
      Part Two: The Judicial Hearing
Transcribed by F.V

 “I wasn’t bothering anyone. I wasn’t attending the meetings and elders came after me to get 
evidence against me to disfellowship me. That’s exactly what’s happened here. Now, I hope you all 
can be quite happy with it, what’s happened here… - Matthew Barrie (58:09 – Podcast 10)

“…it was you brothers who instigated this action against me and it was you who went 
looking for evidence and you gathered that evidence from shepherding visits. …I feel it’s grossly 
inappropriate to obtain information from people on a…on a personal basis.” – Matthew Barrie 
(58:21 – Podcast 10), (58:57 – Podcast 10)

Matthew: I’m in good standing with God, R... 
Judicial Chairman: You really believe…?
Matthew: Yes, a hundred percent I believe that, yeah. That’s one of my personal beliefs. 

(1:00:36) 

“Let a man so appraise us as being subordinates of Christ and stewards of sacred secrets of 
God. Besides, in this case, what is looked for in stewards is for a man to be found faithful. Now to 
me it is a very trivial matter that I should be examined by you or by a human tribunal. Even I do not 
examine myself. For I am not conscious of anything against myself. Yet by this I am not proved 
righteous, but he that examines me is Jehovah.” – I Corinthians 4:1 - 4, New World Translation
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Podcast 9

 (0:00) In this edition of the podcast we start the first  of my judicial hearings. This is part 
one of the first  hearing. I’ll let the audio speak for itself, however, please notice who the two 
witnesses are and how apostasy is defined after I ask. 

Please feel free to copy  and distribute these podcasts. If you’ve any comments, please leave 
them on the website which is www.deathorobedience.blogspot.com. – Matthew Barrie

The Transcript Begins:
Judicial Chairman: Well, as I say, it’s…it’s nice to see you along and, er, we’d like to 

thank you, er, Matthew, for coming along and just to…just to say to you, to reassure of our love, er, 
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as a…as brothers here and we will all try to help as much as we can. Just to…just to let  you, er, just 
to say that to you, er, at the beginning.

Now, the way the judicial proceedings go as we follow a certain direction from the 
Society...And the first  thing we do is that we…we open with prayer. Er…er…we’ll just ask D.... to 
do that. If you could, D.....

Judicial Elder One: Okay, then: Our Father in heaven, Jehovah, er, we thank you very 
much that, er, we can have a personal relationship with you, Jehovah. It’s the most precious thing 
we have. And we know, Jehovah, that  you have certain standards for those…for those that, er, bear 
your name. Er, we know, Jehovah, that it is important that we s…stick to those standards as 
mentioned in the Scriptures. So, er, our meeting this evening is about an alleged serious matter, so 
we pray your blessing on the proceedings, that, er, we can find out, er, what exactly happened. So 
please can we have your blessing now, and we ask this in Jesus’ name, Amen.

All Elders: Amen. (1:45)
Judicial Chairman: Well, as I say, Matthew, thanks for coming. Um, now, just to go along 

with, as I say, with what the Society  asks us to do… First of all we want to state the reason for the 
meeting. This gives us, er, this gives us direction. It says, ‘He that is covering over his trans…
transgressions will not succeed but he that is confessing them and leaving them will be shown 
mercy.’ Now, of course, th…that’s just a wee point to…to help us to..to..to speak, er, as we speak 
here, um, we want to guide you to…to certainly look to Jehovah in all that  we do at this, er, at 
this…at this meeting. Um, now, we want to be as helpful as we can, Matthew, but at  this point of 
the meeting we would like to invite you to…to make a personal statement. Anything you want to 
say at this point? (2:36)

Matthew: Er, respecting what?
Judicial Chairman: It’s just a…it’s just a personal statement that we’re asked to…just to 

ask of you…(indistinct).
Matthew: I’ve got some questions I’d like to ask you but maybe that would be better to say 

to you as it goes on because I don’t know the nature of what’s been….what I’ve been accused of 
and probably better if I haven’t anything to say until then. 

Judicial Chairman: Okay, we just  wanted to invite you to…to make this personal s…
statement. Um, so as we get into the proceedings, er, you know, it  is alleged that apostasy that has 
taken place here…that is alleged to have taken place here…we…we…we say that. Um, could we 
get your viewpoint on…on that…on that at all? You know, the things that’s happened.

Matthew: Well, I would like to ask, um, when you say apostasy, um, what do you mean by 
that? Do you mean what the Bible says about apostasy, or are you talking about a different 
definition? (3:30)

Judicial Chairman: Well, the definition, yeah, that’s…that’s…the definition that…that  we 
have in the, er, Organisation…in the book here, I’ll…I’ll read what it says here, Matthew, so that…
so that you can…you can get a clear understanding of what it says. It  says that, ‘apostasy,’ er…do 
you want to…?

Matthew: No, you’re fine, yeah.
Judicial Chairman: ‘Apostasy is a standing away from, a falling away, a deflection, a 

rebellion…a rebellion and abandonment. Er, it involves, er, teaching false doctrines, er, sup…
supporting or promoting false religion.’ And, er, in the book it says its holidays or interfaith 
activities. Um, it  goes on to say that, er, persons who spread or, er, speak about teachings contrary 
to Bible truth as taught by Jehovah’s Witnesses are…are apostates.

Matthew: So what you’re getting at..so it’s Jehovah’s Witnesses’ beliefs, then, rather than 
what the Bible…what the Bible definition of apostasy is? (4:40)



Judicial Chairman: That’s our definition of apostasy from the Organisation. Do you 
understand?

Matthew: Yeah, I understand what your definition of it is. Yep, yep
Judicial Chairman: …apostasy. Now, can we ask at this point, er, um, o…of the 

proceedings, do you…do you feel yourself that you’ve…that…y…you’ve en…engaged in that in 
any way or…? Do..do you feel…?

Matthew: Er, I don’t think…I don’t think I’m an apostate, no.
Judicial Chairman: Yeah, er, have you…have you – as it says there –, um, have you 

taught…have you, um, spread teachings contrary to Bible truths as taught by Jehovah’s 
Witnesses?

Matthew: I haven’t spread any…any teachings contrary to Jehovah’s Witnesses.
 Judicial Chairman: No…You just…you don’t feel tha…that’s the case, then? (5:25)

Matthew: I haven’t spread any teachings that are contrary to Jehovah’s Witnesses, no.
Judicial Chairman: No…you haven’t spread any teachings that are contrary to 

Jehovah’s Witnesses. Do you know what spreading means in, er, in this sense?
Matthew: I’d assume that what you’re getting at is, um, passing things on to other people 

that are in the congregations.
Judicial Chairman: Or…or even, er, speaking to them about, er, teachings or falsehoods 

that…or teachings that are not in harmony with the Bible truth according to Jehovah’s 
Witnesses?

Matthew: Yeah, I understand that, yeah.
Judicial Chairman: Yeah, you’re clear on that? Have you done that at all?
Matthew: Not to my knowledge.
Judicial Chairman: Not to your knowledge, you haven’t, er, had, er, spoke to people 

teachings contrary to the truth. Any of you brothers want to come in here? (6:07)
Judicial Elder One: Er, um, an example – er, that Jesus wasn’t appointed as king in 1914 of 

Jehovah’s Kingdom.
Matthew: When did I say that?
Judicial Elder One: Have you said that? That’s…that’s what I’m asking to….
Matthew: Well, like I said, I’m…I’m not aware that I’ve tried to teach people these things 

so what your remit is to provide evidence that I have done that.
Judicial Elder One: That’s right, so I’m just asking if…if that  would have been one of the 

things that you said, that you’re not aware of that.
Matthew: Well, I mean, I have got private views, but I’m not…I’m not going to discuss my 

private views here, given the nature of the occasion.
Judicial Elder One: Sure.
Matthew: But I certainly haven’t, um, tried to spread my beliefs to other people, or my 

views to other people. (6:44)
Judicial Chairman: Okay, so y…you haven’t, er, tried to spread your views…spread your 

views. Er, A......., would you like to…?
Judicial Elder Two: No, I don’t  really have anything. Well, I mean, obviously I’ve never 

heard anything, Matthew, personally, you know. But, um, I mean, obviously, that’s why we have 
witnesses, ‘cause it’s…basically, we have them. So I can’t really add anything, seeing as I’m not a 
witness to anything myself. So, I don’t have anything apart from that, no.

A sound is heard in the Hall
Judicial Chairman: (Indistinct) Is that somebody? Do you want to just check that? 
Judicial Elder One: Aye, so, d…maybe ask about, um, your view of associating with ones 

who have been disassociated or disfellowshipped?



Matthew: Well, my wife’s disassociated. (Indistinct)…I do have contact with people who 
are disassociated themselves because I have work with them, a few people who are. So I do have 
contact with people who are not Jehovah’s Witnesses anymore.

Judicial Elder Two: But never on a social level.
Matthew: Well, my family are invited to socialise on some occasions, um, to occasions. 

Um, I’ve had…I’ve had to be there for necessity, transportation and things like that, but other than 
that…I don’t have any…(indistinct). (8:09)

Judicial Elder One: Holidays.
Matthew: Well, that’s what I’m referring to. There are occasions where my family’s invited 

places. My previous arrangement has been in place, um, and I’ve had to go along in order to 
facilitate getting to…(indistinct), but other than that, I don’t have any. 

Judicial Elder Two: You don’t see a problem with that at all, Matthew?
Matthew: It’s just the way  things work out, A......., you know. It’s not always easy just to…

just to uproot things, especially  if it involves other members of the family that the same…the same 
things don’t apply to. There’s no influence on the kids who are not baptised Jehovah’s Witnesses, 
so…

Judicial Elder One: Yeah, what about, um, er, making a film which is on the Internet with 
somebody who’s dissociated?

Matthew: Well, as far as I’m aware, D...., at the opening of the proceedings where you were 
talking about apostate teachings…and now you’re talking about film-making – so what…what 
charge are you exactly accusing me of? (9:06)

Judicial Chairman: Yeah, so what we’ll do at this moment in time, and before we…we…
go into it, to any…any kind of, um, apostasy  as a deflection, or a falling away with these things… 
But what we’ll do at this…this point is we want to make it clear the source of the charge that…that 
we…we h…have against you, er, that we don’t have against you but that  has been brought to the…
the attention of Jehovah’s Witnesses at this time. Now, the source of the charges of the witnesses 
that we have are two witnesses that have said that you have spoken to them with apostate teachings, 
er, er, and the two witnesses are, er, Brother…(Prosecution Witness One, an elder) and also, um, er, 
Brother…(Prosecution Witness Two, an elder). 

So, these are the two sources, er, of…of…of the…the…witnesses themselves. Now, at this 
point in the proceedings, um, before we…we go into any other…other part of…of a judicial…
judicial matter here, we’re going to ask the witnesses to…to actually, um, come in and make a 
statement. And what the…what the…the Organisation book actually helps us to, um, do is, er, it 
says, er, er, that that you may also present witnesses whose testimony have bearing on the case in 
your defence as well. So part…this is part of this…the judicial process, Matthew. At this point, er, 
what we do is we invite, er, the witnesses in, and if you want to question the witnesses, you are 
allowed to do so, but if you…if you just do it through the Chair so it’s not like a…. (10:51)

Judicial Elder One: Confrontation.
Judicial Chairman: …confrontation.
Matthew: What do you mean by that?
Judicial Chairman: Um, er, er, have you…Once they  make their statement, if you’ve got 

questions that you want to…to question them on…could be any, you know, I mean…if you want to 
question the witnesses, then…then you are able to do this.

Judicial Elder One:  You could phrase it, ‘Um, R....., I would just  like to ask the witness 
such and such…’ If you just do it that way than directly…(Indistinct).

Judicial Chairman: Are you okay with that?
Matthew: I’m fine with that.



Judicial Chairman: Right, so, um, so this is the source of the charge that’s against you at 
the moment. The source of the charge is the two witnesses, so we have to make that clear to you and 
we’ll all follow that, okay? Um, er, are you okay with that, Matthew?

Matthew: I’m fine with that.
Judicial Chairman: And, er, what we’re doing at the moment is just, er, just listen carefully 

to…to the proceedings. So could you just invite, um, um, Brother…(Prosecution Witness One) in. 
(11:47)

Prosecution Witness One enters the room.
Prosecution Witness One: Hello.
He sits down
Judicial Chairman: Thanks…thanks for coming along… 
Prosecution Witness One: Not at all.
Judicial Chairman: …as well, er, (Prosecution Witness One) to…to these…to these 

proceeding here. Um, we’re…we’re just, er, er, spoke about…as we were listening carefully, and, 
er, the charge, er, er, that we’re speaking about is apostasy. Now, we’d just like you to relate to the 
committee, er, your statement for…on these proceedings, and, er, er, er, the alleged apostasy that’s 
taken place.

Prosecution Witness One: Right, right. Well, um, I’ve had three…I think it’s about three, 
Matthew, um… 

Judicial Elder One: Can I…I’m sorry, just…(Prosecution Witness One), can you just 
address everything through…through the Chair.

Prosecution Witness One: Er, sorry, right, right. As far as I  remember I’ve had three 
discussions with Matthew, two with (Prosecution Witness Two) being there, his brother, and just a 
very brief, er, discussion with Matthew himself and a num…number of points became very clear 
about Matthew’s, um, beliefs and what…what he’s now holding to. Um, I’ve written just some of 
them down. Um, the…um, er, Jehovah’s Witnesses, er, Matthew puts over, do not represent God’s 
Organisation on Earth. Um, Matthew’s made clear that he’s got nothing against the brothers and 
sisters, obviously, in the congregation, but he believes that, um, true Christians are spread 
throughout all…all sorts of these, um, groups that call themselves Christian in the world. Um, so 
Jehovah’s Witnesses, um, are wrong to lay claim to being God’s Organisation on Earth. (13:36)

Judicial Chairman: Now, did he actually state these…these things to you?
Prosecution Witness One: Definitely. 
Judicial Chairman: He stated t…t…that that is the case?
Prosecution Witness One: Uh, um.
Judicial Chairman: And, um, we defin…we defined apostasy  from the book. We want to 

define it…it says, ‘a person who deliberately spreads or stubbornly holds to or speaks about 
teachings contrary to Bible truth that’s taught by Jehovah’s Witnesses.’… 

Prosecution Witness One: Uh, um.
Judicial Chairman: …So did you feel, when he spoke to you, about these matters, that…

that this was the case, that he was, um, that he was deliberately holding to these things?
Prosecution Witness One: Oh, yeah, yes. That…that’s his belief at the moment. That was 

the first, um, um, aspect of it. The second one was, that, um, the Governing Body, er, have proved 
to be pro…false prophets, who have built up this organisation on the basis of false chronology. Um, 
Matthew, um, disputes the years, for instance, 607 BCE and 1914 CE. And, if I remember his 
words, where that, er, no one else, um, holds to these dates, er, Jehovah’s Witnesses base their 
religion basically around that. (15:04)

Judicial Chairman: Okay.



Prosecution Witness One: He also mentioned that the Faithful and Discreet Slave of 
Matthew 24 is a simple parable referring to all…to Christians, and certainly doesn’t refer to the 
group of its ‘spirit-anointed’ Christians whom Jehovah’s Witnesses claim are the hub of the 
Organisation and who give out the spiritual food and have been appointed over Christ’s Belongings 
on Earth. Um, the fourth point was that everyone who is a true Christian should partake of the 
emblems, er, on the memorial of Christ’s death if they’re to be saved. That was a point that, er, 
Matthew’s reiterated a number of times. 

Judicial Chairman: Yeah.
Prosecution Witness One: And finally – that Jesus Christ should be worshipped as Jehovah 

is worshipped. So, these…these, are just s…some of the points, the clear points, that I can 
remember, that, er, Matthew stated in my presence, er, on at least three occasions. 

Judicial Chairman: Yeah. Matthew, would you like to question the witness?
Matthew: Yeah, I would like to ask a question. If the elders request a shepherding visit 

with you, is it right to bring a charge against the person for expressing a privately-held view or 
belief on such a visit? (16:36) 

(10 seconds elapse before answer 16:36 – 16:46)
Judicial Chairman: So this is a question you’d like to…? 
Prosecution Witness One: Oh, is this addressed to me, Matthew? Sorry. Say…say  that 

again, er…
Matthew: If the elders request a shepherding visit with you, is it right to bring a charge 

against the person for expressing a privately-held view or belief on such a visit?
(7 seconds elapse – 17:00 – 17:07)
Judicial Chairman: See…the…the thing is, M…Matthew, um, that’s a question that 

you’re putting, er, to (Prosecution Witness One), as a…, Um, w…what we’re looking for is d…
d…did these things occur?

Matthew: Well, what I’d say  to you is that, R.., that I haven’t been attending meetings for a 
number of months, so, if I’m not attending meetings, am I still expected to hold the same views 
every Jehovah’s Witness who does attend meetings, because I’m not an ex-member? That’s what 
I’m really asking. So, in other words, if you were to come to my door and request a shepherding 
visit as (Prosecution Witness One) and (Prosecution Witness Two) did – I didn’t invite them – 
they said they wanted to come, and I invited them in. They then questioned me on my privately-
held views. Am I supposed to have the same views as every Jehovah’s Witness in the Hall even 
though I haven’t been attending meetings? That’s my question.

Judicial Chairman: Yeah. Do you hold these views just now?
Matthew: Well, I’m not here to discuss my private views. I’m here to defend my right to 

hold views and also to defend myself against the charges that (Prosecution Witness One) and 
(Prosecution Witness Two) have brought. (There is a pause)  I’m not going to discuss my private 
views because discussing my private views in the past on a shepherding visit, which was supposed 
to help me, has now been used against me as a charge of apostasy, whereas in your publication 
there, it  says ‘stubbornly holding to and speaking to others about your beliefs.’ Now, I haven’t been 
speaking to others and I’ve got evidence to prove that I haven’t. (18:32)

Judicial Chairman: Yeah, um, now…o…one of the…the, er, er… Was there a time they 
told that he spoke to you…when…when…when you weren’t visiting him?

Prosecution Witness One: Uh uh. Just at  the Kingdom Hall, we only discussed…I only 
asked Matthew, I think, on that occasion, um, his view on Jesus and, er, his position in relation to 
Jehovah, and, er, Matthew went on at length on that one occasion only about, er, Jesus being 
worshipped.



Matthew: What did I state on that occasion, I would like to ask (Prosecution Witness One) 
about Jesus being worshipped?

Prosecution Witness One: Well, I…I, um…
Judicial Chairman: (Indistinct)
Prosecution Witness One: Oh, aye, is that right? Um, yeah, um, I made the comment on 

that occasion that the worship  to Jesus was a relative worship, um, and Matthew, er – now I’m not 
sure if he used the scripture in Hebrews, or not, Matthew – however, um, it made it very clear to me 
Matthew’s explanation of it, that Jehovah’s Witnesses weren’t giving Jesus his proper place and, er, 
should be worshipped, um, the way Jehovah’s worshipped, and, er, I Mean, obviously because he…
he…his answer had caught me on the hop. I…I…hadn’t  done research on that kind of thing for 
ages, and, um, it, er, upset me enough to go home and do some research on it and, um, well, to me, 
it’s…it’s so clear as to the kind of ‘worship,’ in inverted commas, that Jesus should get. (20:33)

Matthew: Well, I’d like to make it clear that the visit to the Kingdom Hall wasn’t to 
discuss doctrinal matters with (Prosecution Witness One), it was because (Prosecution Witness 
One) had made several inaccurate statements about me that I considered to be serious enough to 
warrant me speaking to (Prosecution Witness One) as per Matthew 18:16. That’s why I was down 
at the hall. One of the things that (Prosecution Witness One) said to another sister in the hall was 
that, (my wife) and I, she…she was told that I didn’t believe that Jehovah was God anymore. 
Now, I found that  to be quite a serious thing to get that from a visit with (Prosecution Witness One), 
aside from the fact  that whether she’d been discussing it in the first place. So, that was why I came 
down to speak to (Prosecution Witness One) and as a consequence of me saying to (Prosecution 
Witness One) that, um, I did believe that Jehovah was God, (Prosecution Witness One) said to me, 
um, as I recall, ‘while we’re on the subject, do you believe Jesus is God?’ So it was (Prosecution 
Witness One) who instigated the Scriptural, spiritual side of the discussion – I didn’t. (21:30)

And my answer to that  was, I believe Jesus is the son of God, which, I don’t think anyone 
here would disagree is Biblically-inaccurate or apostate and, one of the questions (Prosecution 
Witness One)’s referring to is regarding worship, and I asked (Prosecution Witness One), Does the 
Bible describe Jesus being worshipped?, and (Prosecution Witness One)’s reply was ‘Yes,’ and my 
question was, ‘So why  do you not give him any worship whatsoever,’ and (Prosecution Witness 
One)’s reply was, ‘It’s relative worship.’ And I said to (Prosecution Witness One), ‘Well, my beliefs 
are a personal matter. I’m not trying to subvert anyone,’ and (Prosecution Witness One) said, 
‘Yes, you are, you’re teaching (my mother-in-law) that Jehovah and Jesus are the same.’ 

Now, at no time have I spoken to (my mother-in-law) about any of my personal views. I’ve 
never taught her anything, I’ve never passed on any books to her, and I certainly haven’t 
discussed the subject of the Trinity, or Jesus and Jehovah. So I was down to defend my own 
personal integrity to (Prosecution Witness One), and as a result of that, there was…there was a 
spiritual dimension to this discussion, but it wasn’t instigated by me, and I didn’t say  anything that 
was apostate. (22:33)
 Judicial Chairman: You see, the difficulty we’ve got here, Matthew, is, er, if you have 
beliefs that we’re trying to help you dispel as a committee here, and you’re not willing to discuss 
these beliefs with us, then…then it’s something that, you know what I mean, it’s something that…
that…that we want to try and help you with.

Matthew: I can understand what you’re saying, R.., but at  the beginning you stated that the 
purpose of the committee was to investigate the accusations that have been made rather than to try 
and dispel my beliefs that I may or may not have.
 Judicial Chairman: Yeah….
 Matthew: Surely that should be the primary motive. 



Judicial Chairman: Well, the primary motivation as well, is that we want to know if 
you’ve discussed these beliefs with, er, with these brothers that you hold and that’s what we’re 
trying to asce…ascertain here. Have you actually discussed these beliefs with these brothers? And, 
er, at this point, i...if you have, um, discussed them with the brothers and it’s not been er, er, er… 
These are still brothers, although they’re elders, um, if it was just a weakness on your part that 
you you’re…that you’re claiming perhaps that it could be, then these…these brothers were certainly 
were in a position to help you. (23:43)
 Matthew: Well, that’s why I viewed what they were doing as a shepherding visit.  But I 
also view the fact that  they were up to visit  me was an ecclesiastical arrangement where whatever 
I said to the brothers was in confidentiality, and it wasn’t meant to express a view, a widely-held 
view, or a view to other people.  And I came back to what (Prosecution Witness One) said when he 
was at my house, and, if you’d like, I can paraphrase what he said. 

Um, on one of the visits he said, ‘Meantime, we’d ask you to keep it  to yourself, (Sister …), 
because (my wife) had been known to have been speaking to a few people. He said, ‘Matthew, 
you’ve been keeping your own counsel, and that’s fine, but you’re a woman, (Sister …), and we’d 
ask you to do that, (Sister …).’ I mean, obviously  (my wife)’s more prone to speak about…about 
things. So on the actual visit itself, (Prosecution Witness One) commended me for keeping my 
own counsel and the very thing that I’m being accused of tonight – that I’ve been going around 
speaking to people – (Prosecution Witness One)’s actually been commending me that I hadn’t 
done that. 

So, I would assume from that comment that, whatever was said at  the visit – which was a 
visit instigated by  the elders, not myself – would be ecclesiastically-privileged information; in 
other words – not to be used against me. But it seems, on this occasion, something’s been used 
against me. I find that quite disheartening. (24:53)
 Judicial Chairman: Right, that’s fine. Er, er, you’ve made that quite clear that that’s your 
viewpoint on it. Um, any other questions to…to (Prosecution Witness One), there?
 Matthew: Um, well, it’s not  really related to it. Um, it’s more just  to do with what we said. I 
think in the course of what was getting said on the visit  with (Prosecution Witness One), it’s not 
particularly relevant to the discussion in hand, but, I think it illustrates, perhaps, the weakness in 
the charge itself because some of the things that (Prosecution Witness One) said that I had said 
were demonstrably not true. And the information he got was from (Prosecution Witness Two), 
that I’ve got testimony from (Prosecution Witness Two) that he passed the information accurately 
to (Prosecution Witness One), and (Prosecution Witness One) through…deliberately - so I don’t 
know, I’m not saying that (Prosecution Witness One) would deliberately do something –  but either 
way, by the time the information reached the third party it wasn’t accurate and also at the 
discussion I had at the Hall with (Prosecution Witness One) when I came down, he accused me 
of teaching (my mother-in-law) or trying to subvert her, and that’s also demonstrably not true. 
So, I’m just trying to show the strength of the charge that (Prosecution Witness One)’s bringing 
against me. I don’t have anything personal against  him, I’m just sh…showing, as far as I can see, is 
whether it’s strong or not.
 Prosecution Witness One: All I can say in refute to that, um, or in reply to that, er, that  my, 
er, comments to (Matthew’s mother-in-law), er, was, um, a direct result of her confusion regarding 
what (Matthew’s wife) or Matthew, or both, had been saying to her. She was in a…a very confused 
state. She was in a very confused state about the children, to any comments that I made were made 
to try and put right, or try to give her another side of the coin – the answer, um, other than, maybe, 
what Matthew and (Matthew’s wife) were relating to. (26:51)
 Matthew: Can I ask (Prosecution Witness One) a question?
 Prosecution Witness One: Certainly.



 Matthew: Would (Prosecution Witness One)…would (Prosecution Witness One) view 
what was discussed with (my mother-in-law) as a private matter or part of a Judicial matter given 
the fact that the comments I made was at the shepherding visit have been used as judicial 
evidence? Would he regard what he said to (my mother-in-law) as either private or judicial in 
nature?
 Judicial Chairman: See, that point that you’re making is no…is..er… It’s okay to question 
the brother on what he said, but, really, the brother is not, um, basically it’s…er…it’s not a 
hearing for the brother that’s going on at the moment.
 Matthew: I understand that, R...

Judicial Chairman: Do you understand this…?
Matthew: The reason I’m saying it is because it has to be established that what (Prosecution 

Witness One) said is in a reasonable setting, um, the right thing to do. And as far as I’m aware it 
says in one of the publications ‘do not discuss private or judicial matters with members of your 
family including your wife or with others who are not involved. Think before you speak. Be 
extremely careful you do not inadvertently disclose private information.’ And that’s from one of 
the publications that you have yourself there. And, if you…given the fact that (Prosecution Witness 
One) was having a shepherding visit which his wife also was on with him, on both of those 
counts, it was a private or a judicial matter that is being discussed because it wasn’t relevant to 
(my mother-in law)’s shepherding, what was on with my children at school or what mine and (my 
wife)’s views are, and I can understand (Prosecution Witness One)’s job is to safeguard the flock, 
but it certainly wasn’t in (my mother-in-law)’s interests to have private information passed on. 
(28:23)

So I feel that that’s relevant to the case.
 Judicial Elder One: Can I ask (Prosecution Witness One), the things you’ve brought to us, 
is it things you’ve heard first-hand from Matthew or is it anything that you’ve heard through 
(Matthew’s mother-in-law) or anyone else?
 Prosecution Witness One: Everything I’ve…I’ve related to you is first-hand, er, from 
Matthew. Yeah.
 Judicial Chairman: So…so you definitely heard these things, that he has…that…that  he 
held to…to these viewpoints, and he was quite clear that these were…were viewpoints were...were 
part of his…part of his beliefs?
 Prosecution Witness One: Definitely, definitely. 
 Judicial Chairman: And would you say  that, er, just, er, would you actually  accept that, or 
would you reject that?
 Matthew: I’m not going to discuss individual things that (Prosecution Witness One) may 
have discussed with me, um, in a shepherding visit, um, but I’m not going to deny that I’ve had 
discussions with him, because he was up  there in his capacity  shepherding…he asks…he asked me 
questions.(29:21)
 Judicial Chairman: I’m not actually just actually  speaking about, er, ask, er, discuss…
discuss , but what I’m really asking... So you don’t want to…to…to…to answer the committee, if 
you like…?

Matthew: On what?
Judicial Chairman: Whether what (Prosecution Witness One) said to you was…was views 

that you actually held?
 Matthew: I do hold personal views, er, on things. 

Judicial Chairman: Do you hold these views that you’re speaking on? 
Matthew: Er, I’m not going to comment specifically on what (Prosecution Witness One) 

has said. What I have said, if he was relevant, is that  (Prosecution Witness One) was up there to 



help  me, and he asked me various questions, and I answered the questions honestly. Now, if 
(Prosecution Witness One) had obtained information which he felt was subversive or apostate 
from my honest answers in his capacity as a shepherd, then I can’t do anything about that 
because I entered into it in good faith – that (Prosecution Witness One) was there to help me. Now, 
he did endeavour to help me but he also asked questions. Now, if I was just to sit there and not 
answer any of (Prosecution Witness One)’s questions and just keep silent, what would be the point 
of the visit? (30:16)
 Judicial Chairman: So…so you’re not…just to go back to the point  again, Matthew. Er, 
these points were important points, they were teachings that were contrary to teachings of Jehovah’s 
Witnesses and we as a committee are sat here, um…we are asking you, do you hold these 
viewpoints?
 Matthew: Is it wrong to hold different viewpoints? Is that a sinful thing?
 Judicial Chairman: It isn’t a sinful thing. We could be actually there to help you. It’s not a 
sinful thing to hold a viewpoint in the case…in the case that, um, if it’s a weakness, but if it’s a…if 
it’s a, um, stubbornly-held view that you have these in your beliefs and that you are holding to 
them, then that…that is, er…as the book says, um, just i…in this, it  says, ‘persons who deliberately 
spread,’ or it says, ‘stubbornly hold to…’ So if you are stubbornly hold to…holding to a belief 
that…that this witness has said that you…you do believe, then, it’s somethi…then…then, in…in 
our organisation, that is viewed as apostasy. Can you understand that?
 Matthew: I can understand where you’re coming from, yeah, yeah, I can understand that…
 Judicial Chairman: Yeah? And so we ask you again, do you hold these…these viewpoints, 
or did you…did you actually express these viewpoints to this brother?
 Matthew: I wasn’t aware of what the topics were going to be when (Prosecution Witness 
One) came up, so he asked me questions and I gave him…I gave him my opinions, that’s all…
that’s all it was.
 Judicial Chairman: I’m not exactly asking you that, Matthew, I’m just asking, did you 
actually say these things to this brother?
 Matthew: I gave him my private opinion, if that’s what you’re asking. (31:46)
 Judicial Chairman: No, I’m asking you d…er…a specific point here. I’m asking a specific 
point, and did you actually…was…was that what was conveyed to this brother?
 Matthew: Some of the things that (Prosecution Witness One) said were…were things that 
we discussed.
 Judicial Chairman: So, right, thanks, that fine – ‘some of things that were discussed.’ In 
particular? What were some of the things that were discussed, Matthew?
 Matthew: Er, I don’t recall all the things because I think it  was about four months ago, 
when (Prosecution Witness One) was first up, maybe October. (32:11)
 Judicial Chairman: (mumbles) You don’t recall what they were?
 Matthew: I don’t…It was a two-an-a-half-hour visit, R.., so I don’t remember everything 
said in two and a half hours.
 Judicial Chairman: That’s fine, that’s fine, Matthew. Now…so, w…what we can say at 
this point is that you’ve…you’ve questioned the witness. Is there any  other questions that you 
would like to put to him on his…on his testimony? Not on personal views that the brother holds, or 
about what he feels about things or what does he view of this judicial way or that judicial way, on 
his testimony alone. Is there anything on his testimony, that…that you want to question him on?
 Matthew: Er, there’s nothing I can think of in particular in his testimony, no. (32:51)
 Judicial Chairman: Okay, that’s fine. 
 Matthew: But one thing I would like to say is that the conversation I had with 
(Prosecution Witness One) at the Hall is only one person to another, and I don’t feel that that 



should be used, a way of quoting some of the things that (Prosecution Witness One) said, and 
he’s quoted some of the things that I’ve said. I don’t feel that that should be brought into it since 
there are not two or three witnesses to the matter. The shepherding visits are a different matter 
because there were two elders there.
 Elders discuss among themselves.
 Judicial Elder One: Um, the accusation that (Prosecution Witness One) made about what 
you said at the Hall, was that correct?
 Matthew: No it wasn’t correct. I don’t think it was correct. I’ve told you what the exchange 
was in the conversation, and I didn’t say to (Prosecution Witness One) you need to worship Jesus 
the same way as we need to worship  Jehovah. We discussed honour and we discussed respect and I 
asked (Prosecution Witness One) if there’s any  mention in the Bible of Jesus being worshipped, and 
he answered in the affirmative. 

And I said to him then, after that, why  do you not give him any worship at all? And 
(Prosecution Witness One) then said he believed it’s relative worship, and then that was the end of 
that part of the conversation, which, as I say, I don’t think that should be held against either one of 
us what was said, I’m only quoting things from it to, er, give you sort of a relative idea of what was 
discussed since it was only one person’s word against another. (34:07)
 Judicial Chairman: Well….well, as I say, the brother…the brother’s gave his evidence. He 
was…he was quite clear that he believed that you did state that Jesus was equal to God, on an equal 
standing to God, is that right?
 Prosecution Witness One: No, no, when it came to prayer…
 Judicial Chairman: When it came to prayer?
 Prosecution Witness One: When it came to…er…yeah…prayer.
 Matthew: And I stated the opposite – I said I didn’t believe that Jesus and Jehovah were 
equal. I said that  the Bible states clearly that, um, Jehovah…Jesus said, ‘The Father was greater 
than I am.’ But I said as respects the scripture that says, ‘he that does not honour the Son does not 
honour the Father either.’ So, therefore, in that capacity Jesus, um, is due the same respect and 
honour. And, as I said, we discussed this in all its dimensions.
 Prosecution Witness One: It  was so clear to me that, er, what Matthew was putting over 
was that we, er, must worship Jesus. Er, I immediately went home to check it up.
 Judicial Elder Two: Um, sorry, I didn’t quite understand that wee bit about prayer.
 Prosecution Witness One: Sorry, I used the wrong word. 

Matthew: He used the wrong word.
Prosecution Witness One: It was worship. The subject that was discussed was worship, 

purely worship.
 Judicial Elder Two: I’m sorry; I thought Matthew mentioned something about prayer there.
 Prosecution Witness One: No, that was me.
 Judicial Elder Two: Was it? All right, sorry. (35:22)
 Judicial Chairman: Okay, now, er, so, any other questions, brothers?
 Judicial Elder Two: Er, not at the moment, anyway.
 Elders check their notes.
 Judicial Chairman: Yep, um…well, we’d like to thank you for…for coming here, 
(Prosecution Witness One), and giving us your testimony.
 Prosecution Witness One: Thank you.

Prosecution Witness One leaves the room.
 Another person: Do you want me to bring (Prosecution Witness Two) through?
 Elders: Yeah, yeah, you could.  

Prosecution Witness Two enters the room.



 Indistinct movement and speech in the background.
Judicial Chairman: Just the same…just the same, er, procedure once again. Um, er, we’ll 

ask for…for…for (Prosecution Witness Two)’s testimony here and then, er, after we’ve heard the 
testimony, um, we’d like to invite the accused to question the witness once again through the Chair, 
um, the same, if you want to speak, if you will speak through the Chair. 

Now, um, if you’d just like to..to make your…your statement…your statement here, 
(Prosecution Witness Two), of what was…what was, er, er….the…the accusation is the alleged, er, 
er, alleged offence is, er, a…apostasy, um, and, er, you were one of the witnesses that…that has 
been brought forth, you’ve came forward, er, on…on this issue. Would you like to…to…to…make 
your statement of…of what’s actually been said?
 Prosecution Witness Two: So I have to address this to…?
 Other elders: Just address it to (the Judicial Chairman)
 Prosecution Witness Two: Okay, well, Matthew’s, er, told me that he doesn’t believe that 
Jesus became king in 1914, that he became king immediately  after his resurrection. He’s told me 
that he believes the scripture about the Faithful and Discreet Slave is a parable rather than an 
arrangement. He told me that he believes it’s proper, even essential, to worship Jesus, and he’s 
indicated to me that, today, rather than being the Congregation of Jehovah’s Witnesses, the true 
Christian Congregation’s made up of individuals that could be from different denominations, and 
that we have to be in the New Covenant to be recognised by God as true Christians.
 Judicial Chairman: That you would have to actually be… 
 Prosecution Witness Two: No, no, that any…any…anybody who wants to be recognised 
as...but anybody expected to…
  Judicial Chairman: …to be a Christian? 

Prosecution Witness Two: …achieve salvation would have to be in the New Covenant.
 Judicial Chairman: …that would have to be in the New Covenant. 
 Judicial Elder Two: Were all these things said in the, er, shepherding, er…? 
 Prosecution Witness Two: No, no.
 Judicial Elder Two: The same thing, no? These are private conversations?
 Prosecution Witness Two: Yeah, some of the things were said at the visit with (Prosecution 
Witness One) as well, but, er, these are based on private conversations.
 Judicial Chairman: Yep, so, that’s fine, then, er… (39:24)

Judicial Elder One: Did…did you feel that, er, Matthew was trying to be helped on these 
matters or was he, um, being assertive about his beliefs?
 Prosecution Witness Two: The latter.
 Judicial Chairman: Sorry, I missed that there, what did you say then?

Judicial Elder One: I asked if (Prosecution Witness Two) felt that Matthew was seeking 
help with doubts…

Judicial Chairman: Right. 
Judicial Elder One: …or he was asserting his beliefs. 
Judicial Chairman: ‘Asserting his beliefs,’ and you said that he was…?

 Judicial Elder One: He said it was the latter.
 Judicial Chairman: Matthew, would you like to question the witness through the Chair?
 Matthew: Yeah, I would. I would like to ask (Prosecution Witness Two) that if he believes 
that if I question something in the publications that that is…that that is something tantamount to 
apostasy?
 Judicial Chairman: You see, the thing is, Matthew, just to come over here, to come across 
to you once again, t…the witness isn’t here to be questioned in…in a way that, er, er, er, er… You 



can question him about his testimony, whether these things are true or false. Er, If you want to 
question him on these things…
 Matthew: Okay, I’ll rephrase the question, then. (Prosecution Witness Two) said to me, ‘I 
don’t believe that everything that  appears in the publications is from Jehovah,’ and he said that in 
front of (Prosecution Witness One). Now, if (Prosecution Witness Two)’s making a statement like 
that, that’s…there’s not much of a variance between me saying ‘Well I don’t believe everything in 
the publications is from Jehovah.’ In other words, what (Prosecution Witness Two) is making a 
statement is that he has personal views upon things in the publications, he’s stated that in front 
of three witnesses: ‘I don’t believe everything that appears in the publications is from Jehovah.’ 
So he himself is saying that he thinks actually the same as me, that he holds private views about 
things.
 Judicial Chairman:  J…Just going back to that point again, er, did you actually say these 
things to (Prosecution Witness Two)? (41:26)
 Matthew: I’ve had a number of discussions with (Prosecution Witness Two) over a period 
of ten years, and I would like to know what has changed over the piece that (Prosecution Witness 
Two) feels, the nature of those discussions, has now become a judicial matter when he’s accused 
me of apostasy? And I can give you a quote as to something he said that’s relevant to that, if you 
would like…
 Judicial Chairman: Well, basically  what we’re here to…is to question the testimony of 
(Prosecution Witness Two)…
 Matthew: Well, can…
 Judicial Chairman: …the testimony of (Prosecution Witness Two) is that…the…basically, 
the testimony is that these things have been said, and i…if you want to question, er, whether you 
did say them or whether you didn’t say them, then…then that’s…
 Matthew: I’m not denying that I’ve had the discussion with (Prosecution Witness Two)…
 Judicial Chairman: So do you accept that you did say these things?
 Matthew: I have had discussions with (Prosecution Witness Two) in the past in which we 
discussed Biblical  things. Sometimes I’ve questioned them about various scriptures and I’ve 
presented a viewpoint of it. I haven’t tried to teach (Prosecution Witness Two) and I’ll give you 
an example of what I’ve said.  This was a telephone call conversation I had with (Prosecution 
Witness Two) in which I’ve written down the relevant parts. And this is only a few months ago. 

And I said to (Prosecution Witness Two), ‘Although you and I have had a few informal 
discussions brother-to-brother on the basis that I’m not trying to convince you of what is right or 
wrong.’ (Prosecution Witness Two)’s response was, (Prosecution Witness Two): I’ll be honest 
with you, Matthew. I get the impression that you are trying to convince me, but I do not have a 
problem with that because if people can’t talk to the elders, who can they talk to?’ 

So again, that was a private conversation, and (Prosecution Witness Two)’s using that 
information against me when he has already stated to himself that he doesn’t have a problem 
with me discussing doctrinal things with him because he considers himself one of the elders, 
which I also do as ecclesiastical privilege, and he says he doesn’t have a problem, who can I talk 
to? So if I can’t speak to an elder and my fleshly  brother, then who can I talk to? That was part of 
the conversation as well and (Prosecution Witness Two) agreed. He said ‘Yes.’ We’re not talking 
about one or two individuals regarding the…the Local Needs talk, we’re talking about a number of 
people with different  issues. And I said, ‘I’ve never tried to promote my views to my friends,’ and 
(Prosecution Witness Two) said, ‘No one is suggesting that you’ve promoted your views.’ 

So what I’d like to know is, why is it  all of a sudden – because (Prosecution Witness Two) is 
being used as a witness – he’s now went from having no problem discussing Biblical things when I 
present my views of a private matter, but now he’s decided to make it a judicial matter? This was 



on the 29th of August we had this conversation. I’m sure you’d agree there has to be some reason 
why (Prosecution Witness Two) has come forward at this point and brought up private 
conversations we had. (43:58)
 Judicial Chairman: See, the…the…the point of all this, Matthew, is that the person who 
stubbornly holds to, um, teachings…
 Matthew: I don’t stubbornly hold to teachings.
 Judicial Chairman: …that are contrary to Bible truths as taught by Jehovah’s Witnesses. 
Now, would you say that what (Prosecution Witness Two)’s testimony  was there, these various 
points. Are…are these things that you hold to?
 Matthew: These are points that  (Prosecution Witness Two) and I have discussed, but I don’t 
hold to them, no, I don’t, because I don’t…I’m not an authority on the Bible. All I did was 
discuss my views with (Prosecution Witness Two). I do not stubbornly hold to beliefs because that 
would be unreasonable, because, as you know yourself, Jehovah’s Witnesses’ beliefs have 
fluctuated from one extreme to the other over the years, rightly or wrongly. So for me to 
stubbornly hold to one particular belief, I wouldn’t be able to do that as a function of a Jehovah’s 
Witness.
 Judicial Chairman: Well, can we ask…?
 Matthew: So I don’t stubbornly hold to…
 Judicial Chairman: Can we ask you, do you believe the things that…that you spoke to 
(Prosecution Witness Two) about? (44:48)
 Matthew: Well, what in particular?
 Judicial Chairman: Well, the…the testimony of (Prosecution Witness Two) was, um…I’ll 
just get it here… (Judicial Chairman searches his notes) Er…Well, (Prosecution Witness Two) says 
that…that you spoke to him about that it was essential to worship Jesus.
 Matthew: I did not say that to (Prosecution Witness Two). 

Judicial Chairman: (Prosecution Witness Two)…
Matthew: I did not say it was essential to worship Jesus.

 Judicial Chairman: So you…you refute that…that accusation, then? ‘It’s proper and 
essential to worship Jesus,’ I think, is what you said there, (Prosecution Witness Two).
 Matthew: That isn’t…I did not say that to (Prosecution Witness Two).
 Judicial Chairman: Right, would you like to come in here, (Prosecution Witness Two)?

Prosecution Witness Two: Well, that part, er, of what I said was just  from the other day and 
it was my clear understanding that Matthew was telling me that it was proper to worship Jesus.
 Judicial Chairman: So that is your understanding of…of…of what you were putting forth, 
and it wasn‘t…it was a promotion of that…that thought, is that what you’re actually saying, then?
 Prosecution Witness Two: That…that was my understanding of what he was saying.
 Matthew: I’d like to come back on that and say  to (Prosecution Witness Two) that  I wasn’t 
promoting…I wasn’t promoting my views to (Prosecution Witness Two). I asked (Prosecution 
Witness Two) a series of questions because we had an informal discussion, um, about the Bible and 
I said various things in question-form - why does it say in such and such a scripture – this? What do 
you think it means in Revelation when it  says – this? – and so on. I did not say to (Prosecution 
Witness Two) ‘This is the definite truth, this is what I believe and you must believe it also.’ He…
he’s giving the impression that I was trying to teach him, and as I said before, it comes back to what 
he said before, he said, ‘I get the impression you’re trying to convince me but I don’t have a 
problem with that. If people can’t talk to the elders, who can they talk to?

Do you have any evidence of me speaking to any of the publishers in the congregation? 
Because it seems to me that the body of elders, um, the two members within the body of elders are 
the only testimony, um, that you have of people…of me saying anything which may display a 



private view. Surely if I were teaching other people, you would have half a dozen witnesses from 
both congregations coming in, but you’ve mentioned a few occasions that it was a private 
discussion with (Prosecution Witness Two) and a few shepherding visits.
 Judicial Chairman: You’re quite sure that you have not spoken to anyone? (47:12)
 Matthew: I’m not a false teacher, no.
 Judicial Chairman: We mentioned…we mentioned your family  when we spoke to you the 
first time. Have you spoke to any other members of your family on these matters?
 Matthew: Um, I’m not prepared to discuss anything that’s not…that’s not been accused 
of me, because, if you had a witness here, and it was one of my family, I would answer it then. 
I’m not prepared…I’m only prepared to answer to the two accusers.
 Judicial Chairman: Okay, that’s fine, because at this moment of time, er, you know, we 
have just brought it up that you haven’t spoken to anyone else. I was just asking that question if 
you’ve ever spoken to any other and you’re not prepared to…to answer that question. That’s fine. 

Er, er, so, (Prosecution Witness Two), um, you’re quite clear on your testimony here, are 
you, um, that, um…that these things were being promoted or, um, deliberately spread?
 Prosecution Witness Two: Well, I don’t feel Matthew is coming to me for help with doubts, 
nor do I feel that he was suggesting these things as a possibility. It came over to me that he believes 
these things and he wanted me to believe them too.
 Judicial Chairman: Right, that’s fine. Matthew?
 Matthew: I’d like to ask (Prosecution Witness Two) a question. Um, what is different 
about the conversation that I had with (Prosecution Witness Two) to any other conversations I 
may have had with (Prosecution Witness Two) in the last ten years regarding scriptural matters? 
(48:33)
 Judicial Chairman: The…the thing is…you…you can ask questions, but, as we say, w…
it’s questions relating to the testimony – whether this brother’s testimony is true or false.
 Matthew: Well, I believe it is pertinent to it, because (Prosecution Witness Two)…
(Prosecution Witness Two)’s sole testimony here is to say  to me, to say to you brothers, that  he feels 
that I was promoting a view. In other words I was trying to teach him something. So my question 
to (Prosecution Witness Two) is a valid one: That what is different about the nature of that 
conversation, i.e. Is it different in quality, that I was trying to teach him on that occasion to any 
conversations I’ve had with him since 2000? Because I wrote away to the Society about some 
issues which (Prosecution Witness Two) was party to. So I would like to know what the difference 
in nature or quality  of that  conversation is from any of the other ones. In other words, why  did 
(Prosecution Witness Two) not come forward to the elders eight years ago and make the accusation 
that I believed various things which are contrary to the Scriptures or contrary to Jehovah’s 
Witnesses?
 Judicial Chairman: You can answer if you wish.
 Prosecution Witness Two: Yeah? Two points on that. Um, when Matthew spoke to me 
about these things in the past  I viewed him as a person that needed help with doubts. Um, whether 
he viewed himself in that  light, I don’t  know. That’s the first thing. The second thing is, the 
deviations, in my view, from Bible teaching, became progressively  more serious, especially  with 
regard to the thought of the worshipping Jesus.
 Judicial Chairman: Yep… 

Matthew: At what point would (Prosecution Witness Two) say that they became 
progressively more serious?
 Prosecution Witness Two: Well, I don’t have dates and you seem to be very specific on 
your conversations and his exact words and dates there, but, er, in..in recent times, that’s really all  I 
can really say. It’s…



 Matthew: How recently would you say, did (Prosecution Witness Two) say…?
 Prosecution Witness Two: Months. (50:32)
 Judicial Chairman: Months, that’s months. Fair enough, Matthew?
 Matthew: Yeah, I would like to say that the recent Local Needs talk, um, which 
(Prosecution Witness Two) was a part of, um, he telephoned me because I’d asked him if it…if it 
was a ‘marking’ talk in reference to me, and (Prosecution Witness Two) said…um, I said to 
(Prosecution Witness Two), ‘I have never tried to subvert anyone else.’ And this was only 
recently, okay? So (Prosecution Witness Two)’s giving the impression that for a long period of 
time I have become progressively worse. 

Now, given that this conversation was only a matter of a few months ago, um, I said to 
(Prosecution Witness Two), ‘Was it about me?’ and he said that it wasn’t directed to anyone in 
particular. Then I said I hadn’t been speaking to any people about my views, and he said, ‘No, you 
haven’t.’ So, as I say, it wasn’t  a ‘marking’ talk, and I said, I’ve definitely not tried to subvert 
anyone else. (Prosecution Witness Two) said, ‘You keep saying that, Matthew, but  I have never 
suggested that you have.’ And then he said at the end, ‘It wasn’t a marking talk and it wasn’t with 
you in mind.’ And I said, ‘Matthew...,’ um, sorry, I said, ‘Me personally?’  and he said, ‘Yes.’ 

So, to me, if (Prosecution Witness Two)’s is claiming that my views are becoming 
progressively  worse, what I’m trying to put myself over as a false teacher, then it must have 
happened very  rapidly, because I haven’t been the meetings since June. So I don’t know how 
(Prosecution Witness Two) could say that my views have progressively worsened when that 
telephone conversation was, er, the 29th of August. So, surely, if my views have become 
progressively worse, (Prosecution Witness Two) would have to have access to my views over the 
piece. But I haven’t been at the meetings since, what…what would you say…April or May?
 Judicial Chairman: But have you spoken to him i…in private?
 Matthew: Only  on the occasion he’s been talking about, so how can (Prosecution Witness 
Two) judge whether my views have become progressively worse when he isn’t in my company and 
I’ve not been at the meetings? That’s my point to (Prosecution Witness Two). (52:09)
 Judicial Chairman: Any other questions…any other statements…any  other question…any 
other statements there? We don’t want to…put you…we just, er, you know… We’ve heard you…
what you’ve had to say. Have you any other questions that you’d like to…
 Matthew: Um, I don’t know if there’s anything else I’ve got to say about it. 

Um, just  a small point, um, regarding, um, again, the rightness of the way things have been 
handled. I told you that (Prosecution Witness One) had made some accusations against me that 
weren’t true, um, also, the information that (Prosecution Witness Two) obtained from (my son) 
about his being on holiday. I said to (Prosecution Witness Two), ‘do you think it’s right to ask an 
eleven-year-old child questions?’ And he said (my son) volunteered the information, I didn’t tell 
him. But…
 Judicial Chairman: What was this for then?
 Matthew: The holidays that you were referring to earlier, um, (Prosecution Witness Two) 
said he didn’t ask (my son) about the holiday, (my son) told him. I asked (my son) about it on the 
day, and (Prosecution Witness Two), er, (my son) told me that (Prosecution Witness Two) said, 
‘When are you going on holiday?’ and (my son) said ‘Sunday,’ then (Prosecution Witness Two) 
said, ‘Where are going?’ (my son) said, ‘Arisaig,’ then (Prosecution Witness Two) said, ‘Are you 
going on holiday with M… and G…?’ And (my son) said yes. 

Now that’s a series of three questions. And yet (Prosecution Witness Two) said that he 
didn’t…he didn’t question (my son) about it – that (my son) volunteered the information. So, again, 
it seems to me that the validity of the testimony is based upon people who are making accusations 
that aren’t true or…  



 Judicial Chairman: So it wasn’t true, you didn’t go on holiday with…
 Matthew: That’s not what I’m saying it for. I’m saying it to point out the fact that 
(Prosecution Witness Two)… (53:40)
 Judicial Chairman: Well, we as a committee are asking you – was…was that the case, 
then, was it?
 Matthew: Well, I’m not going to answer about my private life, but what I’m saying to you 
is that (Prosecution Witness Two)…
 Judicial Chairman: You’re not willing to answer that?
  Matthew: I’m not going to discuss my private life.

Judicial Chairman: You see, the thing is that when…when it  comes to the person you went 
on, er, holiday, er, with, er, perhaps is somebody is, er, say, is disfellowshipped. Are you not going 
to answer that?
 Matthew: That’s what I’m…I’m not here to face the charge of who I went on holiday 
with. I’m here to face the accusations of (Prosecution Witness Two) and (Prosecution Witness 
One).
 Judicial Chairman: Er, yeah, but you’re also within this committee. If there’s other…if 
there’s other, um…w…ways in which y…you feel that you’ve, um, that…that y…you’ve… We’re 
just asking you just a question. (54:20)
 Matthew: I’m not going to discuss my private life with you. I’m not going to discuss my 
private life to the committee. I don’t feel I haven’t…
 Judicial Elder Two: If you’ve been going on holiday with or, you know, associating with a 
disfellowshipped person, does come under the umbrella of being an apostate act in itself, actually, 
Matthew.
 Matthew: Where does it say that, A......., do you…can you show me some reference for 
that?
 Judicial Elder Two: It fits that description that’s given for apostasy.
 Judicial Elder One: Can we just ask that we deal with that once we get the witness right 
out the room. Is there anything else that…that…?

Judicial Chairman: Is there anything else that you want to say. Could we just a…ask 
(Prosecution Witness Two) to leave now at this point?
 Matthew: Er, there’s nothing else I can think to say to (Prosecution Witness Two).
  Judicial Chairman: Okay then (Prosecution Witness Two), c…could you just l…leave the 
proceedings, then.
 Prosecution Witness Two leaves the room amid indistinct comments
 Judicial Chairman: The reason we brought  it in at that point was because you did bring up  
that it was (Prosecution Witness Two)’s accusation about the holiday. That’s how we’ve now 
dismissed the witness, er, because we want to perhaps even speak about that to you, do you know 
what I mean, without, er, the person being there. Um, y…you know yourself that t…the seriousness 
of that, that you know if you did go on holiday with somebody  that is disfellowshipped, and it 
would bring you under the banner of somebody that is associating, er… 

This thing here, Matthew, er…er…just that there’s no more witnesses here. We just want 
you to…to be in the congregation. We love you dearly, believe it or not. Um, although we’re sitting 
in this committee here, um, we do care about you, we really do. I …(indistinct)… but I care about 
you. Um, I do like you, a…a…a…and…and what I want to do is try  and help  you into the Truth, 
a…a…a…and to be in the Truth, if you know what I mean. 

Um, and if there is serious doubts that…that you’ve…that you’ve entertained in the past 
then certainly, um, w…we want to do our best to see if we can…we can…we can help  you in these 
things. Because, rest assured there is nothing out there, um, in that world or in…or in the realm 



of..of…of…of false religion, um, there isn’t, there isn’t, there’s nothing there. Um, so…th…th…
th…we’re sort of pleading with you, if you have said these things to these brothers and it’s not  a…
a…a legalistic thing  that we’re doing here, if you know what I mean, al…although it’s a judicial 
hearing, we’re here to try and help you as best we can to…to…to stay…to be in the Truth t…t…t…
t…to be one of Jehovah’s Witnesses.
 Judicial Elder Two: Can I just say  as well, this is by no means a foregone conclusion by  
the way. I just  want to stress that to you, Matthew. We’ve been trying to listen to this. I know 
they’re both elders but, as far as we’re concerned, they’re just witnesses… (57:11)

Judicial Chairman: They’re just witnesses…
Judicial Elder Two: …of their own personal testimony, you know, and I don’t want you to 

think that we’re railroading you in with that, as the case oh – we’re just  going through the motions 
of disfellowshipping him. That’s not our objective.
 Matthew: I’ve got to be honest, brothers. I know that you’re all honest, sincere men, and I 
don’t think that’s in question, and I’m not questioning the sincerity  or the honesty of (Prosecution 
Witness One) and (Prosecution Witness Two) either. I’m only  pointing out, um, the differences in 
some of the things that they’ve said and the validity  of some of the things that they’ve said. I’m not 
questioning their motives.
 Judicial Elder One: That’s…that’s the purpose of this meeting, you know, for you to 
question the witnesses so we get an accurate…
 Matthew: By all means, but…
 Judicial Elder One: …and when something cropped up there that was out with what an 
accusation, that’s why we had to dismiss the witness.
 All elders: …(Inaudible)
 Matthew: Yes, I can understand that, but one thing I would say is I don’t feel that it’s…I 
can understand that these brothers are being viewed as witnesses, but I feel that it’s got to be a 
conflict of interests if you have two brothers who are serving as elders and who go on a 
shepherding visit and are invited into a person’s private home, and as a result of that person 
expressing their own opinions or private views, beliefs; whatever you want to call it; as a result of 
that, they’ve used the privilege of having a shepherding visit to bring an accusation against me. 

Because if it…if it were something serious, um, whether I was going about proselytising 
people or I was standing outside the Hall, um, then that’s a different matter, because I’m sure, um, 
that everyone has private opinions on things, so I just feel it’s a conflict of interests for those two 
brothers to use that occasion where they were discussing, um, things at a shepherding visit and 
then bring it against me. The conversation with (Prosecution Witness One) at the Hall and the 
conversation with (Prosecution Witness Two) at his house or any other ones are one word…one 
word against another… 
 Judicial Elder One: Yeah…
 Matthew: …So I’m questioning seriously the validity of them using information gained 
from a shepherding visit. I feel that’s wrong.


