za cijeg je vodu
izabran Baki¢.*

O pocetcima formiranja Bakiceve skupine OZNA
je doznala veoma rano, ve¢ pocetkom studenoga
1944., a do sredine tog mjeseca KP je izvijestio da je
Baki¢ uspio okupiti oko 30 ljudi te je bilo poznato i
njihovo kretanje. Ve¢ nekoliko tjedana kasnije skupi-
na je znatno broj¢ano ojacala kad joj se pridruzio veci
broj Hercegovaca pa je donesena odluka o internaciji
obitelji istaknutijih krizara.*” Unato¢ tome, skupina
je tijekom sije¢nja 1945. nastavila rasti uglavnom za-
hvaljujuci novopridoslim Konavljanima pa je OZNA
odgovorila vojni¢kim akcijama protiv krizara s ciljem
»Cis¢enja“ Konavala, i to uz potporu hercegovackog
KNOJ-a. U meduvremenu su internirani Bakicéevi
roditelji, sestra i necakinja s jo§ 30-ak ¢lanova kri-
zarskih obitelji.*® U dopisu OZNA-e za Dubrovnik
od 26. svibnja 1945., kojim se Baki¢ upucuje vojnom
sudu, istice se da je zadatak njegove organizacije bio
izvudi $to vedi broj ljudi iz partizanskih postrojbi, or-
ganizirati ih u borbi protiv NOP-a te pripremiti teren
»okupatoru i ustasama“ za njihov navodni povratak u
dubrovacki kraj.*

Najvide detalja o djelovanju i organizaciji te sku-
pine zabiljezeno je u sa¢uvanim Baki¢evim izjava-
ma. Tako je poznato da su se pripadnici Bakiceve
skupine povremeno skrivali u Primorju, a povre-
meno odlazili u brda gdje su zaklon pronalazili u
stajama na podrucju Dube Konavoske, §to je ovisilo
o vremenskim prilikama. Kretali su se u koloni po
jedan s odgovaraju¢im razmakom i putom kojim se
nitko drugi nije sluzio nastoje¢i tako izbjeci patro-
le.”® Prema nekim procjenama Bakic je s vremenom
uspio okupiti izmedu 126 i 400 pripadnika, uklju-
¢ujuci dezertere koji se nisu odazvali mobilizaciji

46 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje Pere Baki¢a, Zapisnik o
sasluSanju Pere Bakica, nedatirano.

47 Radica 2003: 402-403.
8 Radica 2003: 404-407.

4 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje Pere Bakica, Dopis
OZN-e za Dubrovnik, 26. svibnja 1945.

50 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje Pere Bakica, Zapisnik o
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entering his house in order to find him, he decided to
run. Mato Martinac and BoZo Martinovié, whoad their
weapons with them, joined him. Some railroad work-
ers invited them all to join them and this is how this
Crusader group was formed. They chose Bakic as their
leader.*

OZNA found out about the forming of Baki¢’s group
very soon - in the early November 1944. By the middle
of that month, KPH reported that Baki¢ had gathered
some 30 men and that their whereabouts were known.
The group substantially grew in size after a number of
Herzegovinians had joined it. It was therefore decided
to intern the family members of the prominent Cru-
saders.” However, as the group kept growing in Janu-
ary 1945, mostly due to the newcomers from Konavle
region, OZNA reacted by carrying out military op-
erations against the Crusaders in order to “mop up’
Konavle with support of the Herzegovinian KNOJ. In
the meantime, Bakil’s parents, sister and niece had
been interned together with some 30 family members
of other Crusaders.*® OZNA’s written order for Bakic’s
dispatch to the military court specifies that his organi-
zation planned to extract from Partisan units as many
people as possible, organize them for fighting NOP and
pave the way for the alleged return of the “occupiers
and Ustashe” to Dubrovnik area.”

Most of the details on the activities and structure of this
group can be found in Bakics testimonies preserved to
this day. We know from these that the members of his
group would occasionally hide in the coastal region and
would then move to the hills and find shelter in the stables
around Duba Konavoska, depending on weather. They
would move around in single file columns, keeping dis-
tance from one another and avoiding patrols by staying
away from the beaten paths.® Some estimate that Bakic’s
group gradually became 126 — 400 strong; it mostly in-
cluded those who dodged the draft to NOVJ.>! The group
was organized in squads, 4 to 5 men each, with three

46 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Pero Bakic¢ File, Pero Baki¢ interrogation minutes, undated.

47 Radica 2003: 402-403.

#8 Radica 2003: 404-407.

4 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Pero Bakic¢ File, letter of OZNA division for Dubrovnik, 26 May
1945.

30 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Pero Bakic¢ File, Pero Baki¢ interrogation minutes, undated.
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NOV-a.’! Skupina je bila organizirana u desetine
ili rojeve s ¢etiri do pet vojnika, a tri roja ¢inila su
vod.”? Koliko je brojno stanje konavoskih krizara
doista bilo, ostaje nejasno. Naime, sudeéi prema
Bakicevoj izjavi, ¢ini se da je vjerojatniji bio broj
od stotinjak krizara®, iako Baki¢ na drugom mje-
stu govori i o oko 150-160 krizara uz napomenu
da je ,bilo jo§ i pojedinaca koji se meni nijesu ni
kazali“.** Bakicev je stav bio da se krizari ne mogu
odrzati u velikim skupinama te je predlozio stvara-
nje manjih grupa koje su boravile na podrucjima
oko svojih sela zbog ¢ega je moguce da je njihov
tocan broj doista bilo nemoguce ustanoviti. Iz jed-
nog dijela njegove izjave u kojem govori o napadu
hercegovackih partizana na Staru godinu 1944. i
pogibiji krizara Pere Prokurice doznajemo da je u
tom trenutku Bakic¢eva skupina brojala tridesetak
krizara koji su se zbog spomenutog napada odlucili
prebaciti u Primorje nastavivsi ¢esto mijenjati mje-
sto prebivanja.”

Prema nekim izvorima ta je skupina nazvana L.
Hrvatska Krizarska Bojna ‘Konavoska’ odnosno tzv.
Hrvatski nacionalni pokret Konavle.’® Ipak, o tome
Baki¢ navodi tek to da su neki predlagali da uzmu na-
ziv Hrvatski narodni pokret,”” dok je naziv Hrvatski
nacionalni pokret Konavle zabiljezen u dopisu du-
brovacke OZNA-e od 26. svibnja 1945. godine.*® Pri-
padnici skupine raspoznavali su se prema znakovima
na kapama koji su ukljuc¢ivali domobranske oznake
ili krizeve izradene od aluminija. Vladala je discipli-
na, a iz konspirativnih razloga i sumnje da pojedini
krizari rade za OZNA-u Baki¢ isti¢ce da nikome nije
bilo dopusteno znati sve. Krizari su raspolagali barem
nekakvom osnovnom arhivom $to se da zakljuciti iz
Bakiceva navoda da je imao pisa¢i materijal i da su

>l HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje Pere Bakica, Dopis
OZN-e za Dubrovnik, 26. svibnja 1945.
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squads making up a platoon.”> However, the real size of
the Konavle Crusaders remains uncertain. According to
one of BakiC’s testimonies, their number probably never
exceeded 100 men but in another testimony of his 150
- 160 members are mentioned, although “there were in-
dividuals who had never reported to me”** As Baki¢ was
of the opinion that Crusaders could not survive in large
groups, he proposed that smaller groups be formed. They
would stick around their native villages which is why it
is possible that the exact number of these groups was in-
deed hard to establish. In the testimony about the Her-
zegovinian Partisans’ attack on New Year’s Eve 1944 and
Crusader Pero Prokuricas death, he says that his group
had some 30 members at the time and that the attack
forced them to withdraw to Primorje / the coastal region
where they would frequently change their hideouts.”

According to some sources, this group was named
the 1st Croatian Crusader Konavle Battalion or the so-
called Croatian National Konavle Movement.® True,
Baki¢ merely claims that some of them proposed the
name Croatian National Movement,” while the name
“Croatian National Konavle Movement” can be found
in Dubrovnik OZNASs letter of 26 May 1945.% The sym-
bols that the members of the group wore on their hats
included Home Guard insignia or aluminum crosses.
Discipline had been imposed and, explains Baki¢, no one
was informed about everything for conspiratorial reasons
and due to suspicion that there were individuals in the
group who were OZNAS informers. Crusaders kept some
basic files, as can be inferred from the fact that Baki¢ had
at his disposal some stationery and that they kept records
about their numbers in order to organize sentries. “We
resented those who had surrendered not because of them
but because of the fact that they betrayed others,” says
Baki¢. They had no radio-station with them.”
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53 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Pero Bakic¢ File, Pero Baki¢ interrogation minutes, undated.

4 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia, Pero
Baki¢ File, Baki¢s conversation with Roko Aguzinovi¢, undated.

s HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Pero Bakic¢ File, Pero Baki¢ interrogation minutes, undated.

>6 Radeli¢ 2011: 471-472.

>7 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Pero Bakic¢ File, Pero Baki¢ interrogation minutes, undated.

o8 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia, Pero
Bakic File, letter of OZNA division for Dubrovnik, 26 May 1945.

59 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Pero Bakic¢ File, Pero Baki¢ interrogation minutes, undated.

MHM, 10, 2023 (2024), 111-152 ~ 127



B. Matkovi¢, Protukomunisti€ki otpor u Dubrovniku (1945.): fra Dominik Barac i krizarski voda Pero Baki¢

krizari popisivali koliko ih ima s ciljem organizacije
straza. ,Krivo nam je bilo na one §to se predaju, ne
zato §to se predaju vec zato $to odavaju druge®, istice
Baki¢. Radiostanicom nisu raspolagali.”

Unato¢ nastojanjima jugoslavenskih represivnih
organa da u dokumentima uspostave $to snazniju
vezu izmedu svelenstva i krizara, ¢ini se da u Ba-
kic¢evu slucaju takvih kontakata gotovo nije ni bilo.
Naime, u svojoj izjavi Baki¢ spominje tek jednog ,,cr-
nog” fratra koji ih je na Badnjak 1944. ispovjedio u
$umi kod Dube. Fratar ih je pitao o broj¢anom sta-
nju i vezama s drugim krizarima. Spomenuo je da je
»Skriparski pokret svuda u porastu, te da ¢im prije
uspostavimo vezu sa Hrvatskom vojskom u Mosta-
ru, te da se ne nadamo od nikoga pomoci osim njih®
jer je ,,ovo stanje pod partizanima privremeno i da
¢e se hrvatska vojska ponovo povratiti u Dubrov-
nik“® Osim toga, ¢ini se da su jedina dva kontakta sa
sveenstvom bila putem posrednika. Tako je ,neko
iz drustva“ kazao da je ,,porucio pop Boskovi¢ da se
¢uvamo i da ne izazivamo, a za nekoga fratra Bublu
Baki¢ se nije mogao sjetiti §to je porucio.®' Nasuprot
Bakicu, krizar je Boze Martinovi¢ u istrazi u lipnju
1945. tvrdio da je njegova skupina dobila potporu u
samostanu Pridvorje.” Navod se vjerojatno odnosi
na franjevacki Samostan sv. Vlaha u Pridvorju.

Sa sigurno$c¢u se moze re¢i da je Baki¢ uspostavio
kontakte s hercegovackim cetnicima. Tako je kra-
jem prosinca 1944. Martinovi¢ Baki¢u donio pismo
od nekog Brnjasa iz Kremenog Dola, sela u danas-
njoj op¢ini Trebinje. Baki¢ se sastao s Cetnicima na
lokaciji sv. Lokusina. Razgovarali su o medusobnom
nenapadanju uz dogovor da se krizari mogu skriti
u hercegovacka brda napadne li ih NOV i obrnuto.
Cetnici su se zanimali za brojno stanje krizara i nao-
ruzanje kojim su raspolagali, ali Baki¢ te informacije
nije bio voljan podijeliti. Cetnici su otkrili da im je
brojno stanje na razini jednog bataljuna, da raspola-
zu puskomitraljezom te nekoliko bacaca i strojnica.
Izrazili su Zelju za oruzanim obrac¢unom s partizani-
ma te obecali uhvatiti vezu s Englezima. Takoder su
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Despite Yugoslav repression organs’ efforts to docu-
ment a strong connection between clergy and Crusad-
ers, it seems that, in Bakic’s case, such contacts were
almost nonexistent. Baki¢ only mentions one “black
friar” who hear their confessions in the woods near
Duba. The friar inquired them about their number and
their contacts with other Crusaders. He also said that
the “cavers’ movement is in the upward trend every-
where and that we should establish contact with the
Croatian Army in Mostar as soon as possible and not
count on anybody’s assistance but theirs” because “the
Partisan occupation of Dubrovnik is only temporary
and the Croatian Army will return to the city”® Be-
sides, it seems the only two contacts they had with the
clergy were through middlemen. For instance, “one of
our members” said that “priest Boskovi¢ sends word to
us to be careful and not provoke”. One friar Buble had
also sent them a message but Baki¢ could not remem-
ber what it was.®! Unlike Baki¢, Crusader BoZe Mar-
tinovi¢ claimed in a statement to his investigators in
June 1945 that his group had received support in the
Pridvorje monastery.*® This probably refers to the Fran-
ciscan monastery of St. Blaise in Pridvorje.

Itis safe to say that Bakic established contacts with Her-
zegovinian Chetniks. For example, in the late Decem-
ber 1944, Martinovi¢ brought to Bakic a letter from one
Brnjas from Kremeni Dol, a village in the present-day
municipality of Trebinje. Baki¢ met with the Chetniks at
the Sv. Lokusina. They discussed mutual nonaggression
and reached an agreement that the Crusaders can seek
shelter in the Herzegovinian hills if attacked by NOV]
and vice versa. The Chetniks inquired about the Cru-
saders’ numbers and the weapons they had, but Baki¢
was not willing to share such information with them.
The Chetniks told him they were one battalion strong
and had a machinegun and a few mortars and automat-
ic rifles. They said they were eager to engage Partisans
and make contact with the British. They had also tried
to make contact with the Gacko and Bile¢a Chetniks.
They claimed that the main Chetnik force was near Ka-
linovik at the time. Sometime in March 1945, Bakié¢ met
the Chetniks again. They informed him that “Draza had
to stop engaging the occupiers for a moment in order to

59 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
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pokusavali uspostaviti kontakt s gatackim i bileckim
¢etnicima. Prema njihovim navodima, glavnina cet-
nickih postrojbi u tom se trenutku nalazila oko Ka-
linovnika. Negdje u ozujku 1945. Baki¢ se ponovno
susreo s Cetnicima koji su ga izvijestili da je ,Draza
morao trenutno da obustavi borbu protiv okupatora,
da bi spasio narod® Takoder su ustvrdili da ,partiza-
ni ubijaju i da je svaki dan Trebi$njica puna ljeseva®, a
»za ustade su rekli da su im to neprijatelj broj 1% Pre-
ma navodima cetnickog zapovjednika, Cetnici su se
privremeno spustali u Konavle, ali ondje nisu uspjeli
dobiti pomo¢ mjestana.®

Sudedi prema Bakicevoj izjavi, skupina nije imala
drugih kontakata. Veza s krizarima u Hercegovini i
u Zabi nije bila uspostavljena, a nije bilo ni kontakta
sa Zagrebom. Baki¢ je tek naknadno doznao da su
osnovane Cete krizara u Primorju gdje je navodno
bilo mrtvih.** Prema izjavi jednog uhvacenog dezer-
tera iz divizije ,Garibaldi®, glasinu da ga potpomazu
Englezi navodno je namjerno prosirio Baki¢ da bi
time prikrio seljake koji su ga potpomagali.®® Stoga
se ¢ini da je bila rije¢ o relativno izoliranoj krizarskoj
skupini koja je uspjela razviti odli¢nu mrezu jataka
na podrucju Konavala, ali bez znacajnijih kontakata
izvan tog prostora.

Osim ograni¢enog podrudja djelovanja, limitirano je
bilo i samo djelovanje te skupine. Tako Radeli¢ navo-
di da Bakiceva skupina nije izvela nijednu vecu akciju
osim napada na opéinski odbor i policiju u Zupi u ve-
ljaci 1945., koja je zavrsila bez vecih posljedica. Provale
nije izvodila jer je imala podrsku stanovnistva i orga-
niziranu pozadinu za opskrbu.* Zitom su se opskrbili
otkupom kod hercegovackih cetnika. U svojoj izjavi
Baki¢ navodi da njegova skupina ustvari nije izvrsila
ni jednu akciju ili zloc¢in, pa se ¢ak nisu upustali ni u
oduzimanje streljiva, iako na drugom mjestu tvrdi da
su hranu oduzimali od seljaka ,,prema njegovu imuc-
nom stanju i to ve¢inom kruha i krumpira® Narocitu
su podrsku imali u selu Dubi iz kojeg se viSe od 20
osoba prikljuéilo krizarima. Stovise, nisu nastojali ¢ak
ni poticati ljude da bjeze iz vojnih postrojbi, no ,kad

%3 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje Pere Bakica, Zapisnik o
saslusanju Pere Bakica, nedatirano.

4 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje Pere Bakica, Zapisnik o
saslusanju Pere Bakica, nedatirano.

85 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje Pere Bakica, zabiljeska
iz izjave Fratti Chitto.

56 Radeli¢ 2011: 471-472.

save the people”. They also said that the “Partisans are
on a killing spree and that the Trebisnjica [River] has
bodies floating”. They added that “they considered the
Ustashe their enemy No. 17 According to their com-
mander, the Chetniks would occasionally come down
to Konavle but they failed to get any assistance from the
locals there.*®

Judging by Baki¢’s testimony, his group had no other
contacts. No contacts with Zagreb or with Herzegovina
or Zaba Crusaders had been established. Baki¢ would
only later learn about Crusader units in the Dubrovnik
coastal region, where they allegedly suffered losses.®*
According to the testimony of a deserter from the Gar-
ibaldi Division captured by the Partisans, Baki¢ inten-
tionally spread rumor that he had support of the British
in order to protect the villagers who had actually been
helping him.®® This suggests that Baki¢’s group was a
relatively isolated Crusader group with an excellent
network of harborers in Konavle but with no relevant
contacts outside that region.

Not just the territory where the group was active,
but the activities themselves were limited. For exam-
ple, Radeli¢ says that Baki¢’s group did not launch any
major action other than the February 1945 attacks on
the municipal people’s committee and police station
in Zupa that had no lasting aftereffects. No raids had
been launched because they lacked support of the local
population and logistics.® They purchased some grain
from the Herzegovina Chetniks. In his testimony Baki¢
claims that, in fact, his group never actually carried out
a single action, not to mention crime; they would not
even seize ammunition from peasants (although he
elsewhere claims they did take away food from peas-
ants, “mostly bread and potatoes, depending on their
wealth”). They received significant support from the
villagers of Duba, 20 of whom had joined Crusaders.
His group allegedly did not even encourage people to
desert from NOV] units; however, “when they learned
about my whereabouts, they would run like crazy to
join me”¥ These quotes confirm the limited extent

63 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Pero Bakic¢ File, Pero Baki¢ interrogation minutes, undated.

o4 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Pero Bakic File, Pero Baki¢ interrogation minutes, undated.

6> HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Pero Bakic¢ File, note from Fratti Chitto’s testimony.

% Radeli¢ 2011: 471-472.

67 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Pero Bakic¢ File, Pero Baki¢ interrogation minutes, undated.
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su znali gdje sam ja bjezali su za mnom kao ludi“® Ti
navodi potvrduju ogranic¢eno djelovanje Bakiceve sku-
pine koje je onemoguceno onda kada je skupina poce-
la u¢vrscivati kontakte u Dubrovniku preko kojeg se
mozda mogla nadati $irenju veza na druga podrucja.
Pocetkom travnja 1945. Baki¢ se s dvije desetine
krizara nalazio u okolici Cilipa. Radilo se o posljed-
njim krizarima od njih ukupno 70-ak na podrudju
Konavala koji su jo$ uvijek zivjeli ,vojnickim Zivo-
tom“. Naoruzani su bili s tri mitraljeza, tri parabele
i 13 pusaka. Dana 5. travnja naisli su na partizansku
strazu koja ih je pokusala zaustaviti. Kad su krizari
pokusali pobjeci, straza je zapucala i uspjela raniti
Peru Bakica koji je prebacen u vojarnu partizanske
straze na Zvekovici kraj Cavtata gdje mu je pruzena
prva pomo¢. Utvrdeno je da je metak usao pod li-
jevu ruku i dospio do desne lopatice prosavsi kroz
pluca. Iako jaceg krvarenja nije bilo, Bakicu je bila
povrijedena kraljeznica zbog cega je izgubio osjet
ispod prsnog kosa. Na brzinu je ispitan i zatim bol-
nickim vozilom prebacen u dubrovacku bolnicu gdje
je zadrzan na lije¢enju i pod strazom.*® Ondje je po-
tvrdena te$ka ozljeda kraljeznice s paralizom donjeg
dijela tijela.® Unato¢ tome iz bolnice je otpusten 14.
svibnja 1945. kada je odveden u zatvor OZNA-e ,,Ra-
$ica“ u Lapadu, a nakon nekoliko dana premjesten
je u zatvor ,Karmen® Stoga je u njegovoj hapSenici
kao datum uhicenja zabiljezen upravo 14. svibnja.
Prema sac¢uvanim svjedocanstvima u zatvoru je Ba-
ki¢ trpio strasne bolove.”” Zbog nedostatka lijecnicke
njege njegovo se stanje pogorsalo, a zakomplicirale
su mu se i respiratorne funkcije zbog ¢ega je 2. lipnja
1945. nastupila smrt.”" Pokopan je na Vojnom groblju
u Dubrovniku, na neobiljezenom mjestu, a rodbini
koja se tada nalazila u internaciji na Korculi nije nista
priopé¢eno.” Unato¢ pojedinim detaljima o kojima je
Baki¢ tijekom istrage govorio, zaklju¢ak OZNA-e bio

67 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje Pere Bakica, Zapisnik o
saslu$anju Pere Bakica, nedatirano.

68 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje Pere Bakica, Kako je
uhvacen Pero Baki¢ - voda $kripara u Konavlima, nedatirano.

% HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje Pere Bakica,
Zapisnik sastavljen povodom smrti Baki¢ Pera Durova iz
Cilipa, 2. lipnja 1945.

70 Radica 2003: 418-419.

"I HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje Pere Bakic¢a, Zapisnik
sastavljen povodom smrti Baki¢ Pera Durova iz Cilipa, 2. lipnja
1945.

72 Radica 2003: 420.
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of Baki¢ group’s activities. These were thwarted just
when the group began to consolidate its contacts in
Dubrovnik, which could possibly help them establish
contacts in other areas.

In early April of 1945, Baki¢ and two squads of Cru-
saders were stationed in the vicinity of Cilipi. They were
the last remaining of some 70 Konavle Crusaders who
were still under arms. They had three machineguns,
three Parabellums and 13 rifles. On 5 April they ran
into Partisan sentries who tried to stop them. When
the Crusaders tried to flee, Pero Baki¢ was wounded in
the ensuing skirmish. He was then transported to the
Partisan sentry post at Zvekovica near Cavtat, where
he received first aid. It was established that the bullet
had entered his left armpit and then made its way to
the right shoulder blade, having passed through the
lungs, damaging the spine and causing paralysis un-
derneath the abdomen. After quick interrogation, an
ambulance took him to the Dubrovnik hospital where
he received treatment under guard.®® The severe dam-
age to the spine and paralysis of the lower parts of his
body were confirmed there.® Despite his condition, he
was discharged from the hospital on 14 May 1945 and
was taken to OZNA’s Rasica prison in Lapad, only to
be transferred to Karmen prison a few days later. This
is why 14 May was entered in his file as the date when
he was arrested. There are testimonies that Baki¢ was in
severe pain in the prison.”” Due to inadequate medical
treatment his condition deteriorated and respiratory
complications resulted in his death on 2 June 1945.”
He was buried in an unmarked grave at the Military
Cemetery in Dubrovnik. His family, then detained on
the island of Kor¢ula, was not even notified.”* Despite
certain details that Baki¢ had given away during the
investigation, OZNA concluded that not much could
be learned from him because he either did not know
much or did not want to talk. As a result, Yugoslav re-
pression organs failed to cast light on the connections

68 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Pero Baki¢ File, Kako je uhvacen Pero Baki¢ - voda Skripara u
Konavlima, undated.

69 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Pero Baki¢ File, Minutes on the death of Pero Baki¢ (father’s name:
Duro) from Cilipi, 2 June 1945.

70 Radica 2003: 418-419.

71 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Pero Baki¢ File, Minutes on the death of Pero Baki¢ (father’s name:
Duro) from Cilipi, 2 June 1945.

72 Radica 2003: 420.
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je da se mnogo toga ipak nije moglo doznati jer Baki¢
ili o tome nije znao ili nije htio govoriti. Tako jugosla-
venski represivni organi nisu uspjeli rasvijetliti vezu
»reakcionarnog“ HSS-a i ustaskog pokreta pred kraj
Drugog svjetskog rata, kao ni veze izmedu pojedinih
»reakcionarnih® politicara dubrovackog okruga i kri-
zarskih skupina.”

Upravo iz razdoblja unistenja Bakiceve skupine da-
tira izvjes¢e OZNA-e za grad Split OZNA-i za Dal-
maciju od 17. travnja 1945. u kojem je istaknuto da
se »u redovima omladine Maceka“ Cesto spominju
krizari uz pretjerivanje s brojkama, a neposredno na-
kon Bakiceva zarobljavanja u Konavlima su ,,odmah
o tome znali i istoga zalili, pa se pretpostavlja da bi
mogli imati neku vezu s Dubrovnikom®’* Nazalost,
o tim potencijalnim vezama izmedu Splita i Dubrov-
nika koje su se odnosile na djelovanje i eventualno
pomaganje krizarskih skupina zasad nije nadeno vise
podataka.

Radeli¢ takoder navodi da je, sudeci prema javnim
optuzbama komunistickih vlasti, Bakiceva skupina
bila povezana s dominikanskim samostanom iz kojeg
je fra Dominik Bara¢ poslao Baki¢u pismo u kojem
se navodi da ¢e on i njegova braca raditi protiv bolj-
$evizma, a od njega su zatrazili vezu i savjete.”” Tim
pismom isprepletene su sudbine Pere Bakica i fra Do-
minika Baraca. O toj problematici vise ¢e rijeci biti u
narednom dijelu.

Uhicenje Fra Dominika Baraca i istraga
protiv njega

Fra Dominik (Nedjeljko) Bara¢ roden je 14. srp-
nja 1912. u Slanom kraj Dubrovnika od oca Ivana i
majke Vincenze rod. Zeleni¢. Osnovnu $kolu poha-
dao je u rodnom mjestu, a Dominikansku klasi¢nu
gimnaziju zavrsio je u Bolu na Bracu. U red brace
propovjednika stupio je 1930. u Dubrovniku gdje
je takoder odslusao $est semestara studija filozofi-
je. Osam semestara studija teologije odslusao je u
Walberbergu kraj Kélna. Zareden je za svecenika
25. srpnja 1936., a dvije godine kasnije disertacijom

73 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje Pere Bakica, Izvjestaj o
istragama, nedatirano.

74 HR-HDA-1491, OZN-a za Hrvatsku, 11.26.02, Izvjes¢e OZN-e
za grad Split, 17. travnja 1945.; Split i srednja Dalmacija u
dokumentima OZN-e i UDB-e... 2017: 365-373.

75 Radeli¢ 2011: 471-472.

of the “reactionary” part of HSS and the Ustashe move-
ment at the end of the World War II, as well as the con-
nections between the Crusader groups and some “reac-
tionary” politicians from Dubrovnik and its environs.”

The OZNA Split division’s report to the OZNA’s Dal-
matian branch, made on 17 April 1945 - at the time
when Baki¢’s group was destroyed - points out that the
“Macek youth” often talk about Crusaders, exaggerat-
ing their numbers. Upon Baki¢’s capture in Konavle,
“they immediately learned about it and felt sorry for
him, which is why it is believed that they may have
some contacts in Dubrovnik”’* Unfortunately, nothing
more on these potential connections between Split and
Dubrovnik in the context of Crusader activities and
possible support to them has been established yet.

Radeli¢ also claims that, judging by public accusa-
tions of the Communist authorities, Baki¢’s group was
connected with the Dominican monastery from which
Fr. Dominik Bara¢ had sent a letter to Baki¢, informing
him that he and his fellow friars would work against
Bolshevism and asking him for contacts and advice.”
This letter entwined the fates of Pero Baki¢ and Fr.
Dominik Bara¢. This subject will be discussed further
in the following section.

The apprehension and investigation of Fr.
Dominik Bara¢

Fr. Dominik (Nedjeljko) Bara¢ was born in Slano near
Dubrovnik on 14 July 1912 to Ivan and Vincenza nee
Zeleni¢. Upon completing elementary school there, he
finished the Dominican lyceum in Bol on the island
of Bra¢. He joined the Order of Preachers in 1930 in
Dubrovnik, where he also completed six semesters of
philosophy. He continued his education in Walberberg
near Cologne, where he attended eight semesters of the-
ology. He was ordained on 25 July 1936. Two years later
he was appointed to the teaching staff after defending
his dissertation on social philosophy. He continued his
studies at the University of Louvain (Belgium) where
he earned his master’s degree. Upon returning to the
homeland, he engaged in pastoral activity in Dubrovnik,

73 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Pero Bakic¢ File, Investigations Report, undated.

74 HR-HDA- 1491, OZNA - Croatian branch, 11.26.02, OZNA Split
division report, 17 April 1945; Split i srednja Dalmacija u
dokumentima OZN-e i UDB-e... 2017: 365-373.
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o socijalnoj filozofiji polozio je profesorski ispit.
Komplementarne studije nastavio je na sveucilistu
u Louvainu (Belgija) gdje je magistrirao. Nakon
povratka u domovinu pastoralno je djelovao u Du-
brovniku, Bolu i Splitu. Godine 1942. doktorirao je
na Papinskom sveucili$tu sv. Tome Akvinskog (An-
gelicum) u Rimu, a zatim je predavao sociologiju
na Visokom dominikanskom filozofsko-teoloskom
ucilistu u Dubrovniku. U kolovozu 1944. objavio je
knjigu Socijalna filozofija boljsevizma koja predstav-
lja prvi filozofski pristup boljSevizmu s tomistickog
gledista na hrvatskom jeziku, a koja ¢e ga prema
navodima pojedinih autora uskoro kostati Zivota.”
Zbog navodne suradnje s konavoskim krizarima
uhicen je 18. ozujka 1945. i odveden u zatvor ,Ra-
$ica“ u Lapadu gdje je tri mjeseca ¢ekao sudenje. Na
dan uhicenja izvr$en je i pretres u dominikanskom
samostanu. Optuzen je 18. lipnja iste godine i osu-
den na smrt strijeljanjem i trajan gubitak gradanskih
prava.”” Na istu je kaznu osuden Pero Mihaljevi¢, a
Vinko Filic¢i¢, Ivka Kristovi¢, Sofija Planci¢, o. Ber-
trand Parsi¢ i Pave Radovi¢ osudeni su na vremenske
kazne robije ili teskog prisilnog rada od 15, 9, 6 i 4
godine te 15 mjeseci.”® U zasebnom sudskom postup-
ku istog su dana osudeni na kaznu smrti Jakov An-
drijuci i don Ivo Bjelokosi¢.” Cini se da okrivljenici
nisu imali branitelja niti je proveden ikakav dokazni
postupak.® Sac¢uvani dokumenti OZNA-e dokazuju
da stvarnog postupka doista nije bilo jer su njezini
duznosnici unaprijed odlucili o rezultatu sudenja.®
U Baracevu dosjeu sacuvane su dvije izjave, i to
jedna od 15. travnja 1945. i druga koja je nedatira-
na, ali se na temelju sadrzaja moze zakljuciti da je
napisana 8. ili 9. travnja 1945. godine. Upravo se na
temelju nedatirane izjave takoder moze zakljuciti da
je Baracevih izjava svakako moralo biti vise. Naime,
ve¢ u samom njezinu uvodu Bara¢ navodi da je u vezi
s njegovim ,,usmenim izjavama pri saslusanju® slo-
bodan dati ,uz najvecu garanciju to¢nosti“ i spome-
nutu ,,pismenu izjavu.*> S obzirom na to da u izjavi

76 Ribi¢ 1994: 603; Radelj 1996: 30; Armanda 2006: 37.
77 Radelj 1997: 22; Frani¢ 1996: 12.
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Bol and Split. After winning his doctor’s degree at the
University of St. Thomas Aquinas in Rome in 1942, he
taught sociology at the Dominican College of Philos-
ophy and Theology in Dubrovnik. In August 1944 he
published the book Social Philosophy of Bolshevism — the
first Thomasian philosophical approach to Bolshevism
in the Croatian language. According to some authors,
this book would soon cost him his life.”® On 18 March
1945, on the ground of alleged collaboration with the
Konavle Crusaders, he was arrested and taken to RasSica
prison in Lapad where he would spend three months
awaiting his trial. On the same day when he was arrest-
ed, search of premises in the Dominican monastery was
carried out. Later that year, on 18 June, he was charged
and sentenced to death and permanent loss of civil
rights.”” Pero Mihaljevi¢ received the same sentence and
Vinko Fili¢i¢, Ivka Kristovi¢, Sofija Planci¢, Fr. Bertrand
Parsi¢ and Pave Radovi¢ were sentenced to 15, 9, 6 and
4 years, and 15 months of hard labor, respectively.” In a
separate trial, Jakov Andrijuci and Father Ivo Bjelokosi¢
were sentenced to death the same day.”® It appears that
neither counsels had been provided for the defendants
nor had any presentation of evidence taken place.® In-
deed, surviving OZNA’s documents indicate that no real
legal proceedings were carried out because the outcome
of the trial had been decided upon by OZNA officials in
advance.®

The Barac file includes two indicative testimonies — one
of 15 April 1945 and the other undated but, based on its
contents, clearly made on 8 or 9 April 1945. It is this un-
dated testimony that suggests that there must have been
other Barads testimonies: in its introductory part, Barac
says that he is willing to make the said “written” state-
ment as an addition to his “oral testimonies given during
the interrogation” and that he can “guarantee its full ac-
curacy”®* As nowhere in the testimony of 15 April 1945
is it mentioned that it constitutes a part of interrogation
minutes, it is more likely that the testimony in question
was also a written one. However, as Bara¢ claims in it
that he already mentioned in a written statement that he

76 Ribi¢ 1994: 603; Radelj 1996: 30; Armanda 2006: 37.
77 Radelj 1997: 22; Frani¢ 1996: 12.
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datiranoj 15. travnja 1945. nigdje nije navedeno da
je rije¢ o zapisniku sa sasluanja, vjerojatnije je da se
takoder radi o pisanoj izjavi. No, s obzirom na to da
Bara¢ u toj izjavi navodi da je o zauzimanju za par-
tizane i Srbe ve¢ govorio u pismenoj izjavi, moze se
zakljuciti da se spomenuti dio odnosi na navode iz
nedatirane izjave od 8./9. travnja ili na neku drugu
prethodnu izjavu. Sude¢i prema tim napomenama u
obje sacuvane izjave, takoder se moze zakljuciti da je
Baracevih izjava morao biti znatno ve¢i broj od ono-
ga koji se ¢uva u njegovu osobnom dosjeu zbog ¢ega
je istrazivanje njegova slucaja znatno ograniceno, a
svi zakljucci podlozni daljnjoj reviziji u slucaju pro-
nalaska zasad nepoznatih dokumenata.

Izjava od 15. travnja 1945. zapocinje Baracevim
osobnim podatcima i Zivotopisom u kojem je detalj-
no opisao svoje odrastanje, $kolovanje i svecenicki
rad. Veci dio izjave koji se odnosi na razdoblje Drugog
svjetskog rata takoder govori o Barac¢evu doktoratu u
Rimu i kasnijem profesorskom radu u Dubrovniku.
On istice da u javnom zivotu nije sudjelovao, izuzevsi
crkveni rad. Progonjenim Zidovima nastojao je pomo-
¢i, kao na primjer obitelji Sars iz Zagreba ¢ija je ko-
respondencija mogla dokazati njegove navode. , Kao
Hrvat - Dalmatinac osudivao sam sramotni mletacki
sporazum /aneksiju Dalmacije/ i fadiziranje nase ze-
mlje®, navodi dalje Bara¢ spomenuvsi da nije bio po-
liticki angaziran niti je odrzavao poznanstva s duzno-
snicima ustaskog pokreta. U ustaskom je stozeru bio
dvaput kada je trebao ,iznuditi“ potvrdu ispravnosti
za Frana Grbesica koji se zbog partizanskog djelovanja
nasao pred prijekim sudom u Zagrebu. Bara¢ je uspio
dobiti trazenu potvrdu jer je za Grbesi¢a jamcio vlasti-
tim Zivotom. U svom profesorskom djelovanju Bara¢
se isticao kao izraziti protivnik rasizma, a naveo je da
je takoder najobjektivnije postavljao razlicita pitanja,
pa tako i pitanje komunizma. ,,Pobijao sam misljenja
mnogih katolickih uskogrudnih pisaca® izjavljuje Ba-
rac¢ kazavsi da su mu studenti znali re¢i ,,pa velecasni,
vi ste komunista“ U objavljivanju doktorske disertacije
nisu ga vodili politicki motivi, nego akademski. ,,Me-
dutim, ni u toj radnji nema ni jedna rije¢ ni najmanje
protiv partizanskog pokreta, a na vise mjesta izricito
tvrdim da nijesam kompetentan govoriti o stvarnom
stanju u Rusiji® tvrdi Bara¢. Uostalom, ,,dubokog sam
uvjerenja da ¢e me svaki dobro upuceni boljsevicki
ideolog priznati da je radnja lojalno posteno napisana“
Po ulasku postrojbi NOV-a Bara¢ je ostao u Dubrov-
niku ne mijesajuci se u politicke prilike, a njegovo je
drzanje bilo ,,korektno® i ,,lojalno“ sve do pred blagdan

had intervened for the Partisans and Serbs, we can con-
clude that he refers to his undated testimony of 8/9 April
or some other, earlier testimony. Based on both of these
testimonies, we can also conclude that there must have
been many more testimonies of his besides those found
in his personal file. This is what hinders the research on
his case and makes all the conclusions subject to revision
if new documents are found.

Barac’s testimony of 15 April 1945 begins with his
personal data and biography, with details about his
formative years, schooling and priesthood. Most of the
section covering the World War II period also provides
details about Barac’s doctoral thesis in Rome and sub-
sequent professorship in Dubrovnik. Bara¢ points out
that he has never participated in public life, save for his
clerical activities. He tried to help persecuted Jews and
offered his correspondence with the Sars family from
Zagreb as evidence of it. “As a Croat and Dalmatian,
I condemned the shameful Venice Agreement /annex-
ation of Dalmatia/ and fascistization of our country;,’
continues Bara¢, adding that he neither was politically
engaged nor had any acquaintances among the Ustashe
officials. He visited the Ustashe headquarters on two
occasions, when trying to intervene on behalf of Frano
Grbesi¢ who appeared before court-martial in Zagreb
because of his Partisan activities. He managed to ob-
tain exoneration for Grbesi¢ because he vouched for
him with his life. As a professor, Bara¢ was a promi-
nent opponent of racism. He pointed out that he had
tackled various subjects - including Communism - as
objectively as possible. “I challenged the opinions of
many prejudiced Catholic authors,” says Bara¢, add-
ing that his students used to tell him, “But, reverend,
you're a Communist”. He also explains that the motives
for his doctoral thesis were strictly academic, not polit-
ical. “However, not a single word against the Partisan
movement cannot be found in my thesis. Also, on sev-
eral places, I expressly state that I am not competent
to discuss the real situation in Russia,” says Barac. In
addition, “I am deeply convinced that every well-in-
formed Bolshevik ideologue would admit that my pa-
per is loyally and honestly written” When the NOV]
units entered Dubrovnik, Bara¢ stayed in the city and
did not interfere with politics. His attitude had been
“politically correct” and “loyal” until immediately be-
fore the Festivity of St. Blaise, when he was approached
by some “uninvited” people who “persuaded me to do
a childish and foolish thing” Still, after this “reckless-
ness’, he backed out. “Clearly I am no threat to public
order, least of all an opponent of a better and more just
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svetog Vlaha kada su k njemu dosli ,,nepozvani® ljudi
i ,,skrivili mi da napravim djetinjariju i ludost® Ipak,
poslije te ,neopreznosti“ povukao se. ,Kako iz svega
jasno proizlazi, ja nijesam nikakav rusilac javnog reda,
a najmanje protivnik boljeg i pravednijeg drustve-
no-politickog uredenja nase zemlje®, zakljuc¢uje Barac
istaknuvsi i to da ,,stavljam sve moje sposobnosti i naj-
$iru suradnju zajedno sa narodnim vlastima iskljucivo
za dobro naseg naroda i teSko napacene domovine.“¥
S obzirom na to da su okolnosti pisanja te izjave nepo-
znate, ne moze se sa sigurnoscu reci zbog cega je Barac
posvetio narocitu pozornost objasnjenjima vezanima
za svoju doktorsku disertaciju. Moze se pretpostaviti
da je o njoj bio upitan ili je zakljuc¢io da bi ta disertacija
mogla otezati njegov trenutacni polozaj.

U nedatiranoj izjavi koja je nastala 8. ili 9. travnja
1945. Bara¢ otkriva znatno viSe detalja o dogadajima
koji su doveli do njegova uhicenja i sudenja. Tako on
priznaje da je prije blagdana sv. Vlaha prihvatio po-
nudu Jakova Andrijucija da napi$e anonimno pismo i
letke s ciljem osujecivanja proslave sv. Vlaha. Naime,
Andrijuci mu je navodno kazao da je u nekom lokalu
¢uo da se javno govori protiv proslave, a osobito su na-
padani svecenici i biskup. Netko je predlozio da bi bilo
najbolje napisati letke i osujetiti svecanost, §to je osta-
vilo dojam na Andrijucija koji je to spomenuo Baracu.
Bara¢ mu je odgovorio da ¢e vidjeti, a u tom je tre-
nutku ve¢ bio svjestan da se po gradu doista govorilo
o onome $to mu je spomenuo Andrijuci. Takvo javno
iskazivanje otpora izazvalo je u Baracu raspolozenje
koje ga je nagnalo da prihvati Andrijucijevu ponudu.

Andrijuci je k Baracu doveo Vinka Fili¢i¢a, no
Barac istice da sastanak nije organizirao ni inicirao
zbog Cega je njegova ,pogreska“ materijalna, a ne
formalna. Na sastanku mu je rec¢eno da se u slucaju
potrebe obrati za pomo¢ Sofiji Planci¢ te ,,Lucki“® i
Ivki Kristovi¢.® Barac isti¢e da nikad ranije nije raz-
govarao sa spomenutim djevojkama niti su mu one

85 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje fra Dominika Baraca,
Izjava fra Dominika Baraca, 15. travnja 1945.

8 Lucija Romi¢.

8 Ivka Kristovi¢ osudena je na zatvorsku kaznu od devet godina
koja joj je naknadno smanjena na pet godina. Kaznu je sluzila u
KPD-u Lepoglava. U studenome 1945. uprava KPD-a Lepoglava
izvijestila je da je Kristovi¢ pobjegla, no o tome nisu podneseni
nikakvu dokazi. Njezina sudbina ostaje nepoznata. Kaci¢ 2017: 197.
S Kristovi¢ su istom prilikom navodno pobjegli Bozo Martinovi¢,
Sofija Plan¢i¢ i jo$ neki zatocenici. Planci¢ se predala vlastima u
Zagrebu, odakle je upucena u KPD Stara Gradiska na daljnje
izdrZavanje kazne. Radica 2003: 568-569.
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social and political system in our country; concludes
Bara¢, adding that “I offer all of my abilities and my
tull cooperation to the people’s government for the sole
benefit of our people and our agonized homeland”®* As
the circumstances in which this testimony was written
are not known, we cannot safely say why Bara¢ tried
so hard to explain his doctoral thesis. Perhaps he was
questioned about it or he assumed that the thesis could
aggravate his current position.

In the undated testimony made on 8 or 9 April 1945,
Barac reveals much more details about the events that
led to his apprehension. For example, he admits accept-
ing Jakov Andrijuci’s suggestion to write an anonymous
letter and some leaflets in order to forestall the Festivity
of St. Blaise. Andrijuci allegedly told him he had heard
people talking against the festivity and criticizing the
bishop and other priests. Someone suggested that leaf-
lets should be made in order to forestall the event. This
made an impression on Andrijuci and he mentioned
it to Barac. Bara¢ replied that he would think about it,
already having heard reports that this subject had been
all over the town. Such public manifestation of resist-
ance made Barac accept Andrijuci’s suggestion.

Andrijuci acquainted Bara¢ with Vinko Filic¢i¢, but
Bara¢ claims that he himself neither organized nor
initiated the meeting, which is why his “mistake” was
of material nature, not formal. At the meeting, Bara¢
was instructed to ask Sofija Planci¢, “Lucka” and Ivka
Kristovi¢® for help in case of an emergency. Barac¢
claims that he has never contacted these girls and that
they have never visited him. Fili¢i¢ came to him once
more, accompanied by Andrijuci. Both visits took place
before the Festivity of St. Blaise. During these brief vis-
its they mostly made jokes and discussed local events,
but they also talked about “Baki¢’s experience in the

83 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Fr. Dominik Bara¢ File, testimony of Fr. Dominik Bara¢, 15. 4.
1945.

8 Lucija Romic.

85 Ivka Kristovi¢ as sentenced to nine years of imprisonment but
the sentence was later reduced to five years. She served her term in
Lepoglava penitentiary. In November 1945, the penitentiary
administration reported that Kristovi¢ had escaped; however, no
evidence of this had been produced. Her fate remains unknown.
Kaci¢ 2017: 197.

I her escape, Kristovi¢ was allegedly accompanied by Bozo
Martinovi¢, Sofija Plan¢i¢ and some other inmates. Planci¢ turned
herself in to the authorities in Zagreb, from where she was sent to
Stara Gradiska penitentiary to serve the rest of her term. Radica
2003: 568-569.
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dolazile u posjet. Fili¢i¢ ga je s Andrijucijem posjetio
jo$ jednom, a do obje je posjete doslo prije prosla-
ve blagdana sv. Vlaha. Tijekom tih kratkih posjeta
galili su se, razgovarali o gradskim zbivanjima, ali i
o ,Bakicevoj $umi®. Sudeci prema Baracevoj izjavi,
upravo se u tom razdoblju u gradu zivo prepricava-
lo Baki¢evo djelovanje pa se tako navodilo da su ga
Englezi prebacili zrakoplovom u Italiju, da ima vezu
s Mostarom, da je krizara oko 2000, da ih organizira
neki major Lili¢ i da ih Englezi opskrbljuju hranom.
Na temelju tih informacija Fili¢i¢ je sastavio pismo
za Bakica zeleci ga upitati o to¢nosti pojedinih infor-
macija. ,,Stavit ¢emo da se i drugi HSS-ovci zanimaju
za njega i time ¢emo mu polaskati i namamit ¢emo ga
da nam odgovori®, navodi Bara¢. Pismo je potpisano
sa ,F“ zbog Cega Baki¢ navodno nije ni mogao znati
Baracevo ime ili njegovu povezanost s pisanjem tog
pisma. U Baracevu dosjeu sacuvan je prijepis ovog
pisma:

»Postovani gosp. Pero!

Ni najmanje se nemojte zacuditi, da od mene

u ovim vremenima primate pismo, te da sam

uspio do¢i u dodir s vama preko ove osobe.

Mislim i smatram suvi$nim, da vas s ovim

pismom idem uvjeravati o mojoj ideji i borbi

protiv boljsevizmu, nadajuci se da sam vam jo$

u svjesnoj uspomeni iz Cilipa.

Stvar stoji u ovome. Ovdje u Dubrovniku mi

smo se uspjeli sakupiti i odlu¢ili ilegalno ra-

diti, protiv nasim neprijateljima. Tim radom

smo vec poceli.

Raspolozenje gradanstva u Dubrovniku vama

je sigurno poznato pa prema tome ve¢ unapred

rac¢unamo na podrsku ogromne vecéine pucan-

stva.

Ovaj rad je jo$ uvijek u zacetku i bez stalnog

programa, pa je to uzrok da mnogi nasi inte-

lektualci i vodece osobe bivéeg HSS-a u Du-

brovniku stoje po strani, te od nas traze da

stupimo u vezu s vama i tada ¢e oni odmah

pristupiti radu.

Dakle nama treba, da nam odgovorite na sli-

jedece:

1/ imate li stalnu vezu sa Mostarom?

2/ radite li po njihovim uputama?

3/ tko vas opskrbljuje

4/ $to nasi u NDH-a misle o nama u juznoj

Dalmaciji, imaju li namjeru ovo osloboditi.

5/ imate li vezu sa Zabom i Bojnikom Lilicem,

te gdje je on sada.

woods”. Barals testimony indicates that his activities
were talk of the town at the time: rumor had it that the
British had flown him to Italy, that he was connected
with Mostar, that there were around 2,000 Crusaders,
organized by an army major named Lili¢ and supplied
with food by the British. Having heard all this, Filici¢
wrote a letter for Baki¢ in order to find out whether
these things were true. “We will put in it [the letter]
that other HSS members are also interested in him; he
will be flattered and will most likely reply to us,” quotes
Barac. As the letter was signed with “F”, Baki¢ was al-
legedly neither familiar with Bara¢’s name nor had any
idea that he had any connection with the letter. A tran-
script of this letter can be found in Barad’s file:

“Dear Mr. Pero!

The fact that I wrote you a letter in the times like

these and that I have managed to contact you

through this person should not come to you as

a surprise. I believe there is no need to convince

you here of my dedication to the fight against

Bolshevism as I hope you still remember me

from Cilipi.

This is the thing. We managed to rally here in

Dubrovnik and decided to go underground and

take action against our enemies. We have already

started this.

Asyou are no doubt familiar with the public sen-

timent in Dubrovnik, we can count on the sup-

port of a large majority of the citizens.

Our activities are still in the initial stage and

we have no program yet, which is why many

of our intellectuals and leaders of former HSS

in Dubrovnik are keeping aloof. They said they

were willing to take action as soon as we got in

touch with you.

We therefore need you to give us answers to the

following questions:

1/ Are you maintaining regular contacts with

Mostar?

2/ Do you follow their instructions?

3/ Who is supplying you?

4/ What do our people in NDH think of us in

Southern Dalmatia? Are they planning to liber-

ate these areas?

5/ Do you have contact with Zaba and Major Lil-

i¢ and where is he now?

6/ Do you have contacts with any foreign power?

Kindly instruct us about our future course of ac-

tion in the city.

Again, send us your reply through tee bearer of
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6/ dali s kojom vanjskom silom imate veze?

Dalje nam javite u kojemu pravcu bi se imao

kretati nas rad u gradu.

Ponovno vas molim da odgovor date po dono-

siocu i to ¢im prije jer nestrpljivo o¢ekujemo

gornje.

S mnogo postovanja i s vjerom i kona¢nu po-

bjedu primite iskreni pozdrav od odanog vam
F.“86

Pismo je u Konavle odnijela Pave Radovi¢ rodena
Boskovi¢ koja je u Dubrovnik dosla platiti misu za
svog bolesnog brata don Marka Boskovica te preuzeti
neke vrece i boce od nekog fratra Simetovica. Bara¢
ju je zamolio da preuzme pismo za Bakica zbog cega
se vratila dan kasnije. Budu¢i da je Bara¢ bio bole-
stan, pismo joj je proslijedio preko Simetovi¢a koji
o sadrzaju pisma nije znao nista.”” Spomenuta Pava
Radovi¢ saslusana je pred vojnim istraziteljem Voj-
nog suda za Oblast Dalmacije, odnosno Vije¢a kod
Komande podrucja Juzne Dalmacije 30. svibnja 1945.
godine. U svojoj izjavi potvrduje da ju je Bara¢ upitao
poznaje li Bakica te ju je zamolio da mu uruci jedno
pismo uz napomenu da ga unisti ako Bakica ne uspi-
je naéi. Nakon povratka u Cilipe Radovi¢ je u $umi
nai$la na Bakica kojem je urucila pismo kazav$i mu
da joj ga je dao Barac. Taj detalj objadnjava zbog ¢ega
je Baki¢ znao Baracevo ime unato¢ tome $to je pismo
bilo potpisano sa ,F“. Osim toga pisma, Radovi¢ je u
Konavle ponijela jos jedno pismo koje joj je za nje-
zina brata zajedno s novinama urucio novinar Pero
Vukié. Sadrzaj pisma ostao joj je nepoznat, a pismo je
bilo naslovljeno ,,za komandanta Grude ili zamjeniku
komandanta“. Umjesto bratu, Radovi¢ je i to pismo
predala Baki¢u.®®

O vezama Pave Radovi¢ s krizarima nesto je vise
zabiljezeno u dosjeu Pere Bakica. Tako se iz zapisni-
ka sa saslusanja krizara Ive Matkovic¢a od 12. ozuj-
ka 1945. doznaje da je Radovi¢ dolazila u Dubu kao
veza krizara, no osim nje iz Dubrovnika je vijesti
donosila i Iva Kova¢ koja se sastajala s Bakicem.*

86 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje fra Dominika Baraca,
Prijepis pisma upucenog Peri Baki¢u, nedatirano.

87 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje fra Dominika Baraca,
Izjava fra Dominika Baraca, nedatirano.

88 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje fra Dominika Baraca,
Izjava Pave Radovi¢, 30. svibnja 1945.

89 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje fra Dominika Baraca,
Izjava Ive Matkovica, 12. ozujka 1945.

136 ~ MHM, 10, 2023 (2024), 111-152

this letter as soon as possible because we are anx-
ious to receive answers to the above questions.
With respect, compliments and faith in final vic-
tory
Yours faithfully,

F.”SG

The letter was brought to Konavle by Pave Radovi¢ nee
Boskovi¢, who came to Dubrovnik to pay for a mass for
her ill brother, Father Marko Bogkovi¢, and take some
bags and bottles from a friar Simetovi¢. Barac asked her
to bring the letter to Baki¢, for which reason she came
back a day later. Being ill, Bara¢ asked Simetovi¢ to give
her the letter. Simetovi¢ knew nothing about the con-
tents of the letter.” Pava Radovi¢ was examined by a
military interrogation officer of the Military Court for
Dalmatia at the South Dalmatia Command on 30 May
1945. She confirms in her testimony that Bara¢ wanted
to know if she knew Baki¢ and asked her to deliver a
letter to him, pointing out that she should destroy the
letter if she cannot find him. Upon returning to Cili-
pi, Radovi¢ found Baki¢ in the forest and told him it
was from Bara¢. This explains the fact that Baki¢ knew
Barac’s name although the letter was signed with “F”.
Radovi¢ brought to Konavle another letter. It was from
journalist Pero Vuki¢ and she was supposed to deliver it
to her brother together with some newspapers. The let-
ter was addressed to “Commander of Gruda or Deputy
Commander”. Instead of handing it over to her brother,
Radovi¢ gave it to Baki¢ together with the first letter.®

More details on Pave Radovi¢’s contacts with Crusad-
ers can be found in the Pero Baki¢ file. For instance, the
minutes of the interrogation of Crusader Ivo Matkovi¢
of 12 March 1945 reveal that Radovi¢ used to come
to Duba as the Crusaders’ contact. Iva Kova¢ was an-
other person that used to bring news from Dubrovnik
and meet Baki¢.* These Matkovics allegations were
confirmed by Crusader Niko Sarilo.” More on Fili¢i¢’s

86 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Fr. Dominik Barac¢ File, transcript of the letter sent to Pero Bakic,
undated.

87 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Fr. Dominik Bara¢ File, testimony of Fr. Dominik Bara¢, undated.
88 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Fr. Dominik Barac File, testimony of Pava Radovi¢, 30.5.1945.

89 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Fr. Dominik Barac File, testimony of Ivo Matkovi¢, 12.3.1945.

90 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Fr. Dominik Barac File, testimony of Niko Sarilo, 14.3.1945.
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Te Matkoviceve navode potvrdio je i krizar Niko Sa-
rilo.” No o samom Fili¢i¢evu pismu koje je preko
Pave Radovi¢ Baki¢u uputio fra Dominik Bara¢ za-
biljezeno je vise u Baki¢evim izjavama. Tako Bakic
navodi da mu je pismo predao krizar Martinovi¢, a
»tko mi ga je poslao nije mi rekao® Potvrdio je da je
zajedno s njim dobio jo$ jedno pismo nepoznatog
posiljatelja za kojeg je Baki¢ pretpostavio da je no-
vinar Pero Vuki¢. U toj izjavi Baki¢ izric¢ito tvrdi da
se ne sje¢a da mu je Martinovi¢ spominjao Baraca.
Fili¢i¢a je poznavao iz Cilipa i Cesto su razgovarali,
posebno o Maceku. Fili¢i¢u je navodno odgovorio
da ,izgleda da oni na Z.abi imaju vezu sa Mostarom,
a da mi preko Zabe mozemo, za sada nista nova“ te
da hranu dobivaju od naroda. Baki¢ se nije mogao
sjetiti po kome je u Dubrovnik poslao taj odgovor.
Takoder je potvrdio da poznaje Pavu Radovi¢, ali ju
navodno nije vidio otkako je ,u $umi“ te mu nije
nista porucivala ni nosila. ,Ni jednog bijelog fratra
u Dubrovniku ne poznajem®, izricito je ustvrdio Ba-
ki¢. Osim toga, Baki¢ nije bio upucen ni u pokusaj
sabotiranja proslave blagdana sv. Vlaha, a o situaciji
u Dubrovniku zakljucio je da krizari ondje nisu oce-
kivali prevrat.”

No u istoj izjavi Baki¢ mijenja dio svojih navoda.
Analizirajudi sadrzaj izjave, moze se zakljuciti da je
rije¢ o prepricavanju onoga sto je Baki¢ izjavio i §to se
tijekom saslugavanja zbivalo. Cini se da je u jednom
trenutku Baki¢u receno da je Pave Radovi¢ priznala
svoju ulogu pa stoga kaze: ,Kad Pave Radovi¢ tako
kaze onda je tako, jer ja ne Zelim nikoga upropastiti.
Ona mi je dala pisma. Nije ni$ta ni ubacila ni ispusti-
la.“*> Ovdje je potrebno istaknuti da je ranije citirana
izjava Pave Radovi¢ 30. svibnja 1945., a ve¢ tri dana
kasnije Baki¢ je bio mrtav. Nepoznato je je li Rado-
vi¢ prije tog datuma dala ikakvu izjavu ili je to doista
jedina njezina izjava na temelju koje je Baki¢ suocen
s novim podatcima tek nekoliko sati prije smrti, u
okolnostima u kojima je trpio iznimno teske bolove.
Stoga je potrebno zapitati se i je li Baki¢ bio potpuno
svjestan prilikom davanja te izjave i jesu li njegove
rije¢i uopce toc¢no zabiljezene. U Radovicevoj izjavi

% HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje fra Dominika Baraca,
Izjava Nike Sarila, 14. ozujka 1945.
o1 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje Pere Bakica, Zapisnik o
saslusanju Pere Bakica, nedatirano.

92 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje Pere Bakica, Zapisnik o
saslu$anju Pere Bakica, nedatirano.

letter sent to Baki¢ by Fr. Dominik Bara¢ through Pave
Radovi¢ can be found in Bakic’s statements. Baki¢ says
the letter was given to him by Crusader Martinovi¢, but
“he did not tell me who was it from”. Baki¢ confirmed
that, together with this letter, he received another letter
from an unknown sender. He assumed it was from Pero
Vuki¢, the journalist. Baki¢ insists he has no recollec-
tion of Martinovi¢ mentioning Bara¢ to him. He says
that he knew Fili¢i¢ back from Cilipi and that they often
conversed, particularly about Macek. He claims he told
Fili¢i¢ that “it seems that those in Zaba have contact
with Mostar and that we too can have it through them;
otherwise, there are no news”. He added that they were
receiving food from the locals. Baki¢ could not remem-
ber whom he had used as a courier to take this reply to
Dubrovnik. He confirmed he had known Pave Radovi¢
but claimed he had not seen her since he had been “in
the woods” and that she had never brought any messag-
es to or from him. Baki¢ insisted he had never met any
White Friar in Dubrovnik. He also knew nothing about
the attempt to forestall the Festivity of St. Blaise. As for
the situation in Dubrovnik, Baki¢ had concluded that
Crusaders had not expected an overthrow there.”!
However, in the same testimony, Baki¢ changed some
of his claims. By analyzing the testimony, one can con-
clude it contains a retold version of Bakic’s statements
and his interrogation as such. It seems that, at one
point, Baki¢ was told that Pave Radovi¢ had admitted
her role because he says: “If Pave Radovi¢ says so then it
is so, because I don't want to bring ruin to anyone. She
gave me the letters. She neither added to nor dropped
out anything from them”®* It should be pointed out
here that the above quoted testimony of Pave Radovi¢
was made on 30 May 1945 and Baki¢ would be dead
only three days later. It is not known whether she had
made any other testimony before this date or was this
really her single testimony - the one Baki¢ was con-
fronted with hours before his death, when he was in ex-
cruciating pain. It begs the question whether Baki¢ was
fully conscious when giving the testimony and whether
his words had been recorded correctly. Something Ra-
dovic’s testimony does not contain are the details of the
reply that Baki¢ allegedly sent to Dubrovnik through
Radovié, with the instructions to deliver it to Barac.

1 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Pero Bakic¢ File, Pero Baki¢ interrogation minutes, undated.

92 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Pero Bakic¢ File, Pero Baki¢ interrogation minutes, undated.
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nema detalja o navodnom odgovoru koji je Baki¢ na-
vodno poslao u Dubrovnik upravo preko Radovi¢,
uz napomenu da pismo preda Baracu. U Bakicevoj je
izjavi zabiljezeno i to da je Radovi¢ taj dio Bakiceve
izjave zanijekala.”

U Bakicevu su dosjeu sacuvani i zapisnici njegovih
razgovora s Rokom Aguzinovicem. S obzirom na to
da je Baki¢ od ranjavanja pocetkom travnja do sredine
svibnja boravio u bolnici, a zatim u zatvoru, nejasno je
na kojoj ga je to¢no lokaciji posje¢ivao Aguzinovi¢. U
jednom od zabiljezenih razgovora Baki¢ mu se pozalio
da ga pitaju za imena ljudi koje on uop¢e nije poznavao
te da s Dubrovnikom nije imao nikakve stvarne veze.
Povjerio se da je vezu s krizarima u Zabi, i to preko
Gabele, imao neki Ljilji¢. U istom razgovoru Bakic¢ je
otkrio da mu je Radovi¢ pricala o ,nekom® fratru Ba-
racu te da je na Fili¢icevo pismo odgovorio da ,,¢emo
kroz neki dan dobiti vezu sa $kriparima u Zabi i da
¢emo preko njih dobiti vezu sa Mostarom®. Aguzinovi-
¢a je zamolio da kaze Vukicu ,,da on ne prizna kad ona
nije priznala®, misleci pritom na Radovi¢ te da upozori
i neke druge pojedince da nista ne govore jer ,ja nista
ne priznajem"”* Koja je uloga Roka Aguzinovica bila u
tim trenutcima, takoder ostaje nejasno. Njegovo je ime
zabiljezeno u knjigama primljenih i poslanih depesa
OZNA-a gdje za datum 4. sije¢nja 1945. stoji zabiljeze-
no da se Aguzinovi¢a odmah povuce s prisilnog rada
na Korculi i ako ga obuhvati mobilizacija, uputi na peti
sektor.” Upravo je Aguzinovi¢ u narednim tjednima
suradivao s OZNA-om u pokusaju da Baki¢a nagovori
na predaju.®® Stoga se postavlja pitanje je li Aguzinovi¢
ciljano pusten s prisilnog rada s namjerom da se preko
njega komunisticki represivni organi priblize Bakicu i
okoncaju djelovanje krizara u Konavlima.

Cetiri dana nakon sasluavanja Pave Radovi¢, dakle
3. lipnja 1945, izjavu je pred istim istraziteljem dao i
spomenuti Jakov Andrijuci. Iz njegove izjave doznaje-
mo nesto vise o okolnostima koje su ga potaknule na
sastanak s Baracem. Andrijuci tako navodi da je sre-
dinom sije¢nja 1945. susreo Peru Mihaljevica s kojim

93 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje Pere Bakica, Zapisnik o
saslusanju Pere Bakica, nedatirano.

94 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje Pere Bakica, Razgovor
Bakic¢a s Rokom Aguzinovi¢em, nedatirano.

% HR-DAS-428, Zbirka Obavjetajna sluzba, OZN-a za
Dalmaciju, kut. 60, DepeSe OZN-e, 1944.-1945.; Zlocini i teror u
Dalmaciji... 2011: 128-149; Partizanska i komunisticka
represija... 2011: 733-765.

% Radica 2003: 408.
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Bakic’s testimony also contains a note that Radovi¢ had
denied this claim of his.”®

Bakic’s file also contains minutes of his conversations
with Roko Aguzinovi¢. As Baki¢ had been hospitalized
from early-April, when he was wounded, until mid-
May, and then imprisoned, it is not clear where exact-
ly did Aguzinovi¢ visit him. In one of their conversa-
tions noted down for the file, Baki¢ complained to him
that he had been asked about the people he had never
met and that he had not had any real connections with
Dubrovnik. He confided to Aguzinovi¢ that it was some-
one named Ljilji¢ who maintained the contact with the
Crusaders in Zaba and that he did so through Gabela.
At the same occasion, Baki¢ told him that Radovi¢ was
telling him about “some” friar Bara¢. He also informed
him that he had replied to Fili¢i¢’s letter, explaining him
that “we will get in touch with the ‘cavers’ in Zaba in a
few days and that they will help us get in touch with Mo-
star through them” He asked Aguzinovi¢ to tell Vuki¢
“not to confess anything because she [Radovi¢] hadn't
either” and to warn some other individuals not to say
anything because “I am not confessing anything”’* It
also remains unknown what was Roko Aguzinovics
role in all this. His name is mentioned in the files with
OZNAss dispatches: a note made on 4 January 1945 in-
structs that Aguzinovi¢ should immediately be released
from hard labor imprisonment on Korcula and, if mo-
bilized, should be sent to the fifth sector.”” It was Aguz-
inovi¢ who in the following weeks collaborated with
OZNA in its attempts to persuade Baki¢ to surrender.”®
The question therefore arises was Aguzinovi¢ released
from hard labor imprisonment so that the Communist
repressive organs could use him to apprehend Baki¢
and put an end to Crusaders’ activities in Konavle.

Four days after the interrogation of Pave Radovi¢, on
3 June 1945, Jakov Andrijuci gave his testimony to the
same interrogator. It contains some details of the circum-
stances that made him meet Bara¢. Andrijuci says that, in
mid-January 1945, he met Pero Mihaljevi¢ and they talked

93 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Pero Bakic File, Pero Baki¢ interrogation minutes, undated.

% HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Pero Baki¢ File, Baki¢s conversation with Roko Aguzinovi¢,
undated.

9 HR-DAS-428, Intelligence Service collection, OZNA -
Dalmatian branch, box 60, OZNA dispatches 1944-1945; Zloc¢ini i
teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 128-149; Partizanska i komunisticka
represija... 2011: 733-765.

96 Radica 2003: 408.
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se upustio u razgovor o krizarima. Dva dana kasnije
Mihaljevi¢ ga je pozvao na sastanak na kojem je za-
tekao i Niku Jeli¢a, Miru Skansi i Ivku Kristovi¢. Raz-
govarali su o broju krizara u Primorju navevsi da ih je
ondje oko 1200, a Jeli¢ je zakljucio da treba napadati
partizanske kamione i izvrsiti napad na Slano gdje se
nalazila Komanda mjesta.

Mihaljevi¢ je kazao da je potrebno napisati letke u
kojima ¢e pozvati narod da ne prisustvuje proslavi sv.
Vlaha. Mira Skansi rekla je da posjeduje pisa¢u ma-
$inu i predlozila da se naredni sastanak odrzi u nje-
zinoj kudi, $to je prihvaceno. Taj je sastanak odrzan
nekoliko dana kasnije, a prisustvovali su mu Andriju-
ci, Kristovi¢, Lucija Romi¢, Mihaljevi¢, Skansi i Sofija
Planci¢. Mihaljevi¢ je opet predlozio pisanje letaka, a
Andrijuci je spomenuo da bi trebalo napisati i pismo
za Dabrovica nakon ¢ega su medusobno podijelili za-
dace. Razgovarali su i o Baki¢u, njegovim navodim
vezama s Englezima koji su ga navodno uzdrzavali
te navodnom Baki¢evom boravku u Italiji. Zakljuce-
no je da je potrebno provjeriti te navode i uspostaviti
vezu s njim. Do narednog sastanka trebalo je do¢i po
potrebi, odnosno kada letci i pismo budu sastavljeni.

Dan kasnije Andrijuci je svratio u Mihaljevi¢evu
gostionicu gdje je saznao da je fra Bara¢ napisao pi-
smo biskupu u vezi s proslavom blagdana sv. Vlaha.
U meduvremenu se u Mihaljevic¢evoj ku¢i prikupljao
materijal i novac za krizare, a Andrijuci mu je dao i
kutiju injekcija. Istog dana Andrijuci je na Stradunu
susreo Baraca i rekao mu da mu je Mihaljevi¢ rekao
za pismo koje je Bara¢ uputio biskupu. Prepricao mu
je dogovor spomenute grupe o potrebi pripreme le-
taka s pozivom gradanima da ne prisustvuju proslavi
sv. Vlaha ,koju pripremaju partizani“ i pisma za Da-
brovi¢a. Bara¢ mu je odgovorio da ¢e prvo procitati
oglas Gradskog NOO-a koji je potpisao Dabrovi¢ te
je pozvao Andrijucija da ga posjeti za dva dana.”

Dva dana kasnije Andrijuci je s Fili¢icem doista
posjetio Baraca, a sastanku je navodno prisustvo-
vao i fra Par$i¢.”® Barac je izvadio i procitao pismo

7 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje fra Dominika Baraca,
Izjava Jakova Andrijucija, 3. lipnja 1945.

% Fra Bertrand (Rando) Parsi¢ uhiéen je pocetkom lipnja 1945. te
odveden u zatvor ,,Karmen“ gdje je ¢ekao sudenje. Pred sud je izveden
18. lipnja 1945. i osuden na Cetiri godine robije. Odveden je u Split,
zatim u kaznionicu u Trogiru, a potom u Staru Gradisku iz koje je
izi$ao 10. veljace 1948. godine. Godine 1956. ponovo je osuden na
deset mjeseci zatvora, a kaznu je sluZio na Golom otoku. Umro je na
Kor¢uli 11. listopada 2004. godine. Bezina 2000: 177-180.

about Crusaders. Two days later, Mihaljevi¢ invited him
for a meeting. There Andrijuci met Niko Jeli¢, Mira Skan-
si and Ivka Kristovi¢. They discussed the number of the
Crusaders in the Dubrovnik coastal area and the figure of
1,200 was mentioned. Jeli¢ proposed that Partisan trucks
and Partisan headquarters in Slano should be attacked.

Mihaljevi¢ suggested they should write leaflets invit-
ing the people not to attend to the Festivity of St. Blaise.
Mira Skansi said she owned a typewriter and proposed
that the next meeting be held at her home, which was
accepted. The meeting took place a few days later, with
Andrijuci, Kristovi¢, Lucija Romi¢, Mihaljevi¢, Skansi
and Sofjja Planc¢i¢ attending. Mihaljevi¢ suggested once
again that leaflets should be written and Andrijuci said
that a letter should be written to Dabrovi¢. The group
then assigned duties to each of them. They also talked
about Baki¢, his alleged contacts with the British who
allegedly supported him, and his alleged stay in Italy. It
was concluded that these allegations should be verified
and that contact should be established with Baki¢. The
following meeting was to be held as necessary, when
the leaflets and letter have been written.

Upon stopping at Mihaljevi¢’s tavern the following
day, Andrijuci learned that Fr. Bara¢ wrote a letter to the
bishop concerning the Festivity of St. Blaise. Meanwhile,
in Mihaljevi¢’s house, funds and materiel were collected
for the Crusaders. Andrijuci donated a boy of syring-
es. The same day, Andrijuci met Bara¢ in Dubrovnik’s
Old Town. He told him that Mihaljevi¢ had informed
him about Baracs letter to the bishop. He informed him
about the groups decision to make leaflets inviting the
citizens not to attend the Festivity of St. Blaise “organ-
ized by the Partisans” and to write a letter to Dabrovic.
Bara¢ replied that he would first read the announce-
ment of the local NOO signed by Dabrovi¢ and that he
(Andrijuci) should come to see him in two days.”

Indeed, two days later, accompanied by Fili¢i¢, Andri-
juci came to see Bara¢. Allegedly, Fr. Parsi¢ was also pres-
ent.”® Bara¢ produced the letter addressed to Dabrovi¢

7 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Fr. Dominik Barac File, testimony of Jakov Andrijuci, 3. 6. 1945.

8 Fr. Bertrand (Rando) Pari¢ was arrested in early June 19435 and
was taken to Karmen prison where he would await his trial. He
appeared before the court on 18 June 1945 and was sentenced to
four years at hard labor. He was transferred to Split, then to the
Trogir penitentiary and finally to Stara Gradiska, from where he
was released on 10 February 1948. In 1956 he was sentenced to ten
more months in prison, which he served on Goli otok. He died on
Kor¢ula on 11 October 2004. Bezina 2000: 177-180.
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adresirano na biskupa i Dabrovica. Fili¢i¢ je korigi-
rao pismo za Dabrovi¢a nakon cega su se slozili da
dodatne izmjene nisu potrebne. Parsi¢ je istaknuo da
kao predsjednik gradskog NOO-a Dabrovi¢ najvise
moze utjecati na neuspjeh proslave, no da je takoder
vazno uputiti pismo i biskupu jer je ,vecina popova
i fratara protiv proslave, te da ¢e u tom slucaju posle
primljenog pisma i biskup izmijeniti svoje misljenje®.
Andrijuci je kasnije doznao da je Bara¢ pismo za
Dabrovica predao Sofiji Planci¢ zbog cega je zatra-
zio da ga predaju njemu s namjerom da ga ,,ubaci®
Dabrovicu, $to je i u¢injeno. Naknadno se Andrijuci
susreo s don Ivom Bjelokosi¢em® koji je preko Pere
Mihaljevi¢a bio upucen u ,,nase predmete. Zajedno
su otisli kod Baraca koji im je tada procitao pismo
koje je trebalo biti dostavljeno Dabrovicu, nacrt pi-
sma za biskupa te sadrzaj letaka koji su ve¢ bili pri-
premljeni na pisacoj masini. Bjelokosi¢ je bio ,,pot-
puno zadovoljan® i zanimao se kakav je stav zauzeo
biskup po primitku spomenutog pisma. Bara¢ mu
je odgovorio da se ¢ini da biskup nece odustati od
proslave, ali je predlozio da se letci svejedno rasture
s namjerom da se svecanost ipak osujeti. S time su
se svi slozili nakon c¢ega je Bara¢ Andrijuciju dao
izmedu 20 i 30 letaka te pismo za Dabrovica. U ve-
¢ernjim satima Andrijuci i Bjelokosi¢ su se ponovo
sastali u Mihaljevic¢evoj gostionici, a zatim u kuci
Mire Skansi gdje su im se pridruzili Mihaljevi¢, Mi-
rin suprug Mato Skansi i Sofija Planci¢. Razgovarali
su o nacinu raspacavanja letaka i dostavi pisma za
Dabrovica. Bjelokosi¢ je preuzeo tridesetak letaka
koje je raspacao u gradu. Pismo za Dabrovica preda-
no je Peri Romicu koji ga je dostavio i raspacao jo$
letaka. U Baracevu je dosjeu ostao sacuvan i prijepis
spomenutog letka sljedeceg sadrzaja:
»Dubrovéani! Pokazite svoj ponos! Nemamo
razloga da se veselimo, jer su nas partizani ko-
munisti poubijali i poklali. Posteni Dubrovcani
ne smije ucestvovati u njihovim priredbama.
Dubrovnik je bio, jest i bit ¢e sveti hrvatski

% Don Ivo Bjelokosi¢ uhiéen je 17. ozujka 1945. i odveden u
istrazni zatvor u Dubrovniku. Zajedno s Jakovom Andrijucijem 18.
lipnja 1945. osuden je na kaznu smrti strijeljanjem. Odveden je u
kaznionicu u Trogiru u kojoj je boravio i fra Dominik Barac.
Krajem listopada iste godine don Ivo je pomilovan, a kazna mu je
preinacena u 20 godina zatvora. Prebacen je u logor Firule u Splitu,
a zatim u KPD Stara Gradiska gdje je stigao 2. prosinca 1945.
godine. Nakon izdrzane kazne od 12 godina, don Ivo se 17. oZujka
1957. vraéa u Dubrovnik gdje nastavlja sve¢enicku duznost. Umro
je na Veliku subotu 14. travnja 2001. godine. Bezina 2000: 91-93.
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and the bishop and read it. Fili¢i¢ intervened with some
corrections in the letter for Dabrovi¢, after which they all
agreed no more changes in it were required. Parsi¢ point-
ed out that Dabrovi¢, being the president of the local
NOO, can contribute the most the festivity’s failure and
that it is also important to send a letter to the bishop, be-
cause “most of the priests and friars oppose the festivity
and the bishop will change his mind upon receiving the
letter”.

Andrijuci later found out that the letter intended for
Dabrovi¢ was handed over by Bara¢ to Sofija Plancic.
He then requested that the letter be given to him so that
he could “slip it” in Dabrovi¢’s mail. They did so. Lat-
er on, Andrijuci met Father Ivo Bjelokosi¢,” who had
been informed about “our cause” by Pero Mihaljevic.
Together they went to see Bara¢. He read them the letter
for Dabrovi¢, draft of the letter for the bishop, and text
on the leaflets written on the typewriter. Bjelokosi¢ was
“quite pleased” and wanted to know what was the bish-
op’s opinion upon receiving the letter. Bara¢’s impres-
sion was that the bishop would persist that the festivity
takes place, but he — Bara¢ - proposed that the leaflets
be distributed nevertheless in order to forestall it. When
all those present agreed with it, Bara¢ gave Andrijuci
20-30 leaflets and the letter for Dabrovi¢. In the evening
that day Andrijuci and Bara¢ met again in Mihaljevics
tavern, from where they went to Mira Skansis place.
They were joined there by Mihaljevi¢, Mira’s husband
Mato Skansi and Sofija Planci¢. They agreed on how to
distribute the leaflets and how to deliver the letter to
Dabrovi¢. Bjelokosi¢ took 30 or so leaflets and distrib-
uted them throughout the city. The letter for Dabrovi¢
was handed over to Pero Romi¢. He delivered the letter
and also distributed some leaflets. The transcript of the
leaflet can be found in the Barac file:

“Citizens of Dubrovnik! Show your pride! We
have no reason for celebration when the Par-
tisans are murdering and slaughtering us. No
honest citizen of Dubrovnik should take part in
their shows. Dubrovnik has been, is and will be a

% Don Ivo Bjelokosi¢ was arrested on 17 March 1945 and detained
in Dubrovnik. On 18 June he was sentenced to death together with
Jakov Andrijuci. They moved him to the penitentiary in Trogir,
where Fr. Dominik Bara¢ had also been incarcerated. In late October
that year Father Ivo's death sentence was commuted to 20 years of
imprisonment. He was transferred to Firule prison camp in Split and
then, on 2 December 1945, to Stara Gradiska penitentiary. After
having served 12 years, Father Ivo returned to Dubrovnik on 17
March 1957. There he reassumed his priesthood. He passed away on
Holy Saturday, on 14 April 2001. Bezina 2000: 91-93.
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grad! Necemo partizanskog Dubrovnika ni

njihovog sv. Vlaha.

SLAVA LISTOPADSKIM DUBROVACKIM

ZRTVAMA!“1®

Prema Andrijucijevim navodima, ¢ini se da je u
tim dogadajima znatno vecu ulogu imao don Ivo Bje-
lokosi¢ nego fra Dominik Bara¢. Naime, Andrijuci
navodi da se s Bjelokosi¢em upoznao upravo preko
Mihaljevi¢a koji mu je tvrdio da Bjelokosi¢ zna mno-
go o krizarima u Primorju, a tijekom prvog susreta
Bjelokosi¢ mu je potvrdio da ¢e im biti ,,pri ruci® za
sve §to bude potrebno. Tijekom drugog posjeta Fili-
¢i¢a i Andrijucija Baracu, Bara¢ im je potvrdio da je
dogovorio s ,jednom zenskom koja ¢e sutra ujutro
poci direktno za Konavle® da ponese pismo za Baki-
¢a, no Andrijuciju nije otkrio njezino ime. Upravo je
tom prilikom sastavljeno pismo koje je Fili¢i¢ potpi-
sao sa ,,F<!0
O navedenim dogadajima OZNA-a je izvijesti-

la ve¢ 10. veljace. U tom je dopisu ustvrdila da ,,za
vrijeme proslave sv. Vlaha nije uopce bilo kroz sve
priredbe, plakate, oglase, recitacije itd. spominja-
nja NOB-e, ni promjena u koju je Dubrovnik dosao
oslobodenjem®. Stovise, ,sve je teklo kao da se nije
nista dogodilo®, a ,Dubrovcani to opravdavaju, da
proslava mora biti u tradicionalnom duhu, bez tru-
nka novoga®“ Istaknuto je i to da su proslavu ,sabo-
tirali“ fratri, mala brac¢a i dominikanci, kao i ¢asne
sestre, koje je u tom zahtjevu odbio podrzati biskup.
»Proslava je od organa nase vlasti organizovana i
poslije iste izbila su reakcionarna tumacenja, naime,
da su partizani ipak morali popustiti“ ili da gladan
narod proslavama zele obmanuti. Narod je negodo-
vao jer su u procesiji sudjelovali vojnici s petokra-
kom. Sporni su letci bacdeni tri puta. Tako su uoci
proslave bacani stari letci ,,Tko je tko® i to na Stra-
dunu. Drugi je dan bac¢eno oko 100 letaka u kojima
se ,napada partizanska proslava sv. Vlaha i prijeti
se osvetom za ‘listopadske zrtve’™. Letci u kojima su
navodno velicani Ante Paveli¢ i Vlatko Macek ba-
¢eni su dva dana nakon proslave. Ujedno su brisane
partizanske parole, a ispisivane su ,,ustaske® Na par-
tizanskoj umjetnickoj izlozbi pokidane su 3-4 slike,
a na jednoj je izderana petokraka i nacrtano slovo

100 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje fra Dominika Baraca,
Prijepis letka, veljaca 1945.

101 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje fra Dominika Baraca,
Izjava Jakova Andrijucija, 3. lipnja 1945.

sacred Croatian city! We renounce a Partisan-led
Dubrovnik and a Partizan-organized St. Blaise.
GLORY TO THE OCTOBER VICTIMS OF
DUBROVNIK!”

Based on Andrijuci’s account, it seems that Father
Ivo Bjelokosi¢ had a substantially more relevant role
in these events than Fr. Dominik Bara¢. According to
Andrijuci, it was Mihaljevi¢ who introduced him to
Bjelokosi¢, claiming that the latter was well-informed
about the Crusaders in the Dubrovnik coastal area.
During their first meeting, Bjelokosi¢ confirmed to
him that he would be “at hand” to them for whatever
they might need. During Fili¢i¢ and Andrijuci’s second
visit to Bara¢, Bara¢ confirmed that he had arranged
that “a woman leaves for Konavle tomorrow morning”
with a letter for Baki¢. He did not, however, disclose
the woman’s name to them. It was then that the letter
signed by Fili¢i¢ with “F” was written.'”!

OZNA reported about these events as soon as on 10
February. According to the report, “during the Festivity
of St. Blaise, neither the National Liberation Struggle nor
the change that Dubrovnik saw after liberation was men-
tioned in any event, poster, announcement, recitation
etc”’ Indeed, “everything proceeded as if nothing had
happened” and “the citizens of Dubrovnik explain that
the festivity must take place in the traditional way, with-
out any novelties” The report also says that the festivity
was “sabotaged” by friars, Minorites and Dominicans,
as well as nuns, although the bishop refused to support
them. “After the festivity, organized by our authorities,
there were reactionary interpretations of it, suggesting
that the Partisans had been forced to back down” or
that their plan had been to deceive the starved popula-
tion with their celebrations. The people expressed their
displeasure with the fact that soldiers with Partisan in-
signia participated in the procession. The controversial
leaflets were distributed three times. On the eve of the
festivity, the first version of the leaflets, entitled “Who Is
Who’, was distributed in the Old Town. On the second
day, some 100 leaflets were circulated, “condemning the
Partisan-organized Festivity of St. Blaise and threatening
to avenge the ‘October victims™. Leaflets allegedly glori-
fying Ante Paveli¢ and Vladko Macek were distributed
two days after the festivity. Also, Partisan graffiti were

100 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Fr. Dominik Barac File, transcript of the leaflet, February 1945.

101 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Fr. Dominik Barac File, testimony of Jakov Andrijuci, 3. 6. 1945.
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»U“ U sporednim ulicama, gdje su visjele zastave
s petokrakom, navodno je pokidano 30-ak zastava.
»Sa popovima nitko nije do sada razgovarao, iako
svi tvrde da sve neprijateljstvo u Dubrovniku dolazi
od njih% zakljucuje se u ovom izvjeséu.'” S obzirom
na to da je do uhicenja fra Baraca doslo pet tjedana
nakon pisanja citiranog izvje$ca, ¢ini se da su upra-
vo detalji zabiljezeni u vezi proslave sv. Vlaha inici-
rali OZNA-inu istragu iako ostaje nejasno na koji je
nacin otkriven fra Barac.

U svakom slucaju istraga nije okonc¢ana Barac¢evim
uhicenjem. U izvjes¢u OZNA-e od 21. travnja 1945.
istaknuto je da je organizacija koja je rukovodila tim
akcijama bila ,ustaskog® karaktera i navodno su ju
vodili fratri, dominikanci i svecenici. Otkriveno je i
uhic¢eno oko 40 osoba koje su bacale letke, no ,nije
se uspjelo razbiti organizaciju, jer i nakon njihova
hapsenja iskrsli su novi leci i nove parole, takoder
ustaskog karaktera“!'® O tim se letcima doznaje vise
iz izvjes¢a OZNA-e juznodalmatinskog okruga od
13. travnja 1945. u kojem je navedeno da je 10. trav-
nja 1945. u Dubrovniku otkriveno oko 50 ,cedulja“
na kojima je pisalo ,,Ziviela NDH, ZAP, Zivio veliki
njemacki Rajh, Slava Baki¢u i Anti Starcevi¢u.“ Pa-
role su bile ispisane na papiru istrgnutom iz $kolskih
zadacnica zbog ¢ega je OZNA zakljucila da su ih is-
pisali ucenici srednjih skola. ,,Pretpostavljamo da su
pisane od grupe Andrijuci i popa Baraca, od onih
koji se jo$ nalaze na slobodi, sa namjerom da bi se
istraga okrenula u drugom pravcu®, zakljuc¢eno je u
tom izvjescu.'™

U tim je trenutcima Baki¢ ve¢ bio zarobljen, a
Barac ispitivan. Usporedujudi citirane izjave moze
se zakljuciti da je Baraceva uloga u tim dogadaji-
ma doista bila izuzetno ogranic¢ena te se svela na
pripremu pisama Dabrovicu i biskupu te predaju
Fili¢iceva pisma Pavi Radovi¢. Nikakvi tragovi ne
upucuju na to da je Bara¢ imao ikakve veze s pri-
premom letaka kao ni s Baki¢evim odgovorom Fi-
li¢i¢u. Sudedi prema izjavi Sofije Planci¢, Baracevi
motivi vjerojatno su doista bili apoliti¢ni. Tako u
svojoj izjavi ona navodi da je Bara¢ doduse govorio

102 HR-DAS-438, Pokrajinski/oblasni komitet KPH za Dalmaciju,
kut. 26, KP-26/245; Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 226-229;
Partizanska i komunisticka represija... 2011: 336-338.

1% Glavina 1998: 60.

104 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, kut. 169, Izvjei¢e OZN-e
juznodalmatinskog okruga o pronadenim ceduljama, 13.4.1945.;
Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 229.
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erased and “Ustasha” ones were written. At a Partisan art
exhibition, 3 or 4 paintings were torn off, a Partisan red
star was torn away from one of them and the letter “U”
was written in its place. Some 30 flags with red stars were
allegedly torn off in the back alleys. “No one has talked to
the priests so far, although everyone says all the hostility
in Dubrovnik comes from them,” concludes the report.'”
As Fr. Barac was arrested five weeks after the report had
been written, it seems it was these details of the Festivity
of St. Blaise that instigated OZNAs investigation. Still, it
remains unclear how Fr. Bara¢ was betrayed.

In any case, the investigation was not terminated
when Bara¢ was arrested. OZNA’s report of 21 April
1945 points out that these actions were organized by
those of “Ustasha affiliation’, led by friars, Dominicans
and priests. Some forty circulators were identified and
arrested but “we have failed to crush the organization
because new leaflets and graffiti, also of Ustasha in-
clination, emerged after the arrests”.'”® More on these
leaflets can be found in the 13 April report of OZNA's
branch for South Dalmatia. It says that some 50 “slips”
were discovered in Dubrovnik on 10 April 1945, glo-
rifying Independent State of Croatia (NDH), Ante
Paveli¢ (“ZAP”), Great German Reich, Baki¢ and Ante
Starcevi¢. As they were torn out from school note-
books, OZNA concluded they were written by high-
school students. “We believe they were written by the
members of the Andrijuci-Bara¢ group - those who
are still at large - in order to misdirect the investiga-
tion,” concludes the report.'*

By that time, Baki¢ had already been captured and
Bara¢ had been interrogated. If the above testimonies
are compared, it can be inferred that Bara¢ indeed had
only a minor role in these events — he merely prepared
the letters to Dabrovi¢ and the bishop and delivered
Fili¢i¢s letter to Pave Radovi¢. There are no indications
that Bara¢ had anything to do with the leaflets or with
Baki¢’s reply to Fili¢i¢. According to Sofija Plancic,
Barac’s motives were very likely apolitical. She admits
that Bara¢ spoke out against Communism, but in the
context of “the need to defend religion, because the new
order renounces religion” and the need to encourage the

22 HR-DAS-438, KPH Provincial/District Committee for
Dalmatia, box 26, KP-26/245; Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011:
226-229; Partizanska i komunisticka represija... 2011: 336-338.
103 Glavina 1998: 60.

104 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
box 169, South Dalmatian OZNA’s report on the slips found in
Dubrovnik, 13 April 1945; Zlocini i teror u Dalmaciji... 2011: 229.



B. Matkovi¢, Anticommunist resistance in Dubrovnik (1945): Fr. Dominik Bara¢ and Crusader leader Pero Baki¢

protiv komunizma, ali uz napomenu da ,treba bra-
niti vjeru, jer da danasnji poredak odbacuje vjeru®
da narod treba poticati da ne odbacuje vjeru i da
u $kolama treba istupati protiv zabrane vjeronau-
ka.'” U svojoj drugoj izjavi Planci¢ izricito istice
da s Baracem nikad nije razgovarala o politici te
zakljucuje da ,ne zna $to je potaklo padra Baraca
da pise ta pisma“ i da se zamisao vjerojatno nije
»rodila“ u njegovoj glavi.'

Sudedi prema njegovim izjavama, Barac¢ je veoma
brzo zazalio sudjelovanje u spomenutim dogadajima.
Tako navodi da je nekoliko tjedana kasnije spomenuo
p. Vinku Kumici¢u da je u Konavle trebao poslati pi-
smo, ali ga je pokidao. Kumici¢ je navodno shvatio
da je u pitanju bilo pismo Baki¢u zbog cega je Baraca
upozorio da ne pravi gluposti. Isto je Bara¢ spome-
nuo i Peri Mihaljevi¢u, no o sadrzaju pisma nitko
ni$ta nije znao i Barac je sugovornike ostavio u uvje-
renju da je pismo doista unistio. Nastojeci zastititi
svoju subracu, izricito je istaknuo da nitko u samo-
stanu nije sudjelovao u sastavljanju tog pisma. Osim
toga, nakon proslave blagdana sv. Vlaha, Barac¢ je sreo
Fili¢i¢a i u razgovoru su se navodno obojica pokaja-
li za u¢injeno. Bara¢ mu je kazao da nije primio ni-
kakav odgovor pa stoga ,0d onoga nece biti nista®
Zaklju¢ili su da su napravili ludost na koju su nasjeli
zbog govorkanja ulice pa su odlucili o tome vise ne
govoriti niti bilo $to ¢initi. Narocito su bili ljutiti na
»neozbiljnog® Andrijucija. Nakon tog susreta, Fili¢i¢
i Barac vise se nisu susreli. Bara¢ je upozorio Sofiju
Planci¢ i Ivku Kristovi¢ da nikome nista ne govore.
Ako je Filic¢i¢ doista primio Baki¢ev odgovor, ¢ini se
da Bara¢ o tome nije znao nista.'”’

U drugom dijelu ove izjave Bara¢ jo$ jednom isti-
¢e da nije bila rije¢ o nekakvoj organizaciji sa ,,smi-
slenim® planom te je rije¢ bila tek o skupini mladica
i djevojaka ,zavedenih iz ulice” koji su potpali pod
psihozu feite sv. Vlaha. Stovise, navodno su te do-
gadaje shvatili tek kao $alu, a pismo upuceno Baki-
¢u bilo je motivirano zadovoljenjem mladenacke
znatizelje. Bara¢ odbija navodne Bakic¢eve navode s
njegova saslusanja da je ,pisao popu Baracu® te ne

105 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje fra Dominika Baraca,
Izjava Sofije Planci¢, nedatirano.
106 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje fra Dominika Baraca,
Izjava Sofije Planci¢, nedatirano

107 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje fra Dominika Baraca,
Izjava fra Dominika Baraca, nedatirano.

people to hold on to religion and to protest against ban-
ishing religious instruction from schools.' In her sec-
ond testimony she insists that she has never discussed
politics with Bara¢. She concludes that she “does not
know what was it that made Father Bara¢ write these
letters” and that the idea [to write them] was probably
not his own.'®

Judging by his testimonies, Bara¢ soon regretted tak-
ing part in these events. He says that, weeks later, he
told Father Vinko Kumici¢ that he was supposed to
send a letter to Konavle but he tore it to pieces instead.
Allegedly, Kumicic realized the letter was for Baki¢ and
warned Bara¢ “not too do anything stupid”. Barac¢ told
the same thing to Pero Mihaljevi¢ but neither of them
knew anything about the letter’s content. Bara¢ had
convinced them he had destroyed the letter. In order
to protect his fellow friars, Bara¢ insisted that no one in
the monastery had taken part in the writing of the let-
ter. Also, after the Festivity of St. Blaise, he met Filic¢i¢.
Allegedly, they both expressed their regret for taking
part in what had been done. Bara¢ told him he had re-
ceived no reply and concluded that “nothing will come
out of that thing”. They concluded they had been fool-
ish for acting upon rumors and decided not to mention
it or act upon it ever again. They were particularly an-
gry with “foolish” Andrijuci. After this meeting, Filici¢
and Bara¢ never saw each other again. Bara¢ warned
Sofija Planci¢ and Ivka Kristovi¢ not to say anything
to anyone. If Fili¢i¢ did receive Baki¢’s reply, it seems
Bara¢ knew nothing about it.'””

In the second part of this testimony, Bara¢ points out
once again that it was not an organization with a “mean-
ingful” plan but merely a group of “misguided” local
young men and women who had succumbed to the St.
Blaise Festivity psychosis. What is more, they allegedly
took these events as a joke and the letter to Baki¢ was
motivated by their adolescent curiosity. Bara¢ denies
Baki¢’s claim (allegedly given during his interrogation)
that he “wrote to priest Bara¢” and does not under-
stand how could Bara¢ even know his name. “If Baki¢
mentions a friar, could he really mean me?” wonders
Bara¢, convinced that in no case could he know his

105 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Fr. Dominik Barac File, testimony of Sofija Planci¢, undated.
106 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Fr. Dominik Barac File, testimony of Sofija Planci¢, undated
107 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Fr. Dominik Barac File, testimony of Fr. Dominik Bara¢, undated.
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razumije odakle je Baki¢ uopée mogao znati njego-
vo ime. ,Ako Baki¢ govori o fratru, zar sam ja taj?“
zapitao se Bara¢ uvjeren da Baki¢ ni u kojem slucaju
nije mogao znati njegovo ime.'”® Kako je prethodno
objasnjeno na temelju Bakicevih izjava, Baki¢ je za
Baracevu ulogu doznao od Pave Radovi¢ kojoj je na-
knadno predao odgovor za Fili¢i¢a s napomenom da
ga preda Baracu. Iako je Bara¢ ¢ak trazio suoc¢avanje s
Baki¢em, nepoznato je je li do njega doslo jer o tome
nema dokumenata. Osim toga, iz Baraceve izjave ja-
sno je da se u njoj osvrée na navodne Bakiceve na-
vode kojih u sa¢uvanim Bakicevim izjavama uopce
nema pa se postavlja pitanje je li tijekom ispitivanja
Barac prevaren i suocen s izmisljenim navodima koje
je OZNA pripisala Baki¢u. Nadalje, Bara¢ takoder
istice da osim s Pavom Radovi¢ nije imao drugih
kontakata s Konavljanima te navodi da Radovi¢ ni-
kad vi$e nije bila kod njega. U slucaju da Radovi¢ tvr-
di da je Baki¢ Baracu poslao odgovor, Barac je trazio
suocavanje s Radovi¢ boje¢i se da ,,to nije neka osveta
s njezine strane zato §to sam rekao da je ona odnijela
pismo.“'”” No u izjavi Pave Radovi¢ nema spomena o
tome da je Baracu odnijela Baki¢ev odgovor pa ostaje
mogucnost da je Barac i u ovom slucaju bio suocen s
izmisljenim navodima. Ako su to¢ni Bakicevi navodi
o odgovoru upuéenom Fili¢i¢u, ostaje nejasno §to se
s tim pismom dogodilo.

Barac je svakako bio pod dojmom da se krivci skri-
vaju smatrajuci da svu odgovornost Zele prebaciti na
njega iako se usporedbom sacuvanih izjava to tako
ne ¢ini - §to potkrjepljuje sumnju da se Barac suocio
s izmiSljenim rije¢ima pripisanima drugim osum-
njicenicima koje oni ustvari nikada nisu izgovorili,
i to s ciljem da ga se primora na priznanje djela za
koja uopce nije bio kriv i o kojima nije ni znao. U
pokusaju da spasi vlastiti zivot Bara¢ je u svojoj izja-
vi jo$ jednom istaknuo svoju iznimnu apoliti¢nost i
pomaganje svima potrebitima te navodi da su od svih
redova dominikanci zacijelo najviSe doprinijeli na-
rodnooslobodilackoj borbi. ,,Zar ¢ete onda prezreti
sva moja pozitivna djela nacionalne svijesti?“ pita se
Barac ustvrdivsi da se u Njemackoj pred sam pocetak
Drugog svjetskog rata borio protiv germaniziranja
»nase kolonije i ako su to bili Sloveni®, pa je $tovise

108 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje fra Dominika Baraca,
Izjava fra Dominika Baraca, nedatirano.

109 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje fra Dominika Baraca,
Izjava fra Dominika Baraca, nedatirano.
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name.'”® As was previously mentioned, BakiC’s state-
ments suggest that he learned about Barac’s role from
Pave Radovi¢, to whom he later gave his reply to Filici¢,
instructing her to hand it over to Bara¢. Barac even de-
manded to confront Baki¢ but it is not known if it ever
happened because there are no documents substantiat-
ing this. Also, Barac’s testimony contains references to
alleged Bakic’s claims that cannot be found in Baki¢’s
file, indicating that OZNA could have double-crossed
Bara¢ during his interrogation by feeding him false
Baki¢’s statements. Bara¢ also insists that he had no
contacts with anyone from the Konavle group save for
Pave Radovi¢, adding that he never met Radovi¢ again.
Reacting to her claim that Baki¢ sent a reply to him,
Barac requested a confrontation with Radovi¢, fearing
that “this could be her revenge of a sort because I said it
was her who delivered the letter”!” However, as in her
testimony Pave Radovi¢ does not mention delivering
Bakic’s reply to Barad, it is possible that Bara¢ was once
again fed fabricated statements. If BaraC’s claims about
the reply to Fili¢i¢ are true, it remains unknown what
happened to the letter.

Bara¢ was certainly under the impression that the
culprits were trying to hide by shifting responsibility to
him, although it does not seem to be the case when all
the preserved testimonies are compared. This substan-
tiates the suspicion that Barac¢ faced fabricated state-
ments allegedly made by other indictees in order to
be forced to confess the illegal acts he had never com-
mitted or even heard of. In an attempt to save his own
life, Bara¢ underlined once again his total disinterest in
politics and his tendency to help all those in need, add-
ing that the Dominicans had probably made a greater
contribution to the National Liberation Struggle than
any other monastic order. “In this context, would you
really despise all my good deeds arising from my na-
tional consciousness?” asks Bara¢. He explains that, on
the eve of World War II, he resisted the Germanization
of “our fellow countrymen and Slavs living abroad” and
reminds that he was even proposed for the Order of
St. Sava Fourth Class.""® Of his merits for the National
Liberation Movement, Barac says the following:

108 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Fr. Dominik Bara¢ File, testimony of Fr. Dominik Bara¢, undated.
109 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Fr. Dominik Barac File, testimony of Fr. Dominik Bara¢, undated.
110 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Fr. Dominik Barac File, testimony of Fr. Dominik Bara¢, undated.
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bio predlozen i za odlikovanje Ordenom sv. Save IV.

reda.'’® O svojim zaslugama za NOP Barac kaze:
»Frana Grbesic¢ koji je bio pod prijekim sudom
u Zagrebu radi svoje izvanredne partizan-
ske djelatnosti, spasio sam dobivsi time same
dokumente iz Dubrovnika, da je uvijek bio
ispravan. Dr. M. Ivanovi¢ lije¢nik u Zagrebu
to moze najbolje potvrditi, koji je vodio cijelu
stvar. U to je upucen i profesor Suri¢. Ucitelji-
cu iz Lisca izbavio sam iz zatvora i nije imala
nikakovih zakonskih posljedica. Takoder radi
svoje partizanske djelatnosti. O tome neka ona
govori. Pri masovnom hapsenju Srba protesti-
rao sam na sve strane. Srbe postene i Cestite ne-
majudi sa njima nikakovih narocitih veza ipak
sam se za njih zalagao i oni su osjetili plodove
mog zauzimanja. Nek svjedoci kroja¢ Prvulo-
vi¢ i njegova supruga, brija¢ Veselinovi¢ i nje-
gova supruga, ¢inovnik Zeljeznice Sokolovi¢ i
drugi tko sam ja.“!"!

No, kako ¢e se pokazati, Barac¢u takva djela nisu
pomogla, a njegov slucaj podsjeca na slucaj fra Petra
Turkalja, gvardijana Samostana sv. Josipa u Splitu, na
¢ijem je sudenju u sije¢nju 1946. sviedocio Zidov &iju
je obitelj fra Petar spasio, no sud je to ipak odbio uze-
ti u obzir kao olakotnu okolnost.

Nadalje, nakon proslave blagdana sv. Vlaha Barac je
u svakoj prigodi osudivao ,,konavosku Bakic¢evu sumu,
kao najvecu glupost i uniStenje naroda“ Radio je to i
zato $to Baki¢ nije odgovorio na pitanja postavljena u
poslanom pismu, pa je Bara¢ zakljucio da je ,,sve to nje-
gov bluf i propaganda, ali s padom Mostara zakljucio
sam da se sve to priblizuje kraju Tu izjavu Bara¢ zaklju-
¢uje rije¢ima kajanja istaknuvsi da je sebi nanio sramotu
te Zeli suradnju za dobro i izgradnju boljeg i pravednijeg
drustvenog poretka s ciljem da se njegove ,,konstruktiv-
ne snage"“ iskoriste za dobro naroda. Zalozio se i za Vin-
ka Filic¢i¢a te spomenute djevojke Lucku, Sofiju i Ivku.
Na kraju je zamolio da ga se, ako je sumnjiv, internira u
samostan ili u njegovu kucu ili mu se dopusti da se vrati

u zupu u Lisac gdje je sluzbovao.'

110 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje fra Dominika Baraca,
Izjava fra Dominika Baraca, nedatirano.

"I HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje fra Dominika Baraca,
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112 HR-DAS-409, SUP za Dalmaciju, Dosje fra Dominika Baraca,
Izjava fra Dominika Baraca, nedatirano.

“When Fran Grbesi¢ was to appear before the
court martial in Zagreb for his outstanding
pro-Partisan activities, I saved him by obtaining
documents from Dubrovnik confirming that he
had always been loyal. Dr. M. Ivanovi¢, a physi-
cian from Zagreb, can corroborate this because
he was deeply involved in the case. Professor
Suri¢ was also familiar with the whole thing. I
arranged the release from prison of a teacher
from Lisac — where she ended up because of her
pro-Partisan activities - and she had no legal
problems later. She can testify on this. When a
mass arrest of Serbs took place, I protested wher-
ever I could. I intervened for these honest Serbs
although I didn’t know them personally. And
these interventions of mine were fruitful. You
can ask Prvulovi¢ the tailor and his wife, Ve-
selinovi¢ the barber and his wife, railroad clerk
Sokolovi¢ and others. They will tell you about
me.”lll

However, it will turn out that these interventions did
not help Barac¢. Similar was the case of Fr. Petar Turkalj,
the guardian of St. Joseph’s Monastery in Split. During
his trial in January 1946, a Jew whose family had been
saved by Fr. Turkalj testified on his behalf but the court
refused to take it as a mitigating circumstance.

Also, after the Festivity of St. Blaise, Bara¢ used
every opportunity to criticize “Baki¢’s Konavle woods
episode as an utmost stupidity and disastrous for the
people”. He also did that because Baki¢ had failed to
reply to the questions in the letter, which made Bara¢
conclude that it was “merely his bluff and propaganda;
when Mostar fell, I realized the end was near”. Barac
concludes his statement with remorse, pointing out
that he brought shame on himself and that he wants
to contribute to the building of a better and more just
political system by offering his “constructive efforts”
to the benefit of the people. He also pleaded for Vinko
Fili¢i¢ and the abovementioned girls Lucka, Sofija and
Ivka. Finally, he requested that, if considered a suspect,
he be interned in the monastery or at his home or be
allowed to return to Lisac parish where he had worked
as a priest.!'?

11 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Fr. Dominik Bara¢ File, testimony of Fr. Dominik Bara¢, undated.

112 HR-DAS-409, Ministry of Interior, Department for Dalmatia,
Fr. Dominik Barac File, testimony of Fr. Dominik Bara¢, undated.
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Presuda i smrt

Baraceva optuznica nije sacuvana, a u prijepisu
presude okrivljuje ga se zbog ,teroristickog protuna-
rodnog rada i organizovanja teroristickih oruzanih
banda® A ,kao uvjereni ustasa neistinitim prikaziva-
njem prilika u jednoj od saveznickih drzava koristio
njemackom okupatoru i ustaskoj ‘promicbi’ da bi za-
varavanjem neupucenog naroda pridobio ga za oru-
zanu borbu protiv narodno-oslobodilacke vojske i
nasih saveznika, pak je u tu svrhu u 1944. godini dao
$tampati i rasturivati knjigu ‘Socijalna filozofija bolj-
$evizma.“ Baraca se takoder okrivljuje da je ,kao izri-
¢iti neprijatelj nasih naroda nakon oslobodenja stao
na Celo ilegalne protudrzavne grupe u Dubrovniku®
te je radi organizovanja i djelovanja te grupe odrza-
vao stalno sastanke u samostanu domenikanaca u
Dubrovniku...“!"* Prema navodima o. Randa Parsica,
koji je na sudenju bio okrivljenik, Barac¢eva doktor-
ska disertacija nije bila dio optuzbe, ali je nesumnjivo
imala vaznu ideolosku ulogu. Tako je, primjerice, su-
dac Kruno Mariani, rodom s Visa, na sudenju Baracu
predbacio pojedine navode iz knjige iako je istaknuo
da ,vas ne sudimo zbog napisane knjige jer je svatko
slobodan iznositi, pisati svoje misljenje, svoj stav u
nasem demokratskom drustvu.“!*

Poslije sudenja Barac je s jo§ nekim osudenicima
prebacen u zatvor ,Karmen“ gdje je ostao do kraja
rujna kada je otpremljen u kaznionicu u Trogir gdje
je strijeljan 17. studenoga 1945. godine.'"® O Barace-
vim posljednjim trenutcima ostao je sacuvan zapis
njegova redovnickog subrata fra Bertranda (Rando)
Parsica koji se s njim nalazio na robiji u kaznionici
u Trogiru:

»Mi odredeni za robiju (NB nije postojao ter-
min zatvor nego samo robija ili strijeljanje), ro-
bijali smo na drugom katu, a osudenici na smrt
na drugom katu iznad nas. Tako je Bara¢ bio
tocno iznad moje sobe, a to se kasnije pokaza-
lo providonosno. Kad bi nastupila gluha no¢ i
tama, tada je Bara¢ na koncu spustao ispisani
papiri¢ i dostavio svoje zelje, opazanja, raspo-
loZenja i pitanja. Slijedio bi nas odgovor te smo
na taj nacin ulijevali jedan drugome nadu, sna-
gu i izmjeni¢ne molitve... Tocno mi se usjeklo

113 Gavri¢ 2013: 623.
114 Gavri¢ 2013: 624.
15 Radelj 1997: 22; Frani¢ 1996: 12; Armanda 2006: 37.
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The sentence and death

Barad’s bill of indictment has not been preserved. In
the transcription of his sentence, he is charged with
“terrorist activities against the people and organizing
armed terrorist bands”. Also, “as a dedicated Ustasha, he
served the German occupiers and Ustasha propaganda
by mispresenting the conditions in one of the Allied
countries in order to deceive the uninformed people
and win them over for armed struggle against the Na-
tional-Liberation Army and our allies, which is why, in
1944, he printed and distributed his book Social Phi-
losophy of Bolshevism”. He was also accused of “leading
an illegal anti-government group in Dubrovnik and, in
order to organize its activities, holding regular meet-
ings in the Dominican monastery in Dubrovnik...”
According to father Rando Parsi¢, also a defendant at
Barad’s trial, Barac’s doctoral thesis was not included in
the indictment but there is no doubt that it played an
important role from the ideological point of view. For
instance, Kruno Marin, a Vis-born judge, reproached
Bara¢ during the trial for some quotes from the book,
although he explained that “you are not being tried for
the book you wrote, because our democratic society
allows everyone to express and write down their opin-
ions”!*

After the trial, Bara¢ and some other sentenced men
were transferred to Karmen prison. He stayed there
until late September and then they moved him the Tro-
gir penitentiary, where he was shot on 17 November
1945.'*> His fellow friar Bertrand (Rando) Par$ié, who
served time with him in the Trogir penitentiary, left a
note about Barac’s last moments:

“Those of us who had been sentenced to hard
labor (by the way, the term ‘prison’ was not used,
only ‘hard labor’ and ‘execution by firing squad’)
were imprisoned on the second floor and those
awaiting execution were on the floor above.
Barac happened to be right above my room, as if
providence had arranged it. In the still of night,
Bara¢ would tie a small piece of paper to a thread
and lower it down to me, with his desires, ob-
servations, moods and questions written on it.
We would send him our answer, thus filling each
other with hope and strength and exchanging

13 Gavri¢ 2013: 623.
14 Gavri¢ 2013: 624.
1> Radelj 1997: 22; Frani¢ 1996: 12; Armanda 2006: 37.
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u pamcdenje da je 15. studenoga u no¢i spustio
posire pisamce. Iznenadih se poduzem pisam-
cu. Odmah ga procitah i dadoh fra Milanu.
Grozna vijest! Pisalo je nekako ovako: ‘Sutra ili
najdalje prekosutra bit ¢u strijeljan’ (...) Dana
16. studenog spustio je zadnje pisamce. ‘Sutra
rano jutrom vode me na strijeljanje. Molim te
kada se sutra ujutro budem spustao skalinama
stani na malo ‘okno’ svoje sobe. Pogledat ¢u
prema tebi, a ti mi udijeli odrjeSenje’ Tako je
i bilo. Zadnji pogled i preporuka Bogu i Gos-
pi i svetom ocu Dominiku. Isto je ucinio i fra
Milan.
Na robiji se za hranu brinuo neki ekonom, par-
tizan, g. A. Bio je rodom sa Solte. Nije bio lo§
ni namrgoden gledaju¢i pred sobom ni krive
ni duzne osudene svecenike koji uglavnom dan
provode u molitvi i $utnji. Hranu bi nam do-
bacio u sobu jer cijelo vrijeme robovanja ni-
smo smjeli izi¢i iz sobe nego jedino na klozet u
hodniku i to pod strazom i uz dobro zaklju¢an
hodnik. Tog dana strijeljanja dosapnuo mi je
da ¢e Barac sutra biti strijeljan. Usudih se za-
moliti ga da mi donese nesto od njega za uspo-
menu. Moram priznati da se opostenio. Nakon
strijeljanja 17. studenog donio mi je 12 zrna
krunice koju su bjesomucno strgli s njegova
pasa. Ostalo su razbacali i ukopali sa zemljom
iznad njega. Tako je njegova krunica postala
njegov najljepsi spomenik! Pitao sam g. Anta
da li je plakao, molio milost. Ne. Cuo ga je da
je izgovorio rijeci: ‘Boze, oprosti im!” (dalje mi
nije znao navesti, ali je sigurno izgovorio ¢itave
Kristove rijeci s kriza).“!'¢
U tadasnjoj Dalmatinskoj dominikanskoj provinci-
jibio je obicaj da se u Aktima izbornih provincijalnih
kapitula objave nekrolozi preminulih, poginulih ili
ubijenih redovnika. Stoga je u Aktima iz 1946. objav-
ljen i Baracev nekrolog u kojem je izmedu ostalog
stajalo: ,,Ali istom posto je stupio u arenu dana 17.
mjeseca studenoga godine 1945. nasilnom smrcu je
napustio ovozemaljski Zivot.“ Zbog te je recenice ko-
munisticki rezim zaplijenio Akte, no dominikanci su
ipak uspjeli sac¢uvati nekoliko primjeraka.''” Baracevi
posmrtni ostatci ekshumirani su 1959. i polozeni u
novu dominikansku grobnicu na splitskom groblju

116 Gavri¢ 2013: 625-626.
17 Armanda 2006: 39; Gavri¢ 2013: 626.

prayers... I remember particularly well that, on

the night of 15 November, he lowered to me an

extensive letter. I was surprised by its length. I

read it at once and handed it over to Fr. Milan.

Horrible news! It read something like this: “To-

morrow — or not later than the day after tomor-

row — I will be shot. (...) On 16 November he

lowered his last letter. “They are taking me to ex-

ecution tomorrow early in the morning. Please

stand by the small window of your room while

I'll be coming down the stairs. I will look up to-

wards it and you give me absolution. And so it

was. His last gaze and a good word to God, Our

Lady and St. Dominic. Friar Milan did the same.

A partisan named A., a native of Solta and the

catering officer, was taking care about the de-

tainees’ food. He was kind to us, innocent im-

prisoned priests who were spending our days

in prayers and silence. He would leave the food

in our room because we were never allowed to

leave the room except when going to the bath-

room - and even that only under guard and

through the locked corridor. He whispered to

me that Bara¢ was going to be executed the next

day. I dared to ask him to bring some of Barac’s

belongings to me as a memory. I must admit he

kept his promise. After Bara¢ was executed on 17

November he brought to me 12 rosary beads that

they had fiercely torn from his belt. The rest was

buried with his body. His rosary thus became his

most beautiful monument! I inquired Mr. Ante

if Barac cried or begged for mercy. No. He heard

him utter the words ‘God, forgive them! (he

couldn’t quote the rest but I am sure he uttered
everything Christ said on the Cross).”''¢

It was customary in the then Dalmatian Domini-

can province that obituaries of the monks who passed

away or were killed or murdered be announced in the

proceedings of provincial electoral conferences. The

proceedings of the 1946 conference included Barac’s

obituary which, among other things, said: “No sooner

had he stepped into the arena than he met violent death

and left this life on 17 November 1945 The Commu-

nist regime confiscated the proceedings because of this

sentence but the Dominicans managed to save a few

copies.'”” Bara¢’s remains were exhumed in 1959 and

116 Gavri¢ 2013: 625-626.
117 Armanda 2006: 39; Gavrié 2013: 626.

MHM, 10, 2023 (2024), 111-152 ~ 147



B. Matkovi¢, Protukomunisti€ki otpor u Dubrovniku (1945.): fra Dominik Barac i krizarski voda Pero Baki¢

Lovrinac. U ljetopisu dominikanskog Samostana sv.
Katarine u Splitu ostalo je zabiljezeno sljedece: ,Ta-
koder spominjem da smo prenesli iz Trogira i kosti
vel. 0. Dominika Baraca, koga su partizani poslije
sudenja ubili na Trogirskom groblju metkom u poti-
ljak.“!'® Posmrtni ostatci Pere Mihaljevica preneseni
su iz Trogira u Dubrovnik gdje su pokopani na gro-
blju Sv. Kriza na Boninovu u obiteljsku grobnicu.'”
Godine 2009. pokrenut je proces za Baracevu beati-
fikaciju.'?

Zakljucak

Fra Dominik Bara¢ medu rijetkima je iz te grupe
sudenih osoba koji je osuden na kaznu smrti strije-
ljanjem iako se na temelju dostupnih izjava i drugih
dokumenata moze zakljuciti da je u spomenutim
zbivanjima imao neznatniju ulogu od nekih drugih
sudionika koji su osudeni na zatvorske kazne. Iako je
u ovom radu izvr$ena rekonstrukcija dogadaja na te-
melju dostupnih arhivskih dokumenata, pojedini de-
talji ostaju nejasni, primjerice kako je OZNA razot-
krila ulogu pojedinih uhi¢enika te tko je jugoslaven-
skim represivnim organima otkrio povezanost nave-
denih osoba s Baracem, a $to je dovelo do njegova
uhicenja. U svakom slucaju to nije mogao biti Baki¢
koji je zarobljen dva tjedna nakon Baraceva uhicenja.
Uvidom u dokumente i njihovom usporednom anali-
zom takoder se moze ustanoviti da ve¢i broj izjava sa
saslusanja nedostaje, odnosno nije predan arhivu ili
je uni$ten. Upecatljivo je i da se u dijelovima svojih
izjava Bara¢ osvrée na navodne izjave drugih sudio-
nika dogadaja iako takvih navoda u njihovim izjava-
ma nema. Stoga se postavlja pitanje jesu li ti navodi
izre¢eni u izjavama koje nedostaju ili uopée nikad
nisu izreceni, ali su tijekom Baraceva saslusanja pod-
metnuti u nadi da ¢e on priznati djela za koja uopce
nije bio odgovoran. Takoder, s obzirom na to da se u
dijelovima svojih izjava osvrée na svoju doktorsku di-
sertaciju, moguce je da je o njoj bio upitan ili je osje-
¢ao da bi mu ona mogla ugroziti zivot. Posljedi¢no
se moze zakljuciti da su, iako ta disertacija nacelno
nije bila razlog njegova uhicenja i osude, autori koji
upozoravaju da je to djelo utjecalo na slijed postupka
i sudenja ipak djelomic¢no u pravu.

118 Gavri¢ 2013: 624.
119 Radica 2003: 463.
120 Radelj 1997: 22; Frani¢ 1996: 12.
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interred in the new Dominican tomb at Lovrinac cem-
etery in Split. The following note can be found in the
annals of the Dominican St. Catherine’s Monastery: “I
also want to mention that the bones of Father Dominik
Barac, shot by the Partisans in the back of his head at
the Trogir cemetery after his trial, were moved from
Trogir”"'® The remains of Pero Mihaljevi¢ were moved
from Trogir to Dubrovnik and interred in the family
tomb at the Cemetery of St. Cross in Boninovo."”® The
process of Bara(’s beatification was initiated in 2009.'°

Conclusion

Fr. Dominik Bara¢ was among very few defendants
from this group sentenced to death despite the fact
that, based on testimonies and other documents, his
role in the abovementioned events was much more
insignificant than that of some other participants who
were sentenced to various terms of imprisonment. Al-
though this paper attempts to reconstruct the events
based on the available archival materials, some details
remain unclear - for example, how did OZNA find out
about the roles of individual detainees and who tipped
off the connection of these persons with Bara¢, which
eventually led to his apprehension. In any case, it could
not have been Baki¢, who was captured two weeks after
Barac had been arrested. By analyzing and comparing
the documents, it can be concluded that a number of
testimonies made during interrogations is missing -
they were either not archived or were destroyed. Quite
indicative is also the fact that, in his testimonies, Barac
makes references to alleged claims of other participants
of the events, although such claims cannot be found in
their testimonies. Therefore, one can ask whether such
claims had actually been made in the missing testimo-
nies or had never been made at all but were fed to Barac¢
during his interrogation in the hope that he would con-
fess the deeds he had nothing to do with. Also, as Bara¢
makes references to his doctoral thesis in some of his
testimonies, it is possible that he was either asked about
it or felt it could put his life at risk. Consequently, while
his thesis was not the principal reason for his appre-
hension and sentence, the authors who suggest that it
did have an effect on his interrogation and trial have a
point to an extent.

18 Gavri¢ 2013: 624.
119 Radica 2003: 463.
120 Radelj 1997: 22; Frani¢ 1996: 12.
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Na temelju dostupnih dokumenata svakako se
moze zakljuciti da Bara¢ nije imao direktnu vezu s
Baki¢em ni drugim osobama koje su sudjelovale u
oruzanom otporu novim vlastima niti je u ratnom
razdoblju imao ikakvu politicku ulogu u tadasnjim
zbivanjima. Rijec¢ je o osobi koja je tijekom Drugog
svjetskog rata bila posvec¢ena svom studiju te crkve-
nom i znanstvenom radu, a u prvim mjesecima na-
kon zauzimanja Dubrovnika po NOV-u dolazila je u
kontakt s osobama za koje se moze zakljuciti da su se
aktivnije nastojale ukljuciti u protukomunisticki ot-
por. Unato¢ nedostatku pojedinih dokumenata, ¢ini
se da je Baraceva uloga bila suzena na nekoliko sa-
stanaka s takvim osobama te sastavljanje pisma upu-
¢enog Bakic¢u. Nema naznaka da je bilo kakav daljnji
kontakt uspostavljen izmedu Baraca i Bakic¢a niti da
je upuceno pismo rezultiralo konkretnijom surad-
njom izmedu krizara i spomenute grupe. Stoga ostaje
nejasno zbog ¢ega je upravo Barac jedini osuden na
smrtnu kaznu iako se moze pretpostaviti da se razlog
krije u politickom obracunu s ,,neprijateljskim popo-
vima®“, na koje su se osvrnuli oblasni politicki sekre-
tari KP-a Hrvatske za Dalmaciju u prethodno citira-
nom savjetovanju od 6. veljace 1945. godine. Dakako,
ako se pronadu dodatni dokumenti o ovom slucaju,
narocito Baraceve izjave kojih nema u njegovu do-
sjeu, bit ¢e potrebno jo$ jednom analizirati dostupne
podatke te tako pokusati do kraja razjasniti okolnosti
Baraceve smrti.

Based on the available documents, it can be positively
concluded that Bara¢ had no direct contact with Baki¢
or other participants of the armed resistance against the
new authorities or had played any political role in the
wartime events. He spent the World War II focusing on
his studies and his clerical and scientific work; only in
the first months after NOV] had taken Dubrovnik did
he establish occasional contacts with the persons appar-
ently actively involved in the anticommunist resistance.
Despite the fact that some documents are missing, it
seems that Bara¢’s involvement does not go any further
than meeting these persons a few times and writing the
letter for Baki¢. There are no indications of any other
contact between Bara¢ and Baki¢ or that this letter re-
sulted in any concrete collaboration between the Cru-
saders and the abovementioned group. This is why it
remains unclear why was Barac the only one sentenced
to death, although it can be assumed that the reason
was the squaring of accounts with the “hostile priests”
referred to by the political secretaries of the KPH Dis-
trict Committee for Dalmatia at their earlier mentioned
meeting on 6 February 1945. Of course, if other doc-
uments related to this case are found - particularly
Bara(’s statements not present in his file — all the avail-
able information will have to be analyzed once again in
order to clarify the circumstances of Barac’s death.
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