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1917.
NEW ZEALAND.

AUCKLAND POST-OFFICE INQUIRY.

REPORT OF COMMISSIONER; TOGETHER WITH MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

/

Presented to both Houses of the General Aswmbll/ by Command of His Bxcellency.

Christchurch, 7th September, 1917.
Mavy 11 PLEASE YOUR KEXCELLENCY,—

In obedience to your Commission, issued under the Commissions of
Inquiry Act, 1908, and dated the 25th day of July, 1917, directing me to inquire
into charges publicly made by the Rev. Howard Elliott against the officers of
the Post Office at Auckland, to the effect that certain circular notices posted at
Auckland on or about the 6th day of July, 1917, relative to a mecting to be held
at Auckland under the auspices of the Protestant Political Association, were
corruptly or improperly suppressed or detained by those officers, 1 opened such
inquiry at Auckland on Monday, the 13th day of August, 1917.

This Commission was extended on the 15th day of August, 1917, and set
out that a further charge had been made hy the said Rev. Howard Elliott to
the effect that correspondence addressed to post-office box 912 at Auckland has at
various times been corruptly or improperly suppressed or detained by the officers
of the PPost Office, and also that a further charge had been made by the said Rev.
Howard ILlliott to the effect that military censorship has improperly and in
the interests of the Roman Catholic Church been established over the corre-
spondence of the persons using the bald post-office box No. 912 at Auckland;
and I was thereby empowere

(@.) Whether co,v.mbpondonce addressed to post-office box No. 912 at
Auckland has been corruptly or improperly suppressed or
detained by the officers of the Post Office;

(b.) On what grounds military censorship has been cstablished over
the Conerondence of the persons using the said post-office box.

And by this authority it was directed and declared that nothing in the said
Warrant of the 25th day of July, 1917, or in this later Warrant, should so
operate or be so construed as lo authorize any inquiry into the establishment,
organization, authority, or practice of the system of military censorship exist-
ing in this Dominion during the present war, save so far as any such matters,
being relevant to the inquiry authorized by the said Warrants, may be volun-
muly and with due authority disclosed by officers of the said censorship in the
course of that inquiry, and save also the inquiry hereinbefore expressly autho-
rized as to the grounds on which such military censorship has been established
over the Corlespondencc of the persons using the post-office box aforesaid.

Throughout the inquiry Mr. Gray, K.C., appeared for the Post Office, and
Mr. Ostler For the Rev. Mr. Elliott.

On Thursday, the 16th day of August, I again proceeded with the inquiry,
and later a large number of witnesses on all the issues submitted to me were
examined on oath.

During the course of the inquiry 1 sat on eight days and examined sixty-
five witnesses.

It will be convenient for the purpose of my report to take the issues sub-
mitted to me in the order in which they are set out in the extended reference :—-
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(a.) Whether correspondence addressed to post-office box No. 912 at Auckland
has been corruptly or improperly suppressed or detained by the officers
of the Post Office.

This is an extension of the charge made by the Rev. Howard Elliott as
set out in the original Commission—namely, that certain circular notices posted
at Auckland on or about the 6th day of July, 1917, relative to a meeting to be
held at Auckland by the Protestant Political Association, were corruptly or
improperly suppressed or detained by the officers of the Post Office.

The evidence shows that about 2,500 envelopes had been posted containing
circulars advising people to whom they were addressed of the fact that a public
meeting would be held on a given date, and inviting the addressees to apply
for tickets of admission. Of these 2,500 envelopes, nine of the persons to whom
they were addressed received them empty, and two did not receive them at all.

If T were to take the evidence on these points as absolutely reliable and
conclusive, I should still consider that the shortages were trifling out of so
very many posted; and certainly there was in no degree satisfactory evidence
of any impropriety or corruption on the part of the Auckland Postal officials,
especially where there is an utter absence of motive except the very far-fetched
one suggested by Mr. Elliott—namely, a desire to stifle his meeting. But I
ask myself whether there is no margin for error or mistake in the preparation
and posting of these circulars? There were several persons, male and female,
concerned in the handling and despatch of these letters. Some were addressing
envelopes, some were stamping, some were inserting the contents, and every one
15 assumed to have been perfect in attention to his or her particular part. It
is only a small matter, certainly, but each person was supposed to turn in the
flap of each envelope, and yet it has been conclusively proved beyond any reason-
able shadow of doubt, through the stamping-machine, that many of the envelopes
were posted with the flaps outside and open. Which is the most reasonable
proposition—that nine cnvelopes out of 2,500 had becn posted without con-
tents, or that these nine envelopes had had their contents improperly or cor-
ruptly removed by Post Office officials without any apparent or sufficient motive ?

And so with the two envelopes which are alleged not to have been delivered
at all: I am very far from satisfied that these envelopes were ever posted.
Again, there is too much margin for error amongst 2,500 letters handled by a
number of different people.

It has been strongly urged that the sorters ought to have detected that
certain of the envelopes were empty, and something ulterior is inferred from
their failure to do so. I do not attach the slightest importance to this. I had
ocular demonstration of the fact that the most expert sorters could very easily

-and frequently fail to detect the fact that certain envelopes were empty. It
might easily happen, without casting any great reflection on the sorters, that
where such a large number of envelopes, mostly of a kind and evidently con-
taining circulars, had to be handled, the same nicety of handling would not
be exercised. _

A further statement 1s made that some forty notices were posted to
ministers of various denominations with a view to having the fact that the
meeting was to be held duly notified from the respective pulpits on the Sunday
previous to the meeting, and that these notices did not reach the addressees
until the Monday, and in some three cases. until the Tuesday. However this
may be, I am perfectly satisfied that the delay was in no way due to the Post
Office officials, but, rightly or wrongly, was entirely due to the act of the Censor,
who did not release the letters until too late for delivery on the Saturday. All
these letters bore the superscription “ If unclaimed within seven days please
return to box 912, Auckland,” and therefore would he censored in accordance
with instructions, which I shall refer to later.

With regard to the missing letters and other incidental complaints, it is
very greatly to be regretted that Mr. Elliott, when he made his complaint to
the Chief Postmaster, did not then and there supply all available particulars
of the addresses, &c., when requested to do so. He was asked to do so by the
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Chief Postmaster, and promised to do so; but later, as he states, on legal advice
refrained from doing so. The Chief Postmaster was therefore unable to make
such inquiries as were right and proper to be made in the interests of his officers
and in the interests of the public.

(b)) On what grounds military censorship has been established over the corre-
spondence of the persons using the said post-office boz.

1 will here quote in full the evidence given by the Solicitor-General, Mr.
J. W. Salmond, K.C. :—

I have been responsible for the drafting of war legislation since the war, and also the War
Regulations. [ have had under my guidance and care much of the proceedings that have been
instituted in New Zealand under the War Regulations. I have been called upon to advise as
to the censorship in New Zealand of correspondence and mail-matter ; and I have constantly acted
as the legal adviser to the censorship. I am familiar with the matters which led up to the censor-
ship of matter from or to post-office box 912 at Auckland. At the end of 1916 and the beginning
of 1917 the attention of the authorities was, upon more than one occasion, called to the activities
of a body calling itself the Vigilance Committee, and also to the activities of the Rev. Howard
Elliott, who was in some way connected with that body. The first occasion on which that matter
came to my knowledge was at the beginning of December, 1916. A communication was received
by the Hon. the Attorney-General—a private letter—enclosing a copy of a circular or pamphlet
published by this committee and called “ Rome’s Hideous Guilt in the European Carnage.” I
do not propose to mention the name of the informant of the Attorney-General; but in view of
the nature of the suggestions made in this case I desire to say that he was not a Roman Catholic
and had no connection with the Roman Catholic Church. [He was a member of Parliament.]
When the matter was referred to me by the Attorney-General 1 received no particular instructions,
but it was referred to me for my consideration and action. I considered the matter, and I came
to the conclusion that the pamphlet was a mischievous publication, and that the body responsible
for it should not be allowed to have the use of a post-office box for the distribution of matter
of that class. | accordingly, on the 13th December, 1916, sent a memorandum to the Chief of
the General Staff, Colonel Gibbon, who has appavently the chief control of the censorship and with
whom 1 always communicate in these matters. The communication which I sent to him was
as follows :—

““ Solicitor-General’s Office, Wellington, 13th December, 1916.
“Tar CHisr or tHE (GENERAL STAFF,—

““I send you herewith a circular issued through the post by a body calling itself ‘ The Com-
mittee of Vigilance,” and having the use of a post-office box at Auckland. "The circulation of
literature of this kind at the present time is likely to be mischievous, and I do not think it should
be allowed to be transmitted through the post. Perhaps steps could be taken by the Auckland
censorship to see that all circulars issued by this committee are examined, and if necessary sup-
pressed. They are identifiable by the request to return them, if unclaimed, to the post-office box.

“ Joun W. Sarmonp, Solicitor-General.”’

I know that in ccnsequence of that memorandum censorship was directed by Colonel Gibbon.
The suggestion of censorship originated with myself. I had no instruction by any Minister of
the Crown or any one else to take this particular action, but 1 acted on my own discretion, and
for the reasons mentioned in the memorandum to Colonel Gibbon. 1 desire to give an emphatic
denial to the suggestion that the censorship was established in the interests of the Roman Catholic
Church. There was no thought in my mind, and I am sure there was no thought in the mind
of the Chief of the General Staff, as to taking sides in any way in any religious controversy. It
wag not in the interests of the Roman Catholic Church that action was taken—it was in the
interests of the public; and exactly the same action, as far as I am concerned, would have been
taken if the Comunittee of Vigilance had themselves, or had Roman Catholics, made a similar
atttack upon the Protestant religion. The reason why I recommended that action should be
taken was that literature of that class seemed to be an attempt to stir up religious strife and
bigotry in the time of a war. It could serve no useful purpose, and was bound, I thought, to
excite public discord, and want of harmony, and religious antagonism at a time when harmony
‘and efficiency were absolutely necessary to the conduct of this war. 1 came to the conclusion,
rightly or wrongly, and 1 adhere to it, that the circulation of that sort of thing was a public
mischief and a public evil, and that the Post Office should not be used as the instrumentality
of it. I thought it would have a very appreciable effect upon the recruiting of Roman Catholics
and in the want of hearty co-operation and assistance of the Roman Catholics in the conduct
of the war. This pamphlet is not really an attack on the Roman Catholic religion, but is an
attack upon the Roman Catholics in specific relation to the war. In my opinion it would inter-
fere with the full assistance desired by the Government being obtained from the Roman Catholic
community in connection with the war. I have seen no reason since last December to alter or
modify my views. I am inclined to regret that I did not take stronger action at the time than
merely impose censorship. I am not a Roman Catholic. It is I, and I alone, who am responsible
for the advice that the correspondence from this body should be censored; and it was pursuant
to my advice that the censorship was established.

Mr. Salmond states clearly and distinctly that the reasébn which actuated
him in recommending that censorship should be established over box 912 was
his belief that matter connected with this box was distinctly mischievous in
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tendency and was likely to very seriously interfere with the proper conduct
of the war, and that therefore the Post Office should not be allowed to be made
the medium for its circulation to the public. It has been stated in evidence
that twenty thousand copies of a pamphlet entitled “ Rome’s Hideous Guilt
in the European Carnage ” had been circulated, and this is one of the pamphlets
considered mischievous by the Solicitor-General. It seems to me that this state-
ment of the Solicitor-General, coming as it does from an authority of such high
standing, sufficiently discloses the grounds upon which the censorship was esta-
blished. I am not in any way called upon to express my opinion as to the
sufficiency or otherwise of the reason. Suffice it to say that the Solicitor-
General considered it wise in the interests of the country that the censorship
should be established, and informed the Chief Military Censor accordingly, and
that his advice was acted upon. The charge that the military censorship had
been established in the interests of the Roman Catholic Church is thus abso-
lutely disposed of and completely disproved. 7To emphasize this I need only
quote Mr. Ostler’s own words in his address at the close of the inquiry : “ Now,
the Solicitor-General has assured us that he did not act in the interests of the
Roman Catholic Church; and I, for one, knowing him well, am quite glad to
accept that, and to admit that in so acting he was not corruptly or even con-
sciously influenced by any member of the Roman Catholic Church. I admit
that he is not the kind of man that would consciously lend himself to any corrupt
influence of that sort.”

But, while thus acquitting the Solicitor-General of any conscious bias,
Mr. Ostler goes on to modity his statement by asserting that the action of the
Solicitor-General, being 1llegal in his opinion, has had the direct effect of
operating in the interests of the Church of Rome. Mr. Ostler’s remarks on
the action of the Solicitor-General, and his assertion of its illegality, do not
call for remark from me. Mr. Salmond will no doubt note the fact for his
future guidance that Mr. Ostler considers his practice of the law is consider-
ably weaker than his knowledge, and apparently chides him for attempting
to act as a master or dictator instead of a public servant. I leave it at this.

I have already stated that it is perfectly clear that military censorship had
not been established over box 912 in the interests of the Roman Catholic Church,
and 1t is perhaps difficult to understand why Mr. Elliott and his friends should
be so deeply convinced that such is the case. I think the explanation is this:
both the Orange Lodge and the Protestant Political Association have on occa-
sion used the same box. Some time ago a paper named 1'ke Menace, published
in America, came under the ban of the Post Office under section 28 of the Post
and Telegraph Act, 1908. This paper 1s most rabidly anti-Roman-Catholic,
and makes most virulent attacks on that Church, especially with regard to its
political activities. Some of its writings would very naturally give great
offence to very many Roman Catholics. Some of these had apparently drawn
the attention of the Postmaster-General to the fact that the paper contained
objectionable advertisements of a nature to bring it under the prohibition set
out in section 28 of the Post and Telegraph Act. Very strong protests were
made by Mr. Seabrook and others against this ban, as they considered that the
objectionable advertisements were only made an excuse for stopping the paper.
Subsequently the ban was removed, and T'he Menace was allowed free circula-
tion. The letter produced below, from the then IPostmaster-General, the Hon.

R. H. Rhodes, sets out the position :—

DEar SiR,— Postmaster-General’s Office, Wellington, 30th July, 1914,

‘ In reply to your letter of the 20th ultimo about the newspaper The Menagce, it was
brought under my notice that copies of the paper contained advertisements of an immdral
nature relating to sexual treatment addressed to women. Section 28 of the Post and Telegraph
Act provides, ‘‘If the Postmaster-General has at any time reasomable dround to suppose any
person in New Zealand or elsewhere to be erigaged . . . (&) in any fraudulent, obscene,
immoral, or unlawful business or undertaking; or (¢) in advertising in direct or indirect terms
the treatment of diseases of the sexual organs; then the Postmaster-General may, by notice under
his hand in the Gazette, order that no postal packet addressed to any such person (either by his
own or any fictitious or:assumed name), or to any address without a name, shall be either regis-
tered, forwarded, or delivered by the Post Office.”’
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The Department took legal advice on the question whether the advertisements under notice
brought the advertisers within this scetion, and was advised that the advertisers could be treated
as persons engaged in an immoral and unlawful business, and that the newspaper could be
destroyed under section 30 of the Post and Telegraph Act as being of an immoral nature and
likely to have an indecent or immoral effect. On this advice I decided to detain copies of the
newspaper noticed in the mails. }

Ag stated in an interview veported in the fvening Post, Wellington, on the 2bth May last,
I knew nothing whatever of the roligious views held by the paper, nor did L read any of the
ordinary letterpress, as nothing in the body of the newspaper was marked for my perusal.
Certain advertisements to women were marked, which | read, and my attention was called to
section 28 of the Post and Telegraph Act.

A copy of a subsequent issue of 7he Menace Las since been submitted, and 1 do not see in ib
any advertiscments of the nature of those veferred to.  Copies of the paper will not be detained
unless they contain matter of o Hbellous, blasphemous, indecent, or immoral nature, or likely to
have an indeéent or immoral clfect. Moreover, if the proprietors of the publication undertake
that no more advertisements of the kind in question will be inserted the embargo will at once be
removed. Yours faithfully,

H. H. Scubrook, Ksq., Grafton Road, Auckland. R. Hiaron RHODES.

Some of the papers coming addressed to box 912 came to be regarded as
likely to have a mischievous tendency, and the box 912 being now under military
censorship, 7'he Menace sutiered accordingly. Hence the association of ideas
on the part of many loyal citizens who objected to the political activities of the
Roman Catholic Church. It has aroused a most bitter sectarian fecling, which
certainly 18 in no way lessened by the style of oratory indulged in by Mr. Elliott.
To my mind 1t is most deplorable that at this particular time, when our Empire
15 at deadly grips with an unscrupulous enemy and our soldiers are doing their
noble part to uphold our interests irrespective of creed or country, that a crusade
»»»»»» for 1t is nothing else—should be entered upon to attack a Church the members
of which must be deeply pained at, and who will certainly resent, the language
that 1s being hurled at them by such men as Mr. Elliott, who claims to repre-
sent a very numerous organization.

No better illustration of what I mean—and this, I think, is a subject of
fair criticism—could be cited than the contents of certain letters which Mr.
Klliott wrote or dictated and addressed to box 912. They were intended as a
trap for the Post Office, but failed of their purpose. Copies of these letters
were produced to me, and after perusing them I refused to allow them to be
read in public, as I considered that their contents would cause deep pain and
g1ve serious offence to a great number of people belonging to the Roman Catholic
Church. Mr. Elliott admitted that these letters were fabricated by himself,
and that thc names and addresses were bogus, but they were addressed to the
Committee of Vigilance at box 912. I am fain to believe that there are few
ministers of religion who would have thought of concocting such abominable
and disgusting accusations against members of a Christian Church as are con-
tained in three of the letters, unless he was so saturated with sectarian bitter-
ness that he lost all sense of propriety. Mr. Elliott states that he i1s a Baptist
minister of twenty years’ standing. Where is his charity? In his cross-
examination by Mr. Gray he seemed utterly unable to appreciate the invidious
position in which he had placed himself in working, as he said, under the name
of religion. To use his own words, “ He did not feel called upon to consider
the feelings of Roman Catholics.” I attach herewith to this report the copies
of the letters that I refer to, so that it may be judged as to whether my comments
are not justified. They also throw a flood of light on to the foundation of
the allegations made with respect to the influence of the Roman Catholic Church
as regulating and influencing even the Military Censor. People who would
believe such stuff as is contained in at least three of these letters would believe
anything. :

Tt was arranged betweend myself and Mr. Morris and Mr. Ostler, the
counsel for Mr. Elliott, that any Postal officials that Mr. Ostler desired as
witnesses for his side should be placed freely at his disposal if he would name
at any stage thosé he required; and an assurance was given that no Postal
~officer would be penalized for any evidence he might give. This was a totally
unnecessary assurance to ask for, but still it was freely given. However, as
it turned out, Mr. Ostler did not avail himself of the offer, and contented him-




F.—s8. 6

self with cross-examining those officials who were called by Mr. Gray. A great
number of these were called and gave evidence on oath, ranging from the Chief
Postmaster, Mr. Williamson, down to the letter-carriers who were alleged to
be connected with the missing letters and the empty envelopes. All the Post
Office officials who gave evidence appeared to me to be the witnesses of truth,
and they left a very favourable impression upon my mind. They were very
straightforward, and seemed as if there was nothing to conceal. I have no hesi-
tation in stating that I am convinced that no Postal official was responsible for
any improper or corrupt dealing with any of the letters. The public may rest
assured that the very high reputation that the Postal Department has always
enjoyed 1n this Dominion as one of the most important Departments of State
has not in any way been lessened by the result of this inquiry.

I have the honour to submit herewith to Your Excellency the notes of
cvidence taken at the inquiry, and to remain Your Excellency’s most humble
servant.

Given under my hand and seal, this 7th day of September, 1917.

H. W. Bisnor,
Stipendiary Magistrate and Commissioner.

APPENDIX.

THE LETTERS HEREINBEFORE REFERRED TO.

Vauxhall Road, Devonport, 11th August, 1917,
The Clommittee of Vigilance, P.0. Box 912, Auckland.
GENTLEMEN,— i
“an you inform me if it is true that a Father O’Doherty was dismissed from the Military
Camp at Trentham for being drunk in the camp and for having a woman in a state of intoxica-
tion in his tent, and whether it is true that the said Chaplain was arrested and placed in custody
prior to his dismnissal from the Forces? Was this gentleman the Father O’Doherty who made some
trouble over being refused a passport whilst he was at Cambridge ¢
Thanking you in anticipation,
Yours sincerely,
Harry TravIS.

Rugby Road, Birkenhead, 10th August, 1917.
To the Protestant PPolitical Association, Box 912, Auckland. |
Dgar Sirs,— .

I would like to know, if you have any information on the matter, whether it is true that
at an Auckland convent there is a lime-pit into which bodies could be placed and disposed of
without fear of detection ?

If this is true it is a terrible thing in our young country, but it is alinost impossible for

a private person to find out these things. . I am, sirs,
> Yours truly,

Errzapern BLAOKLOOK.

Tonar’s Road, Northcote, 9th August.
The Committee of the Protestant Political Association.
Drar Sirs,— .

Can you say if there is any truth in the rumour that recently a human fetus was found
outside the gate of a convent in or near the city, and that a nun was taken to the Mater Miseri-
cordiae Hospital, where, owing to a report, an investigation was made as to the nun’s condition
by a detective? Is there any way of finding out what that report stated ?

Thanking you,
Yours truly,
J. Sopex.

Vincent Road, Remuera, 10th August, 1917.
The Protestant Political Association.
SIRS,—
Is it true that Roman Catholic priests and Marist Brothers have been allowed to leave
New Zealand without a deposit, whilst no Protestant minister is allowed to leave without depositing
at least £1007 If so, does not this reflect gravely on the administration of the Department con-
cerned { I am, .
Yours faithfully,
Gro. Hory.



MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

Avuckranp, Mowpay, 13t Aveust, 1917.

My, Il H. Ostler appeared for the Rev. H. Elliott and the Protestant Political Association.
Mr. A. Gray, K.C., appeared for the Department.

The Commissioner read the Commission, dated the 25th July, 1917.

Mr. Ostler: The position is. if vour Worship pleases, that as soon as we obtained a copy of
the Commission we observed that it was not wide enough to cover the charges made, and 1 was
instructed to immediately communicate with the Right Hon. the Prime Minister asking that the
scope of the Commission be enlarged. ’

s Worship: Are your charges in writing? Have vou got them at all? T have never seen
them.

Mr. Ostler: T understand your Worship has seen the letter to the Right Hon. the Prime
Minister in which the charges arc set out.

His Worship: T have seen.a copy of it—I did not read it.

Mr. Ostler: At any rate, the charges are in that letter. Late on Saturday night I received
a wire from the Right Hon. the Prime Minister saying that Cabinet had received my letter,
and that they were quite willing to enlarge the scope of the Commission to include the three
charges, subject to certain conditions restrictive to one of the charges. Tn those circumstances
[ understand yvour Worship has had instructions.

Ilis Worship: 1 have received nothing. [ saw a copy of a telegram Mr. Gray showed me
from the Hon. My, Herdman, inspired, T suppose, as the result of a Cabinet meeting, but nothing
{urther than that.

Mr. Ostler : 1 presume that would satisfy your Worship ¢

His Worship: No, it will not, indeed.

Mr. Ostler: You have not listened to what T have to say. 1 was going to say that if it satisfies
vour Worship, Government is prepared to enlarge the scope to embrace the three charges. That
being so, pending the issue of a new Comnnission T suggest these charges be heard us it the three
charges were in it.

His Worship: 1 cannot consent to do that, for a reason that must appeal to vou: there
might be questions asked or evidence tendered that might be influenced by the new extent of the
Commission. I should be placed in a very false position.

Mr. Ostler: 1 quite agree that would be so.

His Worship read the following :—

Cory of TrnEGRAM from the Hon. A. T. HerpMaNw, Attorney-General, Wellington,
to ALEX. Gray, Bsq., K.C., Auckland, 11th August, 1917.

The following telegram has heen forwarded by the Prime Minister to Mr. Ostler,
counsel for Rev. Mr. Elliott :—

‘“ Re Rev. Howard Elliott’s charges: Your letter has been considered by Cabinet,
and it has arrived at the following decisions:—

‘“ First, That Mr. Bishop must proceed with the inquiry, Cabinet being of opinion
that a gentleman of his tried ability and long experience as a Magistrate and as a public
officer will conduct his investigations with thoroughness and impartiality, and in a
manner calculated to inspire public confidence in his findings.

“ Second, Cabinet is advised that charges numbered 1 and 2 can be investigated
under the present order of reference, but if there is any doubt about the Commissioner’s
powers authority will be given him to investigate both charges.

““ Third, As to charge numbered 3, this in part relates to the improper detention
and to the non-delivery of letters addressed to box 912, and in part it relates to the
actions of the Censor. Cabinet has no objection to the Commissioner investigating any
charges relating to the improper retention and to the non-delivery of letters to box 912,
and relating to the suggestion that a system of censorship had been established over
the correspondence addressed to box 912 in the interests of the Roman Catholic Church;
but inasmuch as the existence of a state of war has made the establishment of censorship
necessary, and as matters connected with and arising out of censorship ave, for reasons
of State, obviously secret, Cabinet cannot agree to allow the Commissioner to call upon
any Censor officer under the control of the Chief Military Censor to do anything more
than explain what was done by hint with any letters and documents referred to in your
charge which way have come into his hands. The Censor officer can give no information
and no reasons for censoring anv documents or correspondence within New Zealand, or
as to the scope and extent of the censorship established in New Zealand upon the outbreak
of the war.

““ Tourth, The public and the Press will, unless the Commissioner sees any objection,
be admitted to the inquiry, which will, T understand, be held in a Courtroom in
Auckland.

“W. F. Massey.”

You have o copy of Mr. Ostler’s letter.

A. L. HerpMan,



F.—8. 8

His Worship: Mr. Ostler, we will have to be very clear, if the Commission is to be altered
at your instance—we will have to be very clear as to the extent to which it is to go with regard
to the first two charges. Are you satisfied? ¢ If there is any doubt about the Commissioner’s
powers authority will be given him to investigate both charges.”

Mr. Ostler: 1f your Worship will listen to the charges as I read them and say that under that
Commission your Worship has power to investigate those two charges, I will be quite satisfied.
The position is that charges were made by our c]lent at the public meeting held in Auckland on
the 11th July. [First two charges read.| If your Worship says that under that Commission you
have power to investigate those two charges, I do not wish the Commission altered in that respect.

Ilis Worshep: T can only say that I am empowered to inquire into *‘ charges publicly made
by the Rev. Howard Elliott against the officers of the Post Office to the effect that certain eirvcular
notices posted at Auckland on or about the 6th day of July, 1917, 101ative to a meeting to be held
at Auckland by the Plot(stant Political Association were corruptly ot 1mprope11y suppressed
or detained by those officers.”” T think it would meet the dlfhcul’ty, Mr. Ostler, if you, in
conference with Mr. Gray, should agree that we should inquire into those two charges in the terms
in which I have been addressed.

Mr. Gray: 1 am quite agreeable. T may say that so far as the Post Office is concerned it is
anxious that all charges, so f(u as they concern the suppression of letters, shall be fully inquired
into. I think the terms of the Commission are sufficiently wide to cover them. They are so inter-
related that evidence, even if confined to the circulars mentioned in the Commission, would necessi-
tate evidence being adduced in relation to others. I am szﬁtisﬁed that your Worship should take
the evidence relating to these two charges.

His Worship: ““ As to charge No. 3 ’—1is there any objection to putting the telegram in?
{Chavge read.] ‘“As to charge No. 3, this in part relates to the improper detention and to the
non-delivery of letters addressed to box 912, and in part it relates to the actions of the Censor.

Fourth, the public and the Press will, unless the Commissioner sees any objection, be
(xd]mtted to the inquiry, which will, T understa,nd be held in a Courtroom in Auckland.’”’” That
goes without saying. I'would not hold an inquiry that was not public. This opens a very wide
ﬁeld, Mr. Gray, and may lead to considerable complications. I understand that the Chief Military
Censor—1I do not know him at all—is an Impevrial officer, and the most vital interests of the Empire
may be in his hands. T expect he will plead privilege or absolutely refuse to answer any question
put to him.

Mr. Ostler : We have the assurance of the Right Hon. the Prime Minister that he will explain
what he has dene with these letters.

His Worship: But he has no control over the Censor.

Mr, Ostler : As a matter of fact, that is not so. The Military Censor in New Zealand is under
the control of the Minister of Defence, and is a New Zealand officer.

Ilis Worship: We could clear up that point, of course.

Mr. Ostler: As far as that is concerned we have the assurance of the Prime Minister that he
will allow the Censor to explain what he has done with these letters; and as far as we can get
at the truth we want it.

llvs Worshep: We all want the truth. Nevertheless I foresee very great difficulty in connection
with this, and it makes it most necessary that I should have clearly defined, in the most clear-cut
way—that I should know what T am authorized to inquire into. You will agree, of course. When -
1 interrupted I assumed you wanted me to act upon this. It was my mistake—I am a bit hasty.
T am going to throw the onus on the Government. They will have absolutely to define in the
most clear way what I am empowered to inquire into, especially when it is a question affecting
the censorship, which T understand was set up by the Imperial authorities—you say the Defence :
that is news to me-—I assume it is entirely an Imperial matter. It is quite possible there may
be fresh lig I quite recognize it will be properly within
vour sphere to ascertain where the authority of the Censor comes from. I am going to throw
the onus on the Government. If T were a Minister of the Crown I should be very careful what
T set out in that Cowmmission. It will certainly place the head Censor or the local Censor in a
very peculiar position. Of course, that will be very carefully considered by Cabinet. It is no
part of my business at this stage. Of course, 1 do not dictate to the Government how they shall
deal with thiy matter. They will have to be very, very careful, I think, or there may be conflict
of the Imperial interests with the local.

Mr. Gray: 1 am instructed that the Censor is an officer appointed by the War Office. There
are Deputy Consors at various places in New Zealand who act under his conttol——they act under
the instructions of the Chief Military Censor. As far as the Post Office is concerned, the Post
Office is willing to give every facility to inquire into every allegation of delay or detention under
charge No. 3.

His Wor ship: Has any of this difficulty arisen from the Post Office Censor ?

Mr. Gray : The Post Office Censor is directly answerable to the Chief Military Censor.

- Ilis Worship: Who appoints him?

Mr. Gray : T do not know; but he answers to the Military Censor.

Mr. Ostler : T understand the Auckland Censor is a Postal officer.

Mr. Gray: As a matter of fact, I understand, the Censors were officers of the Post Office who
had postal experience. The local Censor has an office in the post-office as a matter of convenience,
but he acts under the instructions of the Military Censor, from whom he has instructions. The
Post Office itself is bound to obey the Military Censor.

His Worship: But the most vital interests—Imperial interests—may be at stake.

Mr. Gray : 1 am authorized to say a very great deal of valuable information has been obtained
in New Zealand through the censorship established at the outbreak of war. This particular
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party complaining now has not been treated specially by any means. A very great number of
persons have their letters censored under the instructions of the Military Censor—not the Defence
Department, not the Post Office, but the Military Censor, to whom the Post Office is bound to
submit,

M. Ostler: Who instructs him?

Mr. Gray: Nobody instructs him : the War Office

Ilis Worship : They delegate their power, I assume, to the Chief Military Censor, and he moves
these local Censors.

Mr. Gray: He acts on his own judgment.

Mis Worship: The question arises in my mind whether the loeal Censor acts on his own
motion or has anybody behind him. .

Mr. Ostler: 1 think T can produce a letter in which the Minister of Defence says the Censor
is under his control.

His Worship: You will recognize we cannot go too far with this. I must be clothed with
sufficient powers. I do not want to be placed in a false position. I think, Mr. Gray, you will
no doubt communicate with the Government in this matter; that you will impress that they must
be specially particular with the wording of this reference so that I may not have occasion to
raise any question with regard to my power to insist upon the production of things which might
be of a secret nature. Otherwise there may be difficulty—1 may be misjudged by the public for
not allowing things to be introduced. It may be difficult indeed in an inquiry of this sort to
decide where the local power commences and where it ends, and who clothes them with those
powers, and how those powers are regulated. I want to be very clear, so as not to trench on
Immperial matters which may or may not be of very great importance to the lmpire. I would
rather not take the Commission than interfere with what might be an Imperial matter, owing
to the urgency of Empire matters at this stage and the very great seriousness of everything con-
nected with it.

Mr. Gray: So far as the charges relate to the Post Office, there can be no difficulty. As far
as the question of censorship is concerned, I am not prepared to go into that. I have no authority
beyond this: that we can show immediately that the censoring done at Auckland is done not at
the direction of any Post Office official but on the instructions of the Chief Military Censor.

His Worship: Evidently Mr. Ostler does not agree with that. I can see from what I have
heard this morning that it is impossible to commence the inquiry relating to the Post Office without
trenching on this question of censorship. Therefore I think it better for me to have the Com-
mission in full to know exactly where we are. You are not keen on going on to-day?

Mr. Ostler : Mr. Gray kindly rang me up yesterday and informed me of what would probably
be your attitude.

His Worship: Yes, 1 took exception at once.

Mr. Ostler: Realizing that would be so, I telegraphed to the Prime Minister this morning
saying I understood that would be your attitude, and requesting that a new Commission would be
issued. A
His Worship: No reasonable man but would agree that the attitude is a reasonable one.

Mr. Gray: 1 will undertake to communicate with the Government.

45 Worship : How long is it likely to take? Where is the Governor-General !

Mr. Gray: 1 think, in Wellington.

His Worship: Well, then, Cabinet can meet and get a new Commission. Then when the Com-
mission is forwarded Mr. Ostler can take exception or not, as he thinks proper, if the Commission
does not go to the length he thinks proper.

Mr. Ostler: Would your Worship be prepared to act on direct telegraph instructions from
Cabinet !

His Worship: No; unless 1 have the Commission under the hand of His Excellency the
Governor I am not prepared to go any way. In the ordinary way 1 would have no jurisdiction.

Mr. Gray : I see no objection to proceeding with charges 1 and 2.

His Worship: No, except that it is almost bound to lead to the censoring.

Mr. Gray: It would appear, no doubt, that certain matter has been delivered to the Censor.
The fact of delivering to the Censor is not disputed for a moment. That is in pursuance of
instructions from the Chief Censor.

His Worship: But certainly the authority for delivery to the Censor will be disputed.

Mr. Gray: 1 do not know.

His Worship: And the question will come in, was the Post Office authorized to deliver these
things to the Censor?—Yes. Well, who authorized it#—So-and-so, the Censor. Well, who
appointed the Censor-—what authority has he?

Mr. Gray: 1 do not know whether your Worship is going to inquire into that.

His Worship: Well, there you are at once.

Mr. Gray: 1 do not know whether my friend intends to dispute the authority of the Chief
Military Censor in New Zealand.

Mr. Ostler: All T want to know is to find out by what power letters addressed to loyval Pro-
testants are kept back in the post-otfice.

Mr, Gray: By what power-—or for what reason !

Mr. Ostler: For what reason ?

His Worship: That is what I say.

Mr. Gray: That T cannot say. That is a matter which must rest with the Chief Military
Censor.

2—F. &
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His Worship: Or can you say if the Government will in the Commission empower me to
inquire into that, as it is quite possible they will do?

Mr. Gray: 1 do not think for a moment there can be any inquiry into the reasons which
moved the Censor. :

Iis Worship: Well, let them say. Nobody could expect me to act upon a telegram, some-
what vague—T will not say contradictory—in its terms. Let them issue a Commission. When
that Commission comes I will know where 1 am.

Mr. Gray: T will communicate your views to the Government.

lis Worship: Tt is not my views; it is what I am empowered to inquire into. The question
is, Lhow long is this business likely to take? .

Mr. Ostler: 1 ean do this to help your Worship: on the second charge, about the forty-odd
letters posted to clergymen and delayed, we cannot prove that without calling forty witnesses.
The facts they speak to are exceedingly brief: we got our letters on such-and-such a date.

is Worship: What about the othier thing? I do not think we will get to that, but T may
be wrong. Judging by the public interest taken I am afraid it will be long.

Mr. Ostler : T am afraid I cannot indicate. I am going to ask. when the inquiry commences,
will your Worship be prepaved to subpeena such officers of the Post Office as we name and want
information from?

llis Worship: Certainly, so long as——

Mr. Gray: No subpeenas will be necessary. Mr. Morris, the Secretary of the Department,
is here, and is prepared to instruct the officers to appear.

Ilis Worship: Mr. Ostler will submit to me a list of the persons he wants, and T will give
that to you, and you to Mr. Morris.

Mr. Ostler: May I make one further request? Can these officers he assured of a guarantee
they will have no ill consequences of their telling the truth?

Mr. Gray: 1 am authorized Ly Mr. Morris to say, Yes, absolutelv., There is nothing to
ooncenl—nothing to hide.

i Worship: 1 am glad to hear that. We will see whether that is so, as the Inquiry goes
on. Of course, no officer can be penalized. He has the right of appeal to the Public Service
Board of Appeal, so that he need not be alarmed. If there was any attempt to penalize him he
could call me as a witness. 1 am afraid we cannot go any further to-day. I am sorry to dis-
appoint the public. They are evidently interested.

Mr. Gray: 1f the Government issues a new Commission to vou, no doubt that will be done
without any delay.

His Worskip:. Inquiry adjourned sine die, Notice will be given through the columns of
the newspapers.

Avckranp, TuurgDpAY, 16T AvcusT, 1917.

The Commissioner read the Warrant, dated the 15th August, 1917, extending the Comimission.

Ilis Worship: Mr. Ostler, do you wish to make any opening remarks?

Mr. Ostler: Mr. Gray kindly saw me yesterday and showed me a telegram from the Solicitor-
General, who was coming up this morning, and I see has arrived, in which he asked him
to endeavour to get the opening of this Commission postponed until Friday. I fell in very readily
with that request because, as a matter of fact, I had not had much breathing-space, and I wished
time to prepare my witnesses. I understand from my friend that he is now ready to go on; but I
do ask that I be given until to-morrew morning. I know the Solicitor-General is a busy man, but no
doubt arrangements can be made for him to stay on.

Mr. Gray: What my friend Mr. Salmond asked for was to arrange for continuation of the
inquiry on Friday. 1 thought perhaps that meant the resumption on Friday, but what he meant
was ““ not later than Friday.”” What I thought we had arranged was that my friend Mr. Ostler
should go on with his opening and call some of the witnesses, then we could interpolate Mr.
Salmond, and I thought it was rquite possible that we should have to make application to go on
to-morrow.

Mr. Ostler: My friend evidently thought what the Solicitor-General asked was that we should
not go on until Friday. I was under that impression.

His Worshap : T was under that impression.  Mr. Gray asked whether it would be convenient.
T said it was very inconvenient, hut 1 was entively in the hands of Mr. Gray and Mr. Ostler.
I wish to meet their convenience in every way, subject to agreement between them; but if the
Solicitor-General wished to get away T would facilitate it in every way. What I thought was we
were only going to have a sort of preliminary canter this morning, and Mr. Gray should then
arrange, subject to your consent, to take the Solicitor-General’s evidence and let him get back to
Wellington.

Mr. Gray : Could you not make your opening, Mr. Ostler!

My, Ostler: The trouble was T rather rvelied on that. The man I relied on, my organizer,
is away. I rather banked on the fact that you asked for an adjournment. After seeing you I
saw my clients—— )

Iis Worship: Will adjourning it until to-morrow interfere with the Solicitor-General’s
evidence ?

Mr. Salmond,: T should very much like to get away to-morrow; but I want to hear Mr. Ostler’s
evidence.
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M. Ostler : T should not be so long

Itis Worship: Would you be satistied, Mr. Salmond. with Mr. Ostler’s opening mervely, before
calling the evidence—Dbecause if you are going to wait until Mr. Ostler has given his opening
address and called fifty witnesses you will not get away to-morrow ? ‘

Mr. Gray: What we arranged was that the Solicitor-General might be interpolated——

s Worship: T did not give any definite opinion on that until we had seen you, Mr. Ostler.
Again I say, | wmn in the hands——

My, Sabmond : T would like to suggest that Mr. Ostler make his opening now, and the evidence
be adjourned until to-morrow. It would enable me to give evidence to-morrow.

Mr. Ostler : To tell the truth, I was under the impression that the other side wanted the time,
and therefore I am not ready.

Mr. Gray: T must say this: T left Mr. Ostler under the impression he was going on to-day—
going on with his opening and calling some of his evidence, because I did not know then how long
Mr. Salmond could remain in Auckland, and, as I supposed, the arrangement was that the thing
should go on and Mr. Salwond should be interpolated when convenient for himn to be taken.

His Worship: 1 took exception at first in my own mind to any further adjournment, but if
the Solicitor-General wants to leave on Friday night—is therc a train on Saturday?

Myr. Ostler : Noj there is a train on Sunday.

Mr. Salimond : 1f Mr. Ostler will open to-morrow morning and finish in time for me to give
my evidence, that will suit e,

flis Worship: 1t we could get a pledge from Mr. Ostler that he will not take more than
NO-1any minutes.

Mr. Gray: Could you be ready at 2 o’clock ?

Mr. Ostler: No.

Iis Worship: With great unwillingness and considerable reserves of fecling I have to adjourn
until to-morrow morning at 10 o’clock.

Mr. Ostler: Before adjourning I want to refer to two matters. (1.) The scope of this inquiry
was promised to be widened by the Prime Minister, speaking on behalf of Cabinet, in that telegram
of which copies were before you. It was adjourned to be widened in conformity with that promise.
[t has been widened in a way different from the promise. I am not at the present time complaining
of that, but all T waut to say is this: [ am not responsbile for the wording of the Conunission ;
I was not consulted in any way. All I desire to say is that I stand by the threec charges which
I made on behalf of my clients in my letter to the P’rime Minister, and that is what I am here
to prove. (2.) The other point is that vour Worship has promised that this is to be a public
inquiry. If a room more suitable than this library cannot be obtained, then the inquiry,
though public in form, will be more like a semi-private one in fact; and in face of the import-
ance of the inquiry Government should be asked to find a room more suitable.

Mr. Gray: 1 do not desire to say anything about the second question : that is a matter entirely
for your Worship. As to the scope of the inquiry, all T can say 1s that the new Commission does
accord with the undertaking of the Right Hon. the Prime Minister, and in any case the inquiry
was not adjowrned in order to enable a Commission to be obtained in accordance with the pro-
mise.  That is not a matter over which your Worship has any control.

Mr. Ostler: 1 say it is not in accordance with the promise.

fis Worship: In adjourning the inquiry I shall be governed by the powers given me by
this Commission.  Any matter connected with the way iu which these references have been drawn
does not concern me at all. With regard to the building, Mr. Gray knows perfectly well the
opinion I have about this room. I made arrangements before I left Wellington, through the
Under-Secretary for Justice, that a Court would be placed at my disposal. I find I cannot get
the Court. Then it was suggested to me [ should sit in the municipal building, but that did not
seewn very suitable.

[Decided that the next sitting would be in the Chamber of Comuerce, Swanson Street.]

Avoxranp, Fripay, 1710 Aveust, 1917,
Mp. OsrLER’s Opening Address.

Mr. Ostler: May it please vour Worship, it is hardly necessary for me to point out to your
Worship the gravity of these charges. The Post Office is the most democratic and the most
widely used Department of the Public Service. It is used equally by the rich and the poor,
and the humblest in the land has the right to use it on equal terms with the most powerful, and
has the right to get, and as a rule does get, equal treatment. The Post Office is surrounded
by every precaution that can be devised by law to ensure that as the main channel of communica-
tion between the citizens of the Stale it shall be not only rapid and efficient, but secret and
inviolate. Every Post officer before assuming his duties must subscribe to a solemn declaration
of the most searching nature to maintain its secrecy. The length to which the law goes to
maintain its inviolability is well illustrated in section 30 of the Post and Telegraph Act, 1908.
Section 30 of the Post and Telegraph Act, 1908, gives power to the Postmaster-General or any
Postmaster to destroy under certain conditions libellous, blasphemous, indecent, or immoral matter
sent through the post. But from that section sealed letters and lefter-cards are expressly excepted ;
and even where the Postmaster-General or a Postmaster knows—is reasonably certain—that a
letter contains such matter—indecent or immoral matter—he not only has no power by law
to destroy it, but if he so much as opens it or detains it e has committed an indictable offence,
and ix liable to two years’ imprisonment. The Postmaster-General is not exempt from that
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penalty.  Again, by section 31, cven if a letter contains a defaced stamp which has been used
fraudulently, there is no power to open that letter, but it must be handed to the addressee to
open, and the only power the Post Office has is to hold it until the addressee ascertains the name
of the sender and hands over the envelope. Now, where a postal packet is opened—and, as I
sald, not any Postmaster or cven the Postmaster-General has any power to open a letter—it must
be done by two officers specially nominated, or by one in the presence of another Post officer,
under certain conditions to ensure that the policy of secrecy under which every officer is shall
not be broken. Section 91 provides that two years’ imprisonment is the penalty for wilfully
opening or detaining any postal packet; and the Postmaster who is merely negligent in delivering
or retards the delivery is liable to a fine of £100. Now, these examples are sufficient to show
the vital importance which is attached by law to the secrecy of the Post Office and the quick
despatch of mails. And so important is the secrecy and despatch of the Post Office to the com-
munity that the Department in this should be like Ceesar’s wife—above any suspicion whatever ;
and I am bound to say that in the past this great service has been such as to win the confidence
of the whole community, as is shown by its universal use by the community. Consequently
a charge like this must be of great public interest, and it is imperative in that interest that
all the light possible should he let in to see whether there is any ground for the charges made.
For this reason T am particularly pleased to see my friend Mr. Gray representing the Depart-
ment, he being known not only to myself but far and wide as a fair-minded and just man, and
just as anxious as your Worship and myself to let in the light iuto the charges. Now, in refer-
ence to these charges it will be my duty to mention the Roman Catholic Church. I want to make
it quite clear at the start that neither I nor the party I have the honour to represent desire to
attack either the dogma or the religious observances of Catholies. After bitter struggles.and the
shedding of much blood, which is a matter of history now, we have long since reached this position
—that every one in this country is entitled to liberty of conscience as well as liberty of action,
and all think as we like and do as we like, subject to this restriction only: that neither in
speech nor in deed shall we overstep the rights of others. Now, the limits of our rights are well
established by law; and there cxists complete machinery in our law-courts—not, indeed, perfect,
for no human institution is perfect, but comunanding the confidence of the community-—for the
protection and vindication of those rights; and I, for one, will resent any dictation as to the
religious beliefs of others, aud will say not one word in this inquiry against the religion of
Catholics.  What T may say T wish to be made perfectly clear is not dictated in any way by
veligious prejudice. It is not in any way the Catholic religion of which I desire to speak. It
is not, indeed, so I am instructed, that which has been the cause of the formation of the associa-
tion which 1 represent: what they claim is that it is the pernicious political influence of the
organization controlled by the Roman Catholic Church they are fighting. The issue, they say,
is purcly political and not religious in any sense, and T do hope anything I say here may be taken
to be a political matter, not a religious matter. Now I want to deal with three charges in my
letter to the Premier—first, that is to say, with charge numbered 3 on the second page of the
letter :  ““ That the Loyal Orange Lodge and the Protestant Political Association had for some
time past been renting a private letter-box (912) from the Post Office, and that a military censor-
ship had becn cstablished over correspondence addressed to this box in the interests of the Roman
Catholic Church. Almost all letters received by the lodge and the association addressed to this
box have borne the superscription ¢ Passed by Military Censor,” and many letters addressed to
the association containing the address of this box have been improperly retained and not delivered
at all, although these letters had no connection with military matters or the war and dealt
exclusively with the subject of Roman Catholicism.”” T want to deal with that charge first for
these reasons : (1) It is the most important; (2) it is the first in order of date—chronologically
it comes first; (3) 1t thrvows the strongest light on the other two charges. 1 want to say just a few
words very briefly on the history of this charge. First of all I will remind your Worship of
this fact—a fact, I submit, nobody in this room is disposed to dispute and all Catholics are proud
oft—that is to say, the Church of Rome is one Church and one organization throughout the world.
It is probably the biggest vested interest in the world and the best organized. Its aims in one
Protestant country are similar to its alms in another Protestant country, because it acts with
the same objects and from the same impulses. No one in this room, I think, could dispute that
proposition. Thevefore its activities in one Protestant country will be similar to its activities
in another. Now I want, first, for a moment to touch on recent history in America, just to show
that exactly the same thing has happened there as we say has happened here; and, indeed, this
trouble in New Zealand first started through an attempt—a wholly illegal and improper attempt—
in our Post Office this year to prevent newspapers dealing with the subject in America being
circulated in New Zealand. In America statistics show—Whitaker’s Almanac, for instance—
that there are sixteen million Catholics, and it has been officially stated by the heads of the Church
in America that it was the aim of the Church to make America Catholic.

His Worship: You are mixing up the tevms ‘‘ Catholic”’ and ‘‘ Roman Catholic.” I take
exception to the exclusive right of the Roman Catholic Church to be called ‘¢ Catholic.”’

My. Ostler: Very well, sir; 1 will stick to the term ‘‘ Roman Catholic.”” 1 quote one example
of the sayings of the leading Church dignitaries in America as to their aim. Archbishop Ireland
said only two years ago, ‘‘ Our work is to make America Catholic. As a religious system Pro-
testantism is in hopeless dissolution in the United States—utterly valueless as a doctrinal and
moral power, and no longer to be considered a foe with which we must count.”’” And the Rev.
VFather Stafford said, ¢ Energetic work will place this country under Roman Catholic control
inside fifty years.” And right through the sayings of the leaders of the Church the means by
which thig is to be done is discussed openly, and therefore any one who reads current literature
will see. I do not want to take up the time of the Commission by referring to those means beyond
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saying that the chief means is to obtain control of the education of the young. Now, in that
attitude leading Protestants in America have seen a danger—not on the ground of any religious
prejudice at all, but the danger may be best expressed probably in the words of one of the Church
dignitaries in America. 1 refer to a public utterance by Bishop Gilmour: ‘¢ Nationalities
must be subordinate to religion, and we must learn that ‘ We are Catholics first and citizens
next.”””  That is to say that the danger secn by Protestants in America from the Catholic religion
1s that the sovereignty of the State is made only secondary to the sovereignty of the head of their
Church. That statement has not only been made in America, it has been made quite recently
by a leader of the Church in Australia, and I can refer your Worship, if necessary, to exactly the
sane statement made in similar terms by the Z'ablet, the official organ of the Catholics in New
Zealand, and I could refer also to many statements made by leaders of the Church in the same
interest in America. For instance, Father Phelan said, ‘‘ Tell us, in the conflict between the
Church and the Civil Government, we take the side of the Church. Of course, we do. Why, if
the Government of the United States were at war with the Church, we would say to-morrow, ¢ To
hell with the Government of the United States’; and if the Church and all the Governments of
the world were at war, we would say, ¢ To hell with all the Governments of the world.””’ And so
on. That illustrates, any way, the danger which the Protestants in America, and also the associa-
tion which T represent, have feared. Now, to meet that danger a number of Protestant defence
papers have, comparatively recently, been established in America, and among those a weekly paper
founded in 1911 called The Menace. That paper, although founded by private persons, is now
controlled by a powerful organization called the Free Press Defence League of America. And
the platform of that league is exactly the platform of the Protestant Political Association here
nothing very terrible—the defence of those liberties we all thought we had won two hundred years
ago, and we see a danger of being whittled away by the political activities of the Catholic Church.
The platform is—Freedom of conscience; freedom of speech; freedom of the Press; the right of
assembly ; and separation of Church and State. That is all they stand for. Now, The Menace
was managed and edited with such energy and skill that it soon became a powerful force, and
it became a thorn in thé side of the Church in its political ambitions, and all sorts of endeavours
have been displayed in endeavouring to crush this paper in America. All the time the Courts
were open, if the bounds of free speech were transgressed or the matter published werc untrue
or libellous, it never availed itself of that except once, when it succeeded in getting the Depart-
ment of Justice to lay an information against the owners and publishers for sending obscene
matter through the post. The result was an acquittal, on the ground that the so-called obscene
matter consisted of truthful statements concerning the acts of certain Roman Catholic priests.
From that time the strongest efforts have been made in America to suppress this paper and pre-
vent it going through the post. Several Bills have been introduced into Congress by Roman
Catholic Congressmen. The Bills were couched in general terms, but the persons who introduced
them admitted in the Committee which considered the Bills that the sole object of the Bills was
to crush papers like 7'he Menace, and The Menace was specially mentioned. They actually suc-
ceeded last year in getting Mr. Pelleticr, the Postmaster-General of Canada—and a Rowan
Catholic, by the way—to prohibit the use of the Canadian mails to this paper. To such an extent
have they endeavoured to prohibit the use of the mails and to crush the papers, and especially
The Menace, which huve been on the side contrary to them, that ouly last July a resolution was
introduced into the American Congress charging them with that, and charging themn also oun
their political side with grave crimes in their attempt to do so. This is a copy of the resolution :—

““I. The Pope of Rome is a foreign sovereign, claiming allegiance in temporal as well as
spiritual matters throughout the world.

“II. The papal system of which the Pope is the head is opposed to and seeks to destroy our
free institutions, to wit: (1) Our public schools; (2) the free Press; (3) the right of free speech
and public assembly; (4) the right of freedom of thought in matters of conscience; (5) the
principle of separation of Church and State.

‘“III. The papal systems in America, which consists of the Roman Catholic cardinals, bishops,
priests, the Jesuits, Knights of Columbus, Federation of Catholic Societies, the Ancient Order
of Hibernians, and other Roman Catholic societies, together with the Roman Catholic Press, seeks
to substitute for our democratic system of government the monarchical or papal system.

“IV. The Roman Catholic laity in the United States of America is taught, influenced, and
commanded by those in authority to yield implicit obedience to the teachings of the Popes of
Rome, and to blindly obey all their orders and decrees even though said orders and decrees con-
flict with the constitution and the laws of the United States of America.

“V. The Roman Catholic organization in America is perniciously active in politics, and,
although having but few votes as compared with the whole body of electors, it manages by threats,
intimidation, blackmail, and by coercion of the Press to secure an undue proportion of the
elective and appointive offices throughout the country, and these offices when filled with Roman
Catholics are used to further the plan of making America dominantly Roman Catholic.

“VI. In carrying out the conspiracy to bring the United States of America under the complete
domination of the Pope of Rome the Roman Catholic hierarchy aided by the Roman Catholic
politicians and the Roman Catholic Press has inspired the Roman Catholic laity to resort to
threats, to intimidation, to the boycott, to assault, and to riot and murder.

““VII. The Roman Catholic hierarchy is now and has been for more than a year last past
actively engaged within the territory of the United States of America in fomenting and inciting
revolution in the Republic of Mexico, and attempting to bring about a state of war between the
Republic of Mexico and the United States of America.”

" Now, my aim in quoting——

Mr. Gray: 1 am very loth to interrupt lest it be supposed I desire to prevent my friend

going into anything relevant to the inquiry, but I utterly fail to see the relevance of all this to
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what your Worship is here to investigate. What is gomu on in America in relation to Roman
Catholic propaganda is outside the subject of the present inquiry, and I do not see how the matter
my learned triend is introducing now can help vour Worship to determine whether or not the
Post-office here in Auckland has been guilty of any neglect of duty, or whether the censorship
applied to the correspundence of the persons represented by my friend was in the interests of the
Roman Catholic Churcli. T asswme my friend intends to prove what he has said; and the inquiry
will Tast a great deal of time, and a great deal of matter be introduced which may be irrelevant.
1 hope it will not be thought T have any intention to keep back any matter relevant to this inquiry,
but ny friend, it appears to me, is going far beyond what is right.

His IV orshiy overruled the objection, on the ground that in matters of the kind considerable
latitude is allowed bevond strict relevance, and that the Roman Catholic Church moving as one
leads to the inference that what is done in other countries is done here.

Mr. Gray: T am not seriously objecting on any ground beyond what I have stated. I should
have thought it would have been sufficient for my friend’s purposes if he had confined his obser-

vations to \\}Mt has happened in Auckland.

His Worship: | have no objection.

Mr. Ostler: Those charges were introduced into Congress in a resolution last July: I do not
know whether they were true. It is a fact that thev were introduced into Congress. This is
also a fact: that neither the Catholic Church nor any Catholic dignitary has asked so far that
inquiry be made into those charges, and there they remain in the rccords of the Congress of the
United States. [ want especially again, in view of my friend’s remarks, to say that 1 do not
wention this with the idea of hurting any Catholic’s feelings, or to carry on the propaganda
which the association I represent wislios to carry on. Your W‘orshlp puts it as I would have put
it myselt had I been asked \ that the activities in America were on a par with the
activities which have led to some improper interference with the censorship in New Zealand. I
have finished, at any rate, with America, and we will come on now to New Zealand. Naturally
there are many ardent Protestants in New Zealand who take an interest in the work being done
by the American papers and 7'%e Menace, and many copies come to New Zealand. Now, in peace-
time, before the war commenced in 1914, no oue ventured to say in New Zealand that 7The Menace
was not entitled to free cireulation of our mails; no one would have dared for a moment to suggest
such a thing. Soon after the war started, however, this paper, which was so hated by the Catholies
in America, was put on the list of papers not allowcd to go through the mails. Complaints were,
Lowever, at once made, and it was at once removed from that “ prohibited ”” list. Now, amongst
the subscribers to this paper was a well-known citizen of Auckland, a Mr. Seabrook, and ouly in
February last he addressed the pubhslwl\ of The Menace enclosing £2-0dd and mderinﬂ some
literature. The letter was marked in the post-office, “ Passed by tlle Military Censor ”’; then
some one—we do not know who, but we know lLe was a Postal official 111Lg_ally and wrongfully
marked on the letter the word “* Prohibited,” and sent it back. T say ‘“illegally and wrong-
fully 7 because therve is a well-known provision in the Post Office Act, and there is no other
means—-—

My, Gray: This is something quite new, vour Worship.

Mr. Ostler: Tt is a matter which the Post Office knows all about. 1 can show you a letter
from the Postmaster-General.

Mr. Gray: Has this anything to do with box 912% I have never heard of this matter before
nyself.  The Chief Postmaster assures me he knows nothing about it, and I do not know how it
can be said to have anything to do with these charges.

Ilis Worship: We shall have to accept Mr. Ostler’s statement. He says he has been in com-
munication with the Postinaster-General. It is only an opening.

My, Ostler: Tt is only to throw light on these charges. I have not the letter just here this
vorning, but here is « photograph of it.

Mr. Gray: What is the date?

Mr. Ostler : Some time in February, 1917.

Ifis Worship: Proceed.

Mr. Ostler: You will see what I say; it was marked ‘‘ Passed by the Military Censor ”’; then
some one got the words  Military Censor ”’ and stamped them over °“ Passed by,”” and some one
wrote < Prohibited ”’ on it, and 1t was returned to Mr. Seabrook. He immediately wrote to the
four Postmasters and also the Censors in the four chief centres, to ask whether 74e Menace was pro-
hibited, and he got the reply back in cach case it was not so; and he thereupon wrote to the Post-
master-General, and in reply the Postmaster-General wrote admitting that a breach of law had
taken place, promising it would not ceccur again, and assuring Mr. Seabrook that the official
who had irregularly written that word ‘‘ Prohibited ”” and sent it back was not a Roman Catholic.
Now, these facts are mentioned in order to throw light on the first of the three charges. Now
1 come to that charge. Box 912 was taken in the early part of 1916 by the Loyal Orange Lodge,
and it was used by a Committee of Vigilance consisting of men who had become alarmed by what
they considered the dangerous ¢1ct1v1t1es ot the Roman Catholic Church in New Zealand. This
committee published a pamphlet entitled ‘‘ Rowme's Hideous Guilt in the European Carnage”
lcopy handed in]. Your Worship will see it purports to be, and is, a reprint from the Church-
man’s Magazine, which had been allowed to circulate in England without any censorship or any
difficulty whatever. The only difference is a small local reference to a local politician here, which
is really very harmless, and, at any rate, not an attack on the Roman Catholic Church. Now,
that pamphlet has no connection whatever with anilitary matters, and it contains no statement
whatever, 1 submit, which any man is not entitled to make in conformity with the right which
still exists in this country of free speech. The right of free speech, I take if, has merely been
cut down in certain well-defined directions by regulations under the War Regulatlons Act, the
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necessity for which was dictated by the public danger. But, except as taken away by the War
Regulations Act for that express purpose, the rvight of free speech still remains, I submit, in this
Dominion, and before this Commission it is Mtenuarded by statute—unless, indeed, that statute
has been undermined by some secret power of the Imperial Government, as it has becn suggested
1lw express provisions of the Post and Telegraph Act had been. As soon as the distribution of

that pamphlet started, the police, in the person of a Superintendent and two constables, raided
the offices of the publishers, seized copies of the pamphlet, and insisted upon the publishers dis-
closing the names of the persons orvdering the publication. Now, it would be very interesting
to know by what authority the police acted. I understand they acted by soine regulation under
the War Regulations Act, but I know of no authority for their doing that. The matter had no
connection with the war. Auy person has the right to criticize the political acts of any person
or any Church, and that is all that paumphlet does.  But in spite of that, tremendous pressure
was brought to bear on the Government to prosccute the authors and publishers of that pamphlet.
The Catholie Federation—-which, by the way, is one and the same Catholic Federation which exists
all over America, linked up with (he Catholic Federations all over the world, because the Church
of Rome is universal—the Catholic Federation all over New Zealand began to pass resolutions
and send them to the Government endeavouring to bring pressure to bear to prosecute the pub-
lishers,  The Hon. Mr. Herdman, the Attorney-General, who in his public acts has always shown
a happy mixture of firmnness, moderation, and sound good sense. absolutely refused to prosecute,
and he told the authors of this pamphlet in so many words they had a perfect right to issue that
pamphlet, and that by so deing they had not infringed any war regulation or any law whatever.
That was in the mrly part of “this year, 1917, Orders for that pamphlet began to come to the
authors’” address, to bex 912, Orvders were continually being sent in. From the time, however,
that the Attorney-General refused to prosecute the authors a military censorship was established
over that box. From that time on, although the Government had officially decided through the
Attornev-General that there was no ground whatever for prosecution, and that the persons respon-
sible for that pamphlet had a perfect legal right to publish it abroad, the Post Office, ov the Military
Censor—1I do not care one jot which, because in either case it was equally unjust and oppressive
—started to intercept orders for that pamphlet, and those orders, some of them have not been
delivered to this day-—one or two, I understand, actually with money-orders in them. Now, the
association which 1 represent, which is composed entirely of loyal citizens, want to know by what
right and by whose orders they are treated as disloyal and pro-German, and their correspondence
held up, when they had the assurance of the Government they were doing no wrong and could
send that pamphlet out. It we cannot get to know that in this inquiry this result will inevitably
follow : the public will be so convinced there is something wrong about this matter that agitation
will never cease until it gets to the bottom of this matter, and somehow or somewhere the public
will find out the real reason; and T submit that that Government which will endeavour to shelter
itself behind what 1 say is the hollow excuse of State secrecy in a connection like this, so much
the worse for it. I submit it is absurd to suppose that the New Zealand Government could not
permit and compel the furnishing of this information if it chose. If not, this Dominion is not
self-governing.  If not, the Constitution Act is a sham and a farce, and Parliament has been
assuming functions it does not possess. Of course, the Government must have power over its own
Post Office and the censorship. Not only were orders for that pamphlet held up in the Post
Office, but other correspondence addressed to that box was also held up. When the Committee
of Vigilance which was using the box found that the letters were being intercepted they decided
to test the matter, and they thoreupon wrote four letters addressed to the Committee of Vigilance,
which were posted by Mr. Howard Elliott himself to box 912 on the 16th April last, none of them
dealing with any war subject at all. One of those letters was delivered and the other three held
up by the Post Ofﬁw or the Military Censor—we have never got them to this day. The three held
up all dealt with questions connected with the Roman Caﬂlo]lc Church, but not one of them dealt
in the slightest o1 remotest degree with military matters. Is it any wonder, I stibmit, that under
these circumstances and on these facts the committee should conclude that the military censorship
had Deen established over their correspondence in the interests of the Roman Catholic Church,
becanse that could be the only intevest in which the letters were held up? The letters dealt entirely
and only with the Roman Catholic Church—nothing to do with any other matter at all. The
matter does not rest there, however. T hope to be able to establish—not, indeed, by my witnesses,
but when the Post Office witnesses come into the business T hope to be able to establish to the
complete satisfaction of this Commission that in the month of March last a written order was placed
in the order-book lying in the General Post-office at Auckland to this effect : “ Literature distri-
buted by the Committes of Vigilance, Post-office box 912, is to be submitted to censorship. The
literature may probably be 1dent1hc<1 by a request on the cover to return letters, &e., if unclaimed,
to box 912, Auckland; or may bear the words ¢ Committee of Vigilance.” ”’ And to that order
some ouc in the office haq added a footnote, “ Please see that all correspondence posted at Auck-
land or detected in transit is submitted to the Postal Censor.”” Then, again, early in July the
Protestant Political Association resolved to have a meeting to inaugurate their association, and in
order to hold that meeting they advertised in the daily Press. The advertisements appeared in
the early part of July. After those advertisements appeared and had been made public further
instructions were given on the 6th July—written orders placed in the order-book in the General
Post-office—to hold back all correspondence for box 912. That is to say, that they must have
known in the Post-office that correspondence was going to flow to this box 912 to endeavour to
make the mecting a success by distributing tickets. The meeting was advertised to be held on the
11th July, and on the 6th July an order was placed in the book to hold back correspondence.
We want to know who placed those orders there and by whose authority it was done, and we
also want to know the motive behind the person who gave the original orders for it to be carried
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out. Then, if it was the Militury Censor, we shall never cease our agitation until we get a proper
al, then in some other way. But the Military Censor, or
whoever arrogates to himself the authority to hold up correspondence addressed to this box, is
not consistent in his actions, On Sunday night last four more letters exactly similar in tone
and subject to the three held up were posted addressed to box 912. They all came through. Now,
why? Have the orders been changed since because of the charges made?

Mr. Gray: T can safely say No.

Mr. Ostler: Very well. If it was vight to hold up the first it was also right to hold up the
sceond lot. I it was right to send on the second lot it must have been wrong to hold up the
first.  They are not cousistent. That is all we propose to say about the facts of the first charge.

I then go on to the facts of the sccond charge—that is to say, the charge of holding up the
correspondence of some forty-odd Nonconformist clergymen in this city, which prevented them
giving notice of the meeting from the pulpit on the 8th July. Some forty-odd letters were addressed
to Protestant clergymen in the city and suburbs, and were posted on Friday night, at about
11.20 p.m., at the Dominion Road post-office. They contained tickets for a public meeting to be
held on thc I'1th July, and a request to the addressees to notify their congregations from the pulpit.
They were posted on the Friday night in order to ensure that they should reach their destinations
before the Sunday. We have most of the envelopes which were posted, and they all bear the
post-mark of the General Post-office at Auckland, and the time 5 a.m., Tth July, which was Satur-
day, thus showing that thev all reached the General Post-office and were forwarded in time for
delivery on Saturday moruing. In ordinary course of post those letters should have all been delivered
on Saturday morning in time for Sunday. Thev were properly stamped, 14d. each; they were
properly scaled; they were ordinary-looking letters. None of them were held up as being over-
weight.  They all hore on the outside a superscription, **If Janclaimed within seven days please
veturn to box 912, Auckland.” Now, sir, I think there wére forty-three, or forty-four to be
exact. Only one was delivered on Satmdd\ morning out of the lot, although they all reached
the Post-office, as shown by the post-mark, in ample time for delivery. Two were never delivered
at all; the ministers concerned have not got them to this day. All the others were delivered after
Sunday, too late for the main purpose for which they were posted—some on Monday, some even
as late as Tuesday. In addition, all the envelopes we have bear a piece of stamp paper on the
back [specimen handed in]. It was certainly not there when they were posted; it seems to show
they have been opened or tampered with in course of post.

Mr. Giray : You have not submitted any of these to the Postmaster, have you?

Mr. Ostler: I do not know just now; I will find out for you. I would just say that not one
of these envelopes which we possess bears the mark ¢ Passed by the Military Censor,”” or is marked
at all to show it has been subject to censorship or passed through his hands. So that, in addition
to the order that we know of—that we hope to be able to prove—which was put in the order-bock,
indeed, the very day that these were posted—to hold up the correspondence—if it was done by
the Mlhtary Censor, he not only did it but he omitted to show he had done it. That is to say,
the Military Censor apparently has power to hold up correspondence, open it, not to make any
mark on it, but to pass it on, for any reason he likes. Now, I undelstand indeed, that the
facts T have stated are not denied by my friend. Could you ]1e1p me, Mr. Gmy, at this stage
by saying whether you will deny the fact that they were held back in the Post-office !

Mr. Gray: T will not deny that the letters which came into the Post-office on Friday night or
Saturday morning were, pursuant to instructions already referred to here, handed to the Censor.
What he did with them I cannot say.

Mr. Ostler : Probably that admission of my friend will save the calling of fifty witnesses.

His Worship: 1 am glad to hear it.

Mr. Ostler: So am 1. If my friend is prepared to admit the fact that these letters reached
the General Post-office by 5 o’clock on Saturday morning and yet were not delivered until, some
on Monday, some on Tuesday-——

My, Gray: 1 quite admit that.

Mr. Ostler : If tlese facts are admitted or proved—I do not care which—what inference could
possibly have been drawn by any fair-minded man who knew the facts, and who knew at that
time nothing of what was happening inside the Post-office, except the inference drawn by the
Rev. Howard Elliott, that the letters were improperly detained and tampered with in the course
of post? And unless the Censor is able to give a pretty good explanation why he interfered or
tampered with letters not dealing with the war at all, it is the inference which will be drawn far
and wide by the public.

I now come to charge No. 3 (No. 1 in the letter to the Prime Minister), which I propose
to deal with last, There were 2,000-0dd envelopes posted by the association which T repre-
sent, some on Monday, 2nd July, and some on Wednesday, 4th July, all at the Dominion Road
post-office.  ISach envelope contained a printed circular, and also a card of application for tickets
[copies put in]. They were all in the same-sized envelopes and the same quality envelope;
some, however, were blue, some white, the reason being that they ordered two or three
thousand from the stationer and he was not able to supply them all of white, and he
had to give a thousand in blue. The circulars were all the same size; they were all folded
in the same way, and when folded they fitted the envelopes tightly, as you will see by that
example—that is to say, so tightly that it would be practically impossible for them to fall out
accidentally.  The flaps of the envelopes were not gummed down, but they were turned inside the
envelopes and overlapped the circular and the card inside. All were stamped as that sample
hefore your Worship is stamped, with one-penny stamps. The stamping was done last, after
the envclopcs were filled, and the minds of the persons who stamped them were specially dlrected
‘o seeing that the envelopes werc filled first. I can show that none of those envelopes were posted
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unfilled : that is shown by the fact, quite apart from our evidence, that by the Post Office Regu-
lations, as I understand, if an empty envelope is posted it is the duty of the sorter—who, as your
Worship knows, becomes extremely expert at his work—to mark it with the words ‘‘ Received, no
contents,’”’ to initial it, and to get it initialled by another Post officer. So far as I know this
was not done in a single instance in the whole two thousand, thus showing that when they went
through the sarter’s hands they were filled. Now, we are able to prove that a number of them
were delivered empty—how many of them we naturally arve not in a position to prove. We can
prove sufficient, however, to show that something was wrong, and amply sufficient to justify the
charges made.  Two witnesses never received their envelopes at all; nine received theirs empty.
n two instances two postmen on different rounds stated to two respective witnesses, whom we will
produce, that a number had been delivered emptv on their respective rounds. In one of the
nine cases a daughter of the addressee went to the post-office and asked for an explanation; the
answer she got was that they did not know how it occurred, but they instructed her to post it
back in an envelope to box 912, 8he did this, enclosing a note. We never got that letter—that
letter has never been received. In one of the nine cases the addressee went to the post-office to
inquire the meaning, and the officer at the post-office took the envelope, wrote on it ‘‘ Received,
no contents,”” and handed it back—quite an unlawful act, quite wrong: how could that officer
know that it was received without the contents ?

Mr. Qray: Was the Chief Postmaster informed of that?

Mr. Ostler : 1 do not know.

Mr. Gray: We are beginning now, sir, to get particulars of these delinquencies.

Mr. Ostler: Another went to Devonport. He was informed they could not understand it,
but they had a lot of that sort there. In one of the cases the Rev. Howard Elliott filled the
envelope, remarking on the name of the addressee. In addition, there werc a number of tickets
posted on the 10th July for the meeting on the 11th July. In one case we can show the ticket
was not delivered; in one case it was delivered on the 12th—too late for the meeting. And I
can also show that persons posted letters applying for seats which were never delivered—two,
perhaps three, cases. Now, what is the explanation of this state of things? I would be the first
to admit that if this charge stood by itself, without anything else, it is just possible it could be
explained by carvelessness and laxity on the part of some one in the post-office, and had not been
due to design-—although, seeing the amount of laxity, it is difficult to believe that; but in view
of the other charges T am satisfied that my clients arve entitled to assume it was rather the result
of design than mere negligence. 1 do not know whether I am right in this; T am going to ask
whether T can get the information. We know that the number of Catholics in New Zealand is
about one-seventh, or 14 per cent., of the whole population. I know Archbishop Brodie at Christ-
church, speaking hefore you, stated there were about 150,000 Catholics in New Zealand. If
that is so, it ig really one-eighth of the total population; but we will give them credit for the
larger number, about one-seventh, or 14 per cent. I understand it to be so, and I am going to
ask the Post Office to furnish a return that the proportion of Catholics in the Post-office at Auck-
land is at least double that, or 33 per cent. .

His Worship : Do they keep a record of the religions of officers? I do not think so.

Mr. Gray: Certainly not. Mr. Morris is here, and will tell you he keeps no record.

His Worship: T should think not. 1 have several clerks, and I should not think of asking
the religion of any one of them.

Mr. Ostler: T understand a return has been moved for in Parliament to be laid on the table
of the House : whether that is to be complied with I do not know.

Mr. Gray: Not as far as the Post Office is concerned. They have no means of furnishing it.

My, Ostler : On the 6th July, just when these letters were going through the Post-office, express
orders were given in the order-book to prevent them.

Mr. Gray: T have not admitted that express orders were given then. I am not familiar with
that. There was, as | said the other day, a general instruction.

My. Ostler : Fach bore that stamp ‘‘ Return to box 912.”" In view of these facts, and the
way in which the committee was previously treated, what other conclusion could any fair-minded
man come to but that there was something wrong and something done by design in stopping
their correspondence going through? What has made my clients so especially bitter and deter-
mined to go to any length to get the true facts is the fact that day by day—or, at any rate, week
by week—tley see matter going through the post, from the Catholic Church, of most disloyal and
seditious utterances which no attempt is being made in the Post Office to suppress as far as I
know—at any rate, no attempt to prosecute. Only the other day attention was drawn in Parlia-
ment to a most disloyal utterance of the Bishop of Limerick.

Mr. Gray: The Post Office exercises no censorship.

Mr. Ostler - Heve is the fact: theyv stopped the letters of the Protestant Association, and they
allow the letters and printed matter of Catholics to go through, notwithstanding that they contain
disloyal utterances, which, if they had been made by any one not of that religion, would, I
submit, entitle the makers to at least twelve months’ imprisonment under the Attorney-General’s
famous War Regulations. There are many men here in Auckland who have obtained twelve months’
imprisonment for making far less disloyal utterances than many in the Catholic Press the last
month T could point to. I know oune the other day in the Catholic Press (Tablet), a statement by
Archbishop Mannix against conseription : ‘‘ He has been denounced, too, and in very unmeasured
terms, because he had the audacity and temerity to state that murder was murder, which is
the same if it was committed in Dublin or in Belgium. The Press of Melbourne had rung out
in words of condemmnation, and they had not heard the end of it yet. But murder was murder, no
matter where it was committed, and they could not blot out the bloody stain by simply covering
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it with the Union Jack.” We want to know why our letters are censored when that sort of thing
is allowed to go through the Press of New Zealand without the slightest attempt being made to
either censor or prosecute, and I think the public will admit we are entitled to attempt to get an
answer. Week by week this sort of thing is coming from that Press. Time does not permit, and
I will pass on. I want to find out this—I do not know whether it is so or not, but I believe it to
be a fact that the Catholic Federation, which is the political body in defence of Catholicism in
New Zealand, and is exactly on a par with this body and entitled to be treated the same—so far
as | am aware not the slightest attempt has been made to censor its correspondence, and letters
addressed to its box, which I believe is box 453, are allowed to come and go without being opened
at all. If that is so I submit it will be extremely difficult to get the public to believe that the
treatment of the Political Association is not due to the sinister and underground political influence
of the Church of Rome. Tt has been stated by my friend Mr. Gray that the Censor is an officer
appointed and under the control of the Imperial Government, and that the Government of New
Zealand has no control over him. With very great respect to my learned friend T submit that
such a statement is absurd.

Mr. Gray: I submit for your Worship this is not within the scope of the order of reference,
and that my learned friend has no power to go into matters connected with the authority or power
of the Censor.

His Worship: He has the right to ask the questions, and they can be refused. He makes a
statement which he submits can be supported by evidence.

Mr. Gray: But he cannot, and your Worship should not allow the questions to be put.

His Worship: To what particular matter do you refer?

Mr. Gray: My friend is disputing a statement imputed to me—that the New Zealand Govern-
ment has no control over the censorship.

Mr. Ostler: This is not a matter of evidence at all; this is a matter of legal argument.
I am not calling any evidence at all; I am just stating a few reflections of logic and law—why
it is claimed the Censor is a New Zealand offiter and under the control of the New Zealand Govern-
ment, and subject to its directions.

His Worsh#p: 1 will not stop you.

Mr. Ostler: By the Constitution Act the sole power of legislation and administration was
vested in the New Zealand Parliament, and in matters of purely local concern the Imperial
Government has no voice whatever. Now, the Post Office, at any rate so far as regards its inland
services—and this complaint deals entirely with the inland service—is entirely a matter. of local
concern; and no Post Office Bill has ever been so much as reserved for the consent of His Majesty
in Council. - It has always been recognized from the date of the Constitution Act that the New
Zealand Government has power over the New Zealand Post Office. If the Imperial Government
has power, will my learned friend point out to me any document or authority by which that power
Is reserved? I submit there is no such document in existence. Now, consideration of this point
will show that that cannot be so. If the Imperial Government has retained the power to appoint
Censors for correspondence in time of war it would also have reserved the power to censor telegrams.
Telegrams are more important: a fortiors it would control the telegraphs; yet we find from
section 2 of the Post and Telegraph Amendment Act, 1910, the power to appoint censors of tele-
grams is assumed by the New Zealand Parliament. Under that section the Governor in Council
has power to make regulations imposing a censorship of telegrams; indeed, that power was exer-
cised by the Governor in Council only the day before war was declared, and on the 3rd August,
1914, an Order in Council was passed empowering the Minister of Defence to appoint Censors
of telegrams: New Zealand Gazette, 1914, Volumec 2, page 3036. All appointments of Censors
of telegrams are set out in the Gazette under those regulations. I submit it is only by a pure
oversight on the part of the Government that no legal power has been given by Parliament to
appoint Censors of letters in New Zealand. Constitutional Government still prevails in this
country; the Post Office Act is still in force. The opening of letters in our Post Office in the
course of post, in view of the express provisions of the Post and Telegraph Act, is an absolutely
illegal act in view of the state of the law—contrary to the express provisions of the statute—
that is, the Post Office Act, which is not modified in any way by any subsequent statute or war
regulations. I am not going to quarrel with the Censor so long as he exercises his power for
the good of the Empire, and not for the good of any section, or Church, or interest. In times of
danger to the State the Government is entitled, and so long as he performs his duty in the interests
of the State, then T am not disposed to say a word about it; but I submit that as a matter of
strict law in New Zealand the Censor is at the present time acting absolutely illegally, and if one
went to the Supreme Court the Supreme Court would be ready to issue an injunction, and would
sav to the Government, ‘‘ If you want to censor letters, pass an Act.”” If any one went to the
Supreme Court the Government would immediately pass a law which would have that effect.
No one wants to do that; all we want is to make absolutely sure that the Military Censor acts
in accordance with his duties and interferes in no way with the rights of the public, except in
connection with the war; but the Military Censor, I submit, is irregularly appointed. But he
is clearly under the control of the New Zealand Government, and, if it liked, that Government
could dispense with his services to-morrow. He is obliged to carry out the instructions of the
Government; if not, a most dangerous state of things éxists—a dictator is put in our Post Office
subject to no control whatever, and he can do what he likes, and he can say, ‘ This is a matter
of public interest, a State seoret,”” and no one can touch him. He might, for instance, be a
member of one political party and use his position to the detriment of the other. He might be
a Catholic, and further the interests of his Church rather than those of the Empire. In a
constitutional country it is ridiculous to suppose that one not elected by the people in any way
should have the power, behind the backs of the people and against all written law, to say, T can
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open any letter in the Post Office and you cannot ask me the reason, because there is a war on.
I submit the very statement shows it cannot hold water. No doubt it will be true to say that
the appointment was requested by the Imperial Government. We know that before the war
commenced there was a body in England known as the Imperial Council of Defence, whose duty
it was to provide for the means of defence of the Empire, and to see that if war broke out all
parts of the Kmpire should be as ready as possible;. and no doubt that body would, in concert
with the various parts of the limpire—the various self-governing colonies—have contrived a set
of instructions for the taking of all war measures deemed necessary, and no doubt the censorship
included. But if such instructions as those were in existence I will undertake to say that the
lustructions must have been for the Minister of Defence or our Government to control the Censor.
I think I have said all I can say just at this moment on that point. I will now proceed to call
my cvidence. [ have forty-three clergymen here to give evidence that their letters were not
delivered.

Mr. Gray: 1 have already admitted that the letters posted on the Friday night and received
al the Post-office on Saturday morning were handed to the Censor.

His Worship: Therefore, presumably, were not delivered. We must take that as an admis-
ston, I think, Mr. Ostler.

Mr. Ostler : Will my friend admit that some were not delivered until Monday, some not until
T'uesday ?

Mr. Gray.: All we know is that the letters were released by the Censor on Monday.

Mr. Ostler: A good many were not delivered until Tuesday.

Mr, Gray : These letters, so far as we know, went out on Monday afternoon.

Mr. Ostler: 1 propose to call one or two, at any rate, to show that they did not get their
letters until Tuesday.

Rev. CuARLes HEWLINGS GARLAND examined.

1! Mr. Ostler.] What is your full name, Mr. Garland —Charles Hewlings Garland.
2. You are a Wesleyan Minister —A Methodist Minister.

3. Residing where?—Remuera, Auckland.

4. Did you get a letter addressed to you from the Protestant Political Association, asking you
tu notify the holding of a meeting from your pulpit on Sunday, the 7th July I—1I did.

5. Can you give us the date on which you received it ¢——

6. Mr. Gray.] Have you got the letter here ¢——

7. Mr. Ostler.] Do you know whether your envelope was preserved %—No; I did not pre-
serve it.

8. Can you tell me the date on which you got it %—Of course, I can only speak from memory
now, but when I spoke in the City Town Hall I was then speaking from a fresher memory than
1 have now, and there 1 stated what I still believe is correct—I received it on Tuesday morning.

9. That is, the Tuesday before the meeting —Yes. It was for a pulpit announcement to my
congregation. It was no use keeping it; I threw my letter away.

10. Mr. Gray.] You saw from the contents of the letter that the import was the request to
you to make the announcement from the pu1p1t when did you receive it —Trusting my memory,
1 can only say it reached me Tuesday morning.

11, How are your letvters usually delivn,red ?—We have two deliveries—-—morning and evening.
12. Y

13. What time is the afternoon dehvely made at your house —Between 2 and 3 o’clock.

14. And the morning delivery i—Between 9 and 10 o’clock.

15. Were you away at all on the Monday afternoon $—1I could not say.

16. Is there any possibility of the letter having been left at your house on the Monday after-
noon duung your absence, and not brought to your notice till Tuesday morning #—Well, I sup-
pose there is a possibility, but it would be extremely improbable.

17. You see, Mr. Garland, you recognize the difficulty of the Post Office, as you are not able
to produce the letter and show the postmark upon it. You made no complaint to the Post Office
about the late delivery of your letter ¢—No.

18. Was there anything special about the condition of the envelope —Nothing that I can
recall.

19. Are your letters delivered by letter-carrier at your house?—They are put into a box near
the gate.

20. They are put into o box near the gate: how far is the box from the house }—About a chain.

2]1. Whose duty is it to clear the box 7—No one’s duty.

22. Any one connected with the house{—Yes.

23. Then there is no one who does it regularly #—No.

24. Are you quite certain that that box was cleared late on Monday afternoon?—I could not
be certain now.

Rev. REUBEN BaiLEY examined.
Mr. Ostler.] Your full name, Mr. Bailey &—Reuben Bailey.
What is your denomination —Baptist.
Living where{—In Richmond, Grey Lynn.
Did you get that envelope, Mr. Bailey #—VYes.
Can you tell us when you got it —Tuesday morning, the 10th July.
There is a note there: is that your writing —Yes, that is my writing.
Did you put it there at the time?—Yes, I put it there on Wednesday morning.

A
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T'o Hvs Worship: When that left our hands there was not a bit of stamp paper on it. Kvery
one of them bears that now. That must have been done by the Censor.

8. When you received the envelope did it have that piece of stamp paper gummed on it?—
Yes, sir.

9. What was in it when vou veceived it #—When I received it there were two reserved tickets
and two platform tickets.

10. That is four tickets altogether ?—Four tickets altogether.

11. Did it contain a request to you to notify your congregation on Sunday?—VYes, a request
to announce on Sunday the public meeting.

12. Mr. G’m?/] How many deliveries are there to your house, Mr. Bailey ¢—Two—one in the
morning and one in the afternoon.

13. Does the letter-carrier bring the letters to the door —Yes, to our hand.

14. Do you recollect the veceipt of this letter ¢—I do not. It arrived Tuesday morning. I
did not personally see it. 1 suppose my wife received it.

15. Can you recollect where vou got it from? Was it put on your mantel shelf or table?—
It would probably have been put on my study table.

6. No possibility of it having been put there the day before I—There was no possibility.

17. You yourself made uo complaint to the Chief Postmaster 3—I made no complaint.
18. You never produced that envelope to the postman to ascertain the reason for the delay?!
—No.

Mr. Ostler : Would you mind asking the reason !

Mr. Gray objected.

Witness: 1 would like to say in fairness I would have complained, but being at the Wednesday
meeting I heard the general complaint.

Rev. ALExaANDER ANDREW MURRAY examined.

L. Mr. Ostler.] What is your full name, Mr. Murray {—Alexander Andrew Murray.

2, 1 understand you are a Presbyterian clergyman {—Yes.

3. Residing where—1 Wynyard Street.

4. Did you get a letter from the Protestant Political Association asking you to make a pulpit
announcement for the meeting i—1 did.

5. Can you tell us on what date you got the letter -—On Tuesday evening. I was out of
town Monday and Tuesday. My wife and I were at Hamilton, and 1 returned on the Tuesday
evening. On my return the letters were waiting me on wy hall-stand. 1 asked the maid who
received the letters when the thick letter arrived. She said ‘“ on Tuesday.”

Mr. Gray objected.

Mr. Ostler : You surely do not bind us down to strict evidence ?

Mr. Gray: I do.

Mr. Ostler: Well, we will call the maid if you like.

Mr. Gray : Certainly.

6. Mr. Ostler.| From the inquiries you made what did you discover as to the date on which
it arrived $—m—o

Mr. Gray: 1 understand this gentleman did not receive it.

His Worship: He had better not go any further. Have vou got any more direct evidence!?
Are you discriminating? .

Mr. Ostler: 1 am only calling those who did not receive their letters until Tuesday. It is
not very important whether they got them on Monday or Tuesday. I understand that my friend
admits that, with the exception of those gentlemen, all the rest got them on Monday.

Mr. Gray: How many?

Mr. Ostler: 1 do not know. 1 could find out and show you their letters and agree on an
admission.

HenrY SYDNEY BiLBY examined.

Mr. Ostler.] What is your full name?—Henry Sydney Bilby.
Your occupation —Secretary, Protestant Political Association. AN
Your address #—100 Balmoral Road at the present time.
Did you post any letters on the 6th July last addressed to Nonconformist clergymen #—VYes.
. In connection with this meeting {—Yes,
Is that a list of the clergymen to whom letters were addressed 1—7Yes, that is so.

Mr. Gray.: The notes in pencil have been made by Mr. Williamson, Chief Postmaster, but are
not of any importance.
7. Mr. Ostler.] Are you certain you posted letters to cvery one on that list %—Oh, yes, quite
certain.

8. Where did you post them !—Dominion Road post-office.

9. At what time 7—At about 11.20, I should say: before the collection of the mail.

10. 11.20 p.m., I suppose —VYes.

11. When you posted them did any of them contain any stamp paper stuck on the back I—
No, nothing of that—just plain sealed envelopes.

12. You see that bit of stamp paper: are you quite sure that was not done ?—No, just sealed
in the ordinary way—no stamp paper on.

Mr. Ostler (to His Worship): I suppose, sir, it would be more convenient to take the evidence
on the other charges and finish with each witness rather than bring him back again.

His Worship: Oh, certainly.
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13. Mr. Ostler.] With regard to the charge about the envelopes that were posted empty,
Mr. Bilby: did you have anything to do w1th the posting of the envelopes containing those
circulars —1 posted those with Mr. Keyworth.

14. You and Mr. Keyworth posted those —Yes.

15. When were the} posted 7—Some were posted on the Monday night and some on the
Wednesday night. It is a long time ago.

16. Some on Monday night and some on Wednesday night—previous to when %—Previous
to the meeting

17. That would be on the 2nd and the 4th July %—Yes, quite so.

18. Can you say of your own knowledge whether all the envelopes that were posted were
filled with the circular und the card $—Yes.

19. They were all filled before you stamped them i—We stamped them before they were posted.

20. You stamped them last ?—7VYes.

21. Did you take part in the stamping I—VYes.

22. How do you know that you did not stamp any empty envelopes ?—Because you know
the difference immediately you stamp an empty envelope and a full one. There is a card in, and
you can feel the imprint of the card as you push the stamp down.

23. Was your mind specially directed to the point as to whether they were filled when you
were stamping them ?—Yes; the box had been filled with full envelopes and put aside for them
to be stamped.

24. Did you actually put the stamps on some of them yourself ¢—7Yes.

25. Who else besides you put the stamps on %—Mr. Keyworth.,

26. No one elye%—No, no one else. ’

27. Can you say that as far as the euvelopes which you stamped were concerned none of them
were empty 3—No, none of them were empty—all full.

28. Were there others present in the room when you were stamping the envelopes besides
you and Mr. Keyworth —7Yes, in another part of the room.

29. Where was Mr. Illiott : was he there %—He was sitting at the other table.

30. He was present in the room but sitting at another table —VYes.

31. Did you tell us at which post-office you posted these circulars ?—Yes, Dominion Road.

32. About how many did you post I—Altogether, somewhere about two thousand five hundred.

33. That is to say, in the two postings—VYes. ’

©34. In your position as secretary did you get any complaints of non-delivery !—Yes, we had
several complaints.

35, You had several complaints of non-delivery: were any of them from people you knew you
had sent a letter to%—VYes.

36. Did you get any other complaints besides the fact that some were not delivered i—In
what way?

37. You sent these letters out with circulars and cards in: did you get any complaint from
any one about them afterwards$-—Yes, the complaints that they had been delivered empty.

38. Mr. Gray.| Did you keep a list of persons to whomn these circulars were sent#—We had
lists handed in by various people interested in the movement desiring letters to be sent to these
people.

39. Desiring you to send letters to these people; but did you keep a list—No, we did not
compile a list.

40. How was the original list made up —There was

41. You have 1o list now showing the persons to whom the circulars were sent ¢—No, we have
no list.

42. Who addressed the envelopes ?—Various people of the committee.

43. How many —Different times, about five or six people—coming in at different times.

44. Five or six people at different times addressed the envelopes i—VYes.

45. Were the addresses taken from the Post Office Directory—anything of that sort?——The
addresses were given by the people who gave the lists.

46. You took no steps to ascertain that they were correct addresses ?—The people who handed
in the lists were their own friends, and naturally they would know their addresses.

Mr. Ostler: 1 understand as a matter of fact we have all those names.

47. Mr. Gray.] Would you be surprised, Mr. Bilby, to hear that in some cases letters were not
delivered for such reasons as these: ‘“ Not known by letter-carrier ’’; ‘“ No such person in Beach
Road ”’; *“ Not known by letter-carrier *’; ‘ Not found ’”; ‘“ Not found ”’; ‘‘ Gone, no address’’;
“T. G. Bennett’” endorsed ‘‘ Not for F. Bennett, to whom it was tendered’’: would you be
surprised +—No, 1 am not surprised; I received them back from the post.

48. Then it is a fact that a number of these letters posted by you were returned to you by
the Post-office with endorsements such as I have mentioned 7—VYes.

49. Take another case just as an instance: I think this letter was one of those which were’
included in your posting 9—Yes, that is one of them.

50. You know the writing ?—Yes. ,

51. Who wrote that—Mr. Keyworth %—VYes, I should say so, from the writing.

52. It is addressed very plainly ““ My. J. Garley, Mt. Albert Road, Mt. Albert, Auckland.”
It was returned to you from the Post-office with some memorandum on the back, “ Not for J. Gailey,
Mt. Albert Rd.”

Mr. Ostler : Why do you say it was returned to us: you appear to have it yet?

53. Mr. Gray.] Do you know Mr. J. Gailey, Mount Albert Road ?—DNo.

54. Would you be surprised that Mr. Joseph Gailey made a complaint that he did not receive
this letter -—One of the Post-office officials told me.
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55. Do you not know that a letter was intended to have been sent to Mr. J. Gailey —No, [
do not know. I did not go through all the two thousand addresses.

56. Do you know either of the persons?—No.

57. Do you not know enough about it now to know that the name was intended for ‘‘ Mr. J.
Gailey, Mount Albert Road > 7—No.

58. Were you and Mr. Keyworth the only persons who stamped the letters —Yes.

59. How long were you doing them 9—Several evenings.

60. When did you begin the process 9——We started on Monday night.

61. Monday, the 2nd %—Yes.

62. You were stamping, I suppose, on Tuesday night and Wednesday night ¢—It was done in
batches, and we would keep on until we finished, and then, of course, the batch was posted.

63. After you stamped the envelopes what did you do with them —We carried them in a box
and posted them at the Dominion Road post-office.

64. And they were not examined by any one else 3—We were checking other people’s work.

.656. How many of the two thousand five hundred were posted on the Monday and how many °
on the Wednesday ¢—One thousand two hundred the first time, and the balance afterwards

66. Can you tell us how long it took to put the stamps on r!—No

67. Did you lick them%—Yes, I cannot say how long.

68. You told Mr. Ostler you could easily see if the envelopes were empty Some of the
euvelopes were thicker than that 9—No, not thicker; | think he made that clear.

69. Were all blue envelopes —Yes.

70. You have not told me yet how long it took to put the stamps on —We kept no time.

71. Have you any idea$—We were all the evening.

72. I should think so: and glad to have finished 9—Yes, we were glad to get them out.

73. Now, I suggest that the paper of the envelopes is pretty thick, and the paper of the circular
1s thin. Do you still say you were certain to know whether the contents were in%—I am certain
every envelope I stamped was filled. Had they not been filled the flaps would have been open.

74. Did any young ladies help to fill these envelopes +—7VYes.

75. Would it not have been possible that some of them omitted to put the contents in{—We
could have told by the thickness.

Eric Louts KEYWoORTH examined.
Mr. Ostler.] What is your full nawme, Mr. Keyworth ¢—Eric Louis Keyworth.
Your occupation {—Grocer’s assistant.
You live wheve %—100 Balmoral Road.
I understand you helped Mr. Bilby to stamp these 2,000-0dd envelopes {—1I did.
Did any one else have any hand in the stamping besides you and Mr. Bilby %—No.
So far as the envelopes which were stainped by you are concerned, is it likely that you
stamped any empty envelopes?—No.

7. Why do you say that, Mr. Keyworth?—Because there was great precaution taken that
each envelope should contain its card and its pamphlet.

Was your mind specially directed to discovering whether the things were full when you
put the stamps on ¢-—You could tell by the feel of them.

9. Are you pretty confident, then, that all you stamped were filled 9—VYes.

10. Were you present at the posting I—I was.

11. At Dominion Road ?—At the Dominion Road post-office.

12. Did you help Mr. Bilby with the letters which were sent to the Nonconformist clergymen ?
—1 did.

13. On what date were they posted, and where1—At the Dominion Road post-office, at 11.15
or 11.20 p.m.

14. Did you or Mr. Bilby put on any stainp paper on the back of the envelopes %—No.

15. Those addressed to Protestant clergymen?—No; we put on the three-halfpenny stamp
and sealed them ordinarily.

" 16. Now, going back to the 2,000-odd envelopes: were special pr ecautions taken to see
that they were p1 operly closed I———They were turned in.

17. Thaf is-a list of the cler gymen : were letters sent to all those men on that list —VYes.

, yes.

19. Mr. Gray.] Can you tell me how long you and Mr. Bilby took to stamp these circular
envelopes —The greatest part of Monday evening was spent in stamping them.

20. What does that mean—ifrom about 7 to 10 9—VYes.

21. And Wednesday evening 9—Yes.

22, About the same{—-Yes.

, 23. You did not post them until twenty minutes past 11: did you finish them just before
that %—On Wednesday evening it was a rush. We had to get the table cleared up.

24. What time did you take 1—We started right after our dinner. A

25. It took you'about four or five hours —Yes; I was stamping all the time.

26. It was a rush, you say, to get things cleared up and the letters posted in time: do you
suggest that you took any sort of steps to see that every envelope had something in it?—Yes; every
person who was handling the envelopes——

27. Exactly. Only two of you were stamping {—VYes; in the stamping process we could tell
by handling.

28. Does your occupation tend to make your fingers sensitive &—They are as sensitive as most,
1 suppose.
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29. You had nothing to do with the addressing of the envelopes, 1 suppose?—I did a little.

30. When you came o stamp the letters, were all ready for you, addressed by other people—
addressed and filled %—Yes.

31. And you had nothing to do with checking the addresses or checking the contentsf—As I
stamped 1 looked over each address carefully and to put the stamp on.

32. And you were satisfied that the address was correct —VYes.

33. Now tell His Worship how many envelopes you handled in those two nights: would it
he about a half of the whole of the letters i—I did the biggest part of them.

34 Over 1,250 %—Yes.

35. You cxamlned over 1,250, and you suy that each envelope as vou handled it vou examined
to see that the address was correct #—1I looked for three lines of address.

36. That was not what you said a moment ago?—Three lines of address is considered correct.

37. But you do not suggest that you looked to see that the name was correct and the address
correct—the right name of the street -—1 am not a speller myself. It was three lines of writing.

38. Name, street, city 1—7Yes.

39. You felt each envelope to see that there was something inside —7Yes.

40. And you licked and put on over 1,250 stamps: you must be a smart man?—I do not
see it.

41. Now, do you know that complaints have been made to your association that envelopes
wete received with nothing inside %—Yes.

42. Do you know in how many cases such complaints have been received #—1I do not know the
exact number. '

43. About?—I know there were several.

44. How many 9—7T should say, half a dozen or so.

45. And out of 2,500 there were only half a dozen: would you accept my assurance that it
has been reduced to nine? The names have been supplied by Mr. Ostler. You know there were
not more, do you not %—1I do not know the exact number at all.

46. You thought about half a dozen 1—Yes.

47. And of letters not delivered at all, two persons +—7Yes, that is correct.

48. Mr. Ostler.] T note on this list supplied to me of the reverend gentlemen there were
two names apparently left off —one the Rev. F. A. Thompson, and the Rev. G. A, Macdonald, of
Takapuna. Do you know whether vou sent a letter to the Rev. F. A. Thompson amongst other
letters -—No, I do not know myself.

49. Or the Rev. Macdonald, Takapuna 9—No, sir,

Henxry Sypyey Binsy recalled.

1. . Ostler.] Did you send a letter to the Rev. F. A. Thompson amongst those other letters’l
- -Yes, sir.
2. And one to the Rev. Macdonald, of Takapuna %—Yes.

Jony Lowr examined.

1. Mr. Ostler.] What is your full name, Mr. Lowe?—John Lowe.

2. And your occupation I—Draper.

3. And your address9—My business address. 25 Marine Square, Devonport.

4. Your postal address 9—10 Williamn Street, Devonport. I have two addresses.

Mr. Gray: He has two addresses.

b. Mr. Ostler.] Every one who has business in town has, T suppose. Did you get an envelope
like this letter —VYes.

6. When ?—TI could not tell you the date.

7. About when-—was it just before the time of the Protestant Association meeting I—Yes,
some days before.

8. Did it have anything in it, or was it empty —FEmpty.

9. What did you do when you got it?+—I went strmght down to the post-office to ask if they
could tell whom box 912 belonged to.

10. The post-office where I~Devonport.

11. To ask whether they could tell whom box 912 belonged to —Yes.

12, That was because of the notification ‘“ If unclaimed please return to box 912 ’’ ?.—Ves.

13. What was the reply #—Oh, they said, ‘° We have got a number of those here.’’

14. Mr. Gray.] Who?—The young lady at the counter, Miss Blandford.

16. Mr. Ostler.] She said, ‘‘ Oh, we have a number of those here’’ %—And she showed me what
they contained : she showed me one of the full ones.

16. Did you keep yvour envelope that was empty +—No, I did not.

17. What did vou do with it —Tore it up—destroyed it.

18. Mr. Gray.]| Do you recollect how the envelope was addressed 2—No, T could not be suve;
I think it was ‘‘ J. Lowe, 25 Marine Square, Devonport,”” as far as 1 can remember

19. Not *“ A. Lowe?’ 7-—No.

20. Was your envelope left at your shop #—1It was given into my own hand.

21. By the letter-carrier %-—Yes.

22. You do not keep a box ¢—No.

23. Did you make anv complaint bevond what vou have told us?—No.

24. You did not ask the Postmaster to inquire—No.
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Joun HeEwry HANNAN examined.

Ostler.] Your tull name, Mr. Hannan #—John Henry Hannan.
You are a draper }—Yes.
And you veside at Victoria Avenue, Remuera 9—Yes.
Did you receive an empty envelope—one of these envelopes with ‘“ If unclaimed within
stVel] days pleasc return to box 912 77 stamped on it %—1I could not say what was stamped on it.

I will show you the envelope : did you receive that envelope +—VYes.

6. When you received it did it have any contents —No.

7. What did you do with it f—I waited until the letter-carrier came round and handed it to
him, and asked him to ascertain what was in it.

8. What did you hear about it next —He brought it back with that written on it.

9. The words * Received without contents’” and some initials on it?—7Yes.

L0. Did he say anything about it +—He said he believed it contained a circular with regard
to this Protestant meeting.

L. Mr. Gray.| Do you know the nanc of the letter-carvier, Mv. Hannan ¢—His name, I think,
s Mr. Woods.

12. When yvou received it was the flap of the envelope turned in or out?—It was turned in,
I believe. :

13. This pencil note =—That was something in regard to a party who interviewed me.

14. It was in that state with the flap turned in?—Yes; 1 believe it was in that state when
[ received it.

5. The letter-carrier did not write -that memorandum, did he—I do not know who wrote it.

16. When did he bring it back %—He brought it back the day after, I think.

17. Mr. Ostler.| Did the letter-carrier tell you he had written that memorandum, “ Received;
no contents >’ —No, I do not think so.

NS

Hexry SyMons examined.
. Mr. Ostler.] What is vour tull name, Mr. Symons —Henry Symons.
. Not ““J. H.” #—No.
. Your occupation !—Retired ('ivil servant.
. And your addvess is Hillside Crescent, Mount Eden %—That is so.
5. Did you receive that envelope through the post ?—I did.
. Did it have any contents when vou received it I—No.
. What did you do when you received it %I retained it for the greater part of a week, I
thiuk, lying upon my blotting-pad on my desk at home, not having placed very much importance
upon it: expected to hear perhaps, later on, something regarding its contents. After about a
week I returned it.

8. To whom #—To box 912.

9. Did you know when you received that letter who were the people who had rented box 912
--Not at all. I did not know anything about the meeting until the morning after it had occurred.

10. Can you tell us the date on which you received it9—No, I cannot.
the Saturday, about nine days before the occurrence of the meeting.

Mr. Gray: It was posted on the 3rd.

11. Mr. Ostler.] Posted on the 2nd and received at the General Post-office on the morning
of the 3rd—that is, Tuesday. What was the position of the flap when you received it, did you
notice %—It was open—not tucked in.

Mr. Gray.| Are you sure of that, Mr. Symons?—I am sure of it. I took it from the
postmdn myself.

13. The letter-carrier delivered it to you %—VYes.

14. Did you draw his attention to the fact that the flap was out #—No; T received it amongst
other letters.
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I think it was on

BerTIE SMITHH examined.

Mr. Ostler.] What is vour full name, Mr. Smith - Bertie Smith.
And your occupation —Plumber.
And vour address —28 Crovdon Road, Mount Eden. ’
Did vou receive an envelope addressed to you similar to that —That is correct.
This is not his own. He has destroyed it. Was it empty —Empty.
Did you notice if it had “‘ Tf unclaimed please return to box 912 ’’ —That was on it.
Can you give us the date on which you received the letter 9—That I cannot remember.
Was it before the Protestant Defence Committee’s meeting 1—It was before.
About how long before —Well, as well as I can remember, about four or five days.
10. How was the flap—in or out?—Out; that was how it was when I found it.
inquired of the wife; she was the one who received it.
1. Where is your wife now !—At home.
12. T understand she is il1%—She is convalescent.
We were (rying to guess whose the handwriting was.
13. Was it empty when she received it ?
Mr. Gray: How should he know?
Mr. Ostler urged that the evidence should be accepted.
His Worship: That is not the point. The point is that it is bad secondary evidence,
Mr. Ostler. I must draw a line somewhere. 1T qulte agree with you I would not consider myself
bound by any strict rules of evidence, but I am not going to be bound by that sort of evidence.
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That was the reason I came in her place.
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4. His Worship (to witness).] What state of health is your wife in?—She has recently come
out of hospital after undergoing three opcrations. It is the excitement that is the drawback.
The help also witnessed the envelope being received empty.

15. Perhaps we could bring her #—1I think so.

16. Mr. Ostler.| Where were you when your wife received the envelope -1 was at business.

17. You were not at home —No, sir. ‘

18. What became of the envelope —My wife destroyed it.

19. What is the name of the help #—Miss Phillips.

20. Is she at home now —7VYes.

21. Could she be got this afiernoon, do you think: we could probably send a motor-car —Yes.

Mr. Gray: No queshom

Rev. Frepirick Awrrncr TroMpsoN examined.

L. Mr. Ostler.| What is your full Christian name, Mr. Thompson —Frederick Arthur Thomp-
son.

2. And your occupation !---Presbyterian Minister.

3. Where do you live%—76 Crummer Road, Grey Lynn.

4. Did you receive a letter from the Protestant Political Association asking you to notify
a public meeting from your pulpit on Sunday, the 8th July ¢—No.

5. You never received it #—No.

6. Mr. G(ray.] How are your letters ordinarily delivered to you —By the postman.

7. By the letter-carrier at your house I—VYes.

8. At the door +—Yes.

Rev. GEORGE ALEXANDER JOHNSTONE MACDONALD examined.

1. Mr. Ostler.| What is your full name, Mr. Macdonald %—George Alexander Johnstone
Macdonald.

2. Where is your postal address %—The Manse, Takapuna.

3. Did you receive a letter from the Protestant Political Association asking you to announce
a public meeting from the pulpit on Sunday, the 8th July #—No.

4. You have not received it at all at any time %-—No.

5. Mr. Gray.] Arc your letters usually delivered at your house, Mr. Macdonald —7Yes, as a
rule,

6. When are they delivered at any other place I—Occasionally at box 1032, but only letters
from other parts of the country—letters not dealing with Church matters.

7. How is the letter-carrier to know ?—If it was addressed to Takapuna it would come to me
at the Manse.

8. What letters would go to the box!—Personal letters from other districts—people I have
notified that I have a box.

9. Does the Protestant Political Association know you have a box—DNo, not so far as I know.

Tromas RoBrerT MACKRELL examined.

Mr. Ostler.] What is your full name, Mr. Mackrell —Thomas Robert Mackrell.

And vour occupation 9—1I am caretaker of the Bradford Building.

. That is Smith and Caughey’s building in Queen Street 7—Yes.

Do you in your capacity as caretaker receive letters addressed to-members of the staff —VYes.
Can you tell me if you received that letter addressed to Mr. Shackelford +—VYes.

When you received it did it have any contents or not #—-No contents.

. Whom' did you receive it from $—I cannot say the name of the postman.

You received it from a postman —VYes.

What did you do with it when you received it?—I handed it to Mr. Shackelford when
he came.

10. Did you have any further connection with it?—No connection. He returned it to the
Dead Letter Office.

L1. Where is Mr. Shackelford now #—Napier at present. He will be here on Wednesday.

12. Did he take it back to the post-office %—He returned it to the post-office.

13. When that was received did it have that pencil i inser iption on it #—-Yes, sir.

14. By you—when you received it &—VYes.

15. Have a look at it—those words, ‘‘ Received without contents ”” 2—Quite sure.

16. Mr. Shackelford says it was put on afterwards. I want you to be quite sure of it3—It
was written in lead-pencil, ‘* No contents.”’

17. When you first received it?—Yes. I could not swear that is the same, but it was a
pencilled mark, “ No contents.”’

18. When you first got it}—VYes.

19. When you received it was the flap in or out —1I could not say, but I think it was the same
a8 Now.

Mr. Ostler : That is, with the flap in.

20. Mr. Gray.] The address appears to be ‘“ Mr. J. W. Shackelford, Elliott Street, Auckland.”
Where is Klliott Street : is that where these buildings are %—Yes, Bradford Buildings are in Elliott
Street.

91. 1s Mr. Shackelford on the staff, or a tenant —A tenant.

22. You handed it to Mr. Shackelford, and you do not know what he did with it afterwards—
I do not know ; T did not sec what he did with it.

23. Was the flap tucked in like that when you got it #—1I believe it was—1I could not.swear.

4—-F. 8.
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Mrs. Lavra Fisuer examined.

Mz, Ostler.] What is your full name, Mrs, Fisher #—Laura Fisher.
And you are the wife of Mr. J. W. Flsher —1R. H. Fisher.
What does ‘ R.H.”” stand for —Robert Henry.
And your address is, what 7—‘ Netherton,”” Dominion Road, Mount Eden.
Did you receive that letter addressed to your husband $—Yes.
When you received it had it any contents or was it empty -—It was empty.
Can you tell the date on which you received it%—No, I could not be sure about that, but
I thmk it was the Tuesday week before the meeting, by morning delivery.

8. The Tuesday week before the meeting would be the 3rd July ¢—It was not on the Tuesday
l.)et‘uto the meetincr, it was the Tuesday before that.

9. The Tuesday before was the 10th July : the Tuesday before that would be the 3rd.  Can you
remember whether the flap of the envelope was in or out +—It was out.

10. Just like that —Yes.

11. What did you do when you received the envelope empty ?—Took it down to the house and
left 1t until my husband came home. 1 looked inside, and there was nothing in it,

12. Did you know from whom the letter came 9—No, not at all. I wondered who it was.

13. Did you see the notice, ‘‘ If unclaimed return to box 912, Auckland ’’ %—7Yes, I noticed

qampwwr‘

14. Did you know who the people were that had the use of box 9129—No, I did not know at all.
15. Were you present at the meeting —No, I did not come to the meeting.
16. Did you know of the meeting before it was held %—No, until we found out.
17. Mr. Gray.] Did the letter-carrier hand the letter to you?—No; he put it in the letter-box.
18. Where is the letfer-box I—About a hundred yards from the house; but I was near the box.
19. You went and got it out dirvectly he put it in —VYes; I was about as far as I am from you.
720, Wasg this the only letter #—No, there were three.
21. There cannot be any possibility of mistake >—No; the flap was out and the envelope was
empty.
22. Had the postman got away %—Just as I got up. I could not tell who the postman was., 1
saw Liim move from the box when I was about as far as I am from you.
23. Did you notice it was empty +—VYes.
24. Did you or your husband make any complaint about it #—No, I did not.
2b. And you never heard of your husband doing so#—No.

Hrexry WoODRUFFE examined.

Mr. Ostler.] What is your full name, Mr. Woodruffe —Harry Woodruffe.

And your occupation ¢—Carpenter.

And your address %—Muritai Road, Takapuna, at present.

What was your address in the early part of July¥—53 Prospect Terrace, Mount Eden.
When did you change to Takapuna?—Only just recently. I am doing work there now,
and I shall be living there five weeks.

6. Did you get a circular inviting you to apply for tickets for this Protestant meeting 9—No.

7. Did you apply for tickets yourself 9—1I applied for two tickets.

8. You say you applied for two tickets: how did you apply 1—By writing.

Y. Was the writing a letter }—I saw the advertisement in the Herald, and I fmmediately
applied, and my letter was posted before 9 o’clock at the Mount Eden Post- office, addressed to’
box 912.

10. Do you remember the date —Oh, yes; I posted it on the Saturday.

11. What Saturday was that?—The Saturday before the meeting—the Saturday that the
advertisement appeared.

12. Very well; we will have to prove on what date the advertisement appeared. Did you
write only once %—Yes, only once, asking for two tickets.

13. Did you receive any tickets—No, I received nothing.

14. Did you attend the meeting —Yes.

16. How did you get in without tickets?—When I got no tickets I went and called on the
Rev. Elliott, and I wanted to know why the tickets were not sent me. ‘“Oh,” he said, *“you are
one of the thousands—one of the many—who have not received tickets’’; and in consequence
he told me to go and see Mr. Dupree, and T got two tickets.

16. Mr. Gray.] Did you post the letter vourself I—1I did.

17. At the Mount Eden Post-office, before 9 o’clock —Yes, before 9 o’clock."

18. In a closed envelope or a post-card —Mine was in a closed envelope.

19. Addressed, what #—Addressed to the Political Association, box 912, Auckland.

20. Do you know whether or not the Political Association has got this letter 7—I do not know,
of course.

21. When did you go and complain to the Rev. Elliott —On the Wednesday.
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Mrs. LEinA HARRIETT STAINTON examined.

1. Mr. Ostler.] What is your full name, Mrs. Stainton—your Christian name ?—Leila Harriett
Stainton.

2. And you live, where?—16 Norman Street.

3. Did you receive an envelope similar to that in the early part of July?—I did, on the 3rd
July.

4. On the 3rd July 9—7Yes.
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Was it addressed to you !—It was addressed to me.
Did it have any contents #—It had nothing in.
How was the flap—was it open like that or turned in%—Turned out.
Like that?—Yes.
Did it have a notiee on it, ‘ If unelaimed within seven days please return to box 912,
like thdt —Yes, it did.
10. What did you do in consequence of the receipt of this empty envelope—I received it

amongst a number of other letters, and in the afternoon my daughter spoke to the postman
about it.

11. Were you there—I was there.

12. What was said ?—We asked the postman why we had received the empty envelope, and
he said, ““Oh, I know what was in it. It was about an Orange meeting. I had a number on
the round that were empty.”’ ‘

13. What did you do with the envelope, Mrs. Stainton —1I put it in the rubbish-box.

14. You destroyed it%—VYes.

15. Mr. Gray.| Did the postman hand it to you yourself in the morning, Mrs. Stainton —
He handed it to my daughter.

16. You did not see it1—Yes, I was close by.

17. You saw it delivered and you are able to state that when it came there it was empty,
with the flap turned outwards —Yes.

18. Did you make any complaint to the Post Office authorities about .it?%—1I only spoke to
the postman.

19. What did the postman say?—He said he could tell us what was in it because he had a
number on the round that were empty. It was about an Orange meeting. .
20. What did you say to that—did you make any remark 9—No.

21. You let it go at that I—My daughter made a remark, though.
22. Mr. Ostler.] Is your daughter here, Mrs. Stainton —VYes.
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Miss Epna LriLa MarRioNn STAINTON examined.

Mr. Ostler.] You are the daughter of the last witness—I am.
And you live with her —Yes.
At the address which she gave —VYes.
Did you hear your mother’s evidence {—Yes.
You could hear all that she said —7VYes.
1s it true —Quite true.
Mr. Gray.] It was you who spoke to the postman, Miss Stainton I—Yes.
What did he say %—He said he had a number on the round, and that he could tell me what
was in thenl.
9. Tell us all he said %—He told us what was in it. He said it was about an Orange Lodge
meeting.
10. Did you ask how it came that the letter was delivered empty ¢—No; he said it was about
an Orange Lodge meeting.
11. But you must have asked some question 7—I said in the first place, why was it empty?
12. And he said —Why, he had a number oun the round the same.
13. That was not an answer to your question. He said there were a number on the round
that were empty 9—Yes.
14. Do you know his name !—No.
15. Did you receive the letter in the morning —With a number of other letters.
16. And did not notice it was empty $—No.
17. Mr. Ostler.] Was any one else in the house with you and your mother #—Yes, my sister.
18. What is her name }—Mrs. Lockie.
19. Is she here!—VYes.
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Mrs. Eva Livian WintrRED LOCKIE examined.

1. Mr. Ostler.] What is your full name, Mrs. Lockie —Eva Lilian Winifred Lockie.

2. And what is the name of your husband {—Charles Joseph Walter Lockie.

3. What is his occupation, Mrs, Lockie?—He is a clerk in the Post-office. He is now on
active service.
And you live with your mother at the address she has given —VYes.
Did you hear the evidence of your mother 3—Yes.
Is it true —Quite true.
Were you present at the conversation between the postmnan and your sister —VYes.
Mr. Gray.] Were you there when the letter was delivered in the morning {—VYes.
With your sister +—VYes.
10. And you examined the letters when you got them—Ilooked through the bundle —Yes.

11. How many were there ¢—Several. .

12. Half a dozen !—Maybe, more than that.

13. And did you notice the state in which this letter was—The flap was out.

14. Then you were with your sister again in the afternoon when the postman called: what did
he say —We took out the envelope to him, and said we could not make out what it was.

156. You knew it was an envelope?—Well, there was nothing in it. It had ¢ Return to
box 912.”” He said he had several on his round like that. We asked, did he know what it con-
tained. He said he had several on his round like that.
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16. Was that all t—Yes.

17. You asked him what it contained, and he said he had several on his round?—-He said
it contained a notice of u meeting of an Orange Lodge.

18. What becawme of the envelope I—We destroyed it. We did not attach any importance to it.

19. You destroyed it together again —No; I think my sister did.

TroMAs SMITH examined.

Mr. Ostler.] What is your full name, Mr, Smith #—Thomas Smith.
And your occupation —Carpenter.
And where do you reside %—9 Sunnyside Road, Mount Eden.
Did you get an cnvelope delivered to you somewhat like that in the carly part of July?—
Yes, somcthlng like that.

5. Was it empty I—It was empty.

6. Did it have the words on it, ¢ If unclaimed within seven days please return to box 912,
Auckland 7’ #—Yes.

7. Can you give us the date upon which you got it +—The 3rd July.

8. It was empty when you got it : how was the flap —It was out like that.

9. What did you do with the envelope?—I put it in my pocket till Wednesday night, and I
gave it to my daughter, and she took it down——

10. We will not go any further than that. Is your daughter here I—VYes.

11. Mr. Gray.| Have you ever made any complaint about this, Mr. Smith, to the Post Office !
—1 had -nothing more to do with it after that.

12. Have you made any complaint to the Post Office at all after that?—Yes, on the Thursday.

13. What did you say %—I did not see any one; my daughter took it.

14, How did you get the envelope in the first instance—from the letter-carrier #—It was put
in the letter-box in the door.
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Mivs Lavinia Smiti examined.

1. Mr. Ostler.] Your nawe is Lavinia Smith%—VYes.

2. You are a daughter of the last witness —VYes.

3. And you live with him at the address he gave —-Yes.

4. Your father has told us that he received an empty envelope: were you there when he
received it %—No, T was not; my sister was there.

b. What is her Christian name —Nellie.

6. Did your father hand the empty envelope to you —I certainly had a look at it. We talked
about it. My sister told me.

7. Do not tell us what your sister sald. You talked about it with your father and sister.
What did you do with the empty envelope! down and inquired at the Letter-carriers’
Inquiry Oflice.

8. The Letter-carriers’ Inquiry Office at the General Post-office I—Yes.

9. On Thursday at lunch-time }—VYes.

10. What was said to you?—A young man came to me at first, and I said, ‘“ We have received
an empty envelope on Tuesday morning,”” and I then said, ‘I have come to see if you can give me
any explanation in regaxd to it.”” He looked at it and he said, ‘“ It is funny; there must be a mis-
take somewhere.”” I said, ¢ Well, the nane and address are quite all right.”” Then he did not say
anything more. Then an elderly gentleman came up, and he referred the matter to him. He
also looked at the envelope, and he said, ‘“ Nothing in it?” I said, ‘* No, it came like that.”
He said he could not understand it. He said, * Were you expecting anything?’’ 1 said, ‘‘ No;
the matter may not be of much importance, but we thought there was no harm in coming down
to see if they could give us an explanation of the envelope being empty.” He went away—the
elderly gentleman—for a few moments, and he came back and said it was against the rules to
state who the owner of the box was. I said, ‘““ So I understand: I did not ask for that’’; but
I said, “‘ Could you advise me what would be the best thing to do?’’ So he said the only thing
he could advise me to do was to send it back in another envelope and for me to state on a note,
““ Received envelope but no contents ’’; and while he was doing that he wrote on the back of the
envelope, ‘‘ Unsealed, no contents,”” with a private mark underneath in red ink.

11. What do you wean by a private mark in red ink—his initials {—1I do not know.

12. What were the words%—*¢ Unsealed, no contents.”’

13. Did he hand the envelope back to you?—7Yes, he did.

14. What then did you do with it—1I took it home and told my father that the gentleman said
what he thought.

15. You told your father what you had been told, no doubt ¢—VYes.

16. What did you do then ¢—My father wrote the note, put it in an envelope—the empty
envelope as well—sealed it up, and addressed it to box 912, Auckland.

17. You posted it +—1I posted it.

18. You are quite sure?—VYes, my sister was with me. I missed one thing out. I also asked
the gentleman if it was posted that nlght would they get it in the morning.

19. What was the reply to that =—He said, ¢ Yes.”

20. Well, then, you posted it the same night after you had seen him {—7VYes.

21. That is to say, on Thursday night 3—7Yes.

22, That would be the bth July ¥—The 5th July.

23. Did you know—I presume you did not know—who were the people who were using
box 9127—No, I did not know then.

-
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24. When did you first become aware i—On Sunday.

25. Mr. Gray.] Well, it amounts to this, Miss Smith : that when you complained to the officer
at the post-oftice he very properly did not give any information abuout who the holder of box 912
was, but recommended you to send the envelope back to that box, which yvou did +—VYes.

26. Where did you post the enve i Wynyard Road collection-box.

27. Is that a pillar box #—Yes.

Miss Nproiz SMite examined.

1. Mr. Ostler.] Your full name, Miss Smith %—Ncllic Smith.

2. You arc a sister of the last witness—7Yes.

3. And the daughter of the witness before last 9—Yes.

4. Werce you present when your father received this empty envelope{—-I received the envelope
on Tuesday morning, the 3rd July.

5. Wag the flap in or out when you received it #—Out.

6. Did you or did vou not go with your sister when she went down to inquire about it on
the following Thursday #—I did not go.

7. Were you present when she posted that envelope back 1—Yes, I was with her.

3. Is her evidence correct on that point —Quite correct.

Mr. Gray: No questions.

Heyry SypNsy BiuBy re-examined.

1. Mr. Ostler.] T understand that complaints were made to you about some of these letters
being received empty —VYes.

2. In consequence of those complaints did you see any official of the Post Office at all %—No.

3. Not even a postman {—No.

4. Did you have a conversation with a postmnan about it?——I do not quite get what you are
inquiring about.

5. Did you have any talk with any postman when you heard the complaints of letters being
received empty —1I met a postman in Karangahape Road, aud asked whether he had any letters
' going to town—and he said, “‘ Yes.”” I said, by way of a joke,
““1 suppose it is not empty ?’” and he said, ¢ No, I don’t think so.”” 1 said, ‘“ By the way, did
you deliver any of those empty envelopes?’”  He said, ““ Yes, I had some on my round.” I said,
““ Whom did you deliver them to?’”’ He said, ““ It is not advisable to say anything about it.”’

6. Were you by yoursell at the time%—Yes.

7. Can you tell us about the date you had that conversation ?—About three days after the
mecting.

8. After Mr, Elliott had made the charges at the meeting —That is so.

9. We have just heard from Miss Lavinia Smith that she posted a letter addressed to box 912,
containing one of these empty envelopes and a notice that it was received without any contents.
Did you ever get that letter 7—No.

10. You never got it +—No.

11. Do you remember posting a letter to Mr. David Goldie, Pitt Street ?—Yes.

12. On what date did you post that 7—It was posted the same night as the ministers’ platform
notices.

13. What did that letter contain %—It contained platform tickets for the meeting.

14. You are quite sure you posted that letter —1I am certain about it.

15. Did you post a letter to Mr. . Henderson, Bank of Australasia, Queen Street, City I—
I could not say that I posted one. If it was on the list handed to me. I did not keep a number;
there were odd lists handed in.

16. You have the lists handed in %—The rough lists, yes.

Il7s Worship: Is that list handed in, Mr. Ostler, made up from the rough lists?

Mr. Ostler : These are the rough lists.

Mr. Gray : How is this gentleman able to say that he posted a letter to any particular person
on the list ¢

His Worshep : Is that list compiled from those rough lists?

Mr. Gray: 1 think your Worship is referring to a list put in this morning.

Mr. Ostler : Perhaps your Worship will get that information from Mr. Bilby, where he got
that list from, because he gave me that list and I gave it to my friend. Mr. Elliott checked the
ministers fro‘m Brett’s Almanac to enable a notice to be sent to them.

17. Mr. Ostler.| My friend has said, how could you tell you posted a letter to every person
whosc name is on your list? As a matter of fact, did you post a letter to every person whose name
is on the list#—VYes; the lists were checked as we went through.

18. Mr. Gray.] By whom?—By those who were addressing. As they were addressing the
envelopes they checked the name so as not to duplicate.

19. Mr. Ostler.| Take that list: what do those marks signify %—That letters have been sent
to those people.

Mr, Gray : Yes, addressed perhaps.

20. Mr. Ostler.] That was carried right through. Here is one taken at random. Every
tick represents the checking of an envelope being addressed to those persons?—VYes.

21. Can you tell me without reference to your lists whether you addressed a letter to Mr. G.
Henderson, Bank of Australasia, Queen Street, City 9—No, I cannot.

22. Well, look at that: whose handwriting is that %—My wife’s.

23. Looking at that letter, is that one of the letters sent out by you?—That is one sent out.
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24, Addressed to Mr. G. Henderson, Bank of Australasia, Queen Street, City i—Yes.

26. Can you tell when that was posted i—The system we adopted was-—the people applied
for tickets, it came to us, and then we put the number of tickets that had to be sent. These were
admission tickets, dilferent from the other tickets. We addressed the envelopes and forwarded
them to Mr. Dupree, who had the tickets. This envelope was not addressed by me.

Mr. Ostler: Perhaps Mr. Williamson can tell us from the postmark when that was first
posted : was it the 10th July?

Mr. Welligmson: Part of the envelope is missing. It has carried away one of the dates
with it.

26. Mr. Ostler.] What is that date [cancellation of postage-due stamp]?—The 10th July. It
was the date the amount was paid.

Mr. Gray: Posted without a stamp.

27. M. Ostler.] Apparently posted without a stamp, or the stamp has come off. We have it
admitted that this letter must have been posted on or before the 10th July. Did you post a
ticket to Mr. Woodruffe, the gentleman who said he did not receive tickets a little while agot—
No, there were no tickets posted to him. Mr. Dupree had charge of the tickets: he will be able
to say.

28. He had charge of the tickets 9—7Yes.

29. Did you receive any letter from a Mrs. Mary Irvine, of Otahuhu, asking for tickets +—No.

30. Mr, Gmy_l I gather from you, Mr. Bilby, that two persons whose names have been
mentioned—it is suggested that they applied to you for tickets and you did not get the letters.
Who use box 9129—-The Orange Lodge and the Political Association. During the time of the
meeting the keys were handed to me on account of the association using it more than the lodge.

31. During the time of the meeting—how long I—For a fortnight.

32. How long were you in exclusive possession of the keys of that box }—Almost three weeks.

33. From what date?—I could not tell the exact date—almost a fortnight before the meeting
on the 11th July.

34. Before that who had keys ?—The secretary of the Orange Lodge.

35. Does the secretary of the Protestant Political Association have u key —I1 am the secretary.

36. Did you have a key, as well as the secretary of the Orange Lodge, before the beginning
of July ¢

37. Mr. Ostler.] Before about a fortnight before —No; we were not using the box.

38. Mr. Gray.| You were not using the box until you called this meeting for the I1th July,
and then you had keys for some time §—Yes.

39. Do you know a body called the Vigilance Committee ¢—I know of them.

40. How long have you known of them $—Probably nine or ten months—probably longer. 1
could not say definitely.

41. Do you belong to it —No.

42. Haye you any association with it #—Some indirect association.

43. Do they have any keys —Yes.

44. How long have they been using it ¢—Some nine or ten months, accurding to the pamphlet.

4b. Do you know whether any member of that committee has a key of that box ¢~—1I cannot say.

46. And you cannot say who besides yourseli had a key of that box trum about the beginning
of July %—I do not know,

Mr. Ostler: Does the Post Office issue duplicates !

Mr. Gray: 1 do not know. We know duplicates are made.

47. Mr. Gray.| With regard to your conversation with the postman you met in Karangahape
Road, do you know his name $—No, I do not know his name.

48. What day did you have the conversation with him$—1I said, about three days after the
meeting.

49. About the 14th July. By that time you had heard of complaints about people who had
not received letters or had received empty envelopes?

Mr. Ostler : The charges had been made publicly.

50. Mr. Gray.| Did you as secretary of the association ever take any steps to investigate
the matter I—No.

b1. Did you ever place yourself in communication with the Chief Postmaster or anybody in
authority %—No. The reason why was simply because the Postmaster had placed himself in com-
munication with Mr. Elliott.

52. And all the postman would say was that he declined to say who the persons were he
deliverced empty envelopes to %—VYes.

53. You say that the persous named on the lists here received empty letters or had letters
posted to them : did you address any #—Yes, I addressed some.

54. How many i—I might have addressed two hundred.

55. Then 2,300 you did not address. Did you check the addresses of these 2,500 with any
lists —No.

56. Then there was no check —No.

57. Your only reason for saying the persons whose names are on those draft lists, those rough
lists, were posted circulars is that ticks have been made by persons—you do not know who?—VYes,
I know who.

58. How many persons were engaged in checking i—Kach person was given a list to address
these envelopes; as they addressed them they ticked the list.

59. Did you see it done ¢—I was in the room.

60. That does not carry it much further, you see. There was some interval after that; the
letters were put somewhere to be statuped 1—They were put into a box.

*
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Miss Hinpa PHrLvLips examined.

Mr. Ostler.] What is your Christian name, Miss Phillips 7—Hilda Phillips.
Your postal address?—28 Croydon Road.
You are helping Mrs. B. Smith {—VYes.
I understand she is recently out of hospital and not very well 4—VYes.
Were you present when an empty envelope was received addressed to My, Smith 1—Yes.

6. Was it somewhat similar to that—of that shape %—Oh, yes, exactly.

7. Did it have on it the words, ““If unclaimed within seven days please return to box 912,
Auckland 77 +—VYes.

8. Was the flap in or out !—It was out.

. Mr. Gray.] Where did you get it from, Miss Phillips -——From the postman.

0. At the door %—VYes.

11. He called at the house i—Yes.

12. You were at the door and he handed you the letter, did he =—VYes.

13. Did you draw his attention to the fact that the flap was out and the envelope empty I—
I never said anything to him. He said, ‘‘ Is this Mr. B. Smith’s ’? There was no number on
the envelope.

14. And you took the letter : that was the only one 3—7Ves.

15. You might have seen at once that the flap was out and the envelope empty?—I never
bothered ; I took it to Mrs. Smith.

16. After that you did not see it again, I suppose —VYes.

17. After Mr. Smith came home %—Yes. .

18. T want to know what became of it%—T had it on the mantel-shelf several days, and then
I burnt it.

19. The same man called for some weeks and is still calling —No.

20. He called for some weeks—some days !—Yes.

21. You never mentioned it to him %—No.

U Lo b —

Rev. Howarp Lesrie ErnniorT examined.

L. Mr. Ostler.] Your full name is —Howard Leslie Elliott.

2. You are a Baptist minister -—A Baptist minister, residing in Wynyard Road, Mount Eden.

3. T understand, Mr. Elliott, you are one of the Committee of Vigilance, which had the use
of this box 9127—Yes.

4. Were you onc of those responsible for the issue of this pamphlet, ‘‘ Rome’s Hideous Guilt
in the European Carnage’’ —VYes.

5. How many thousands did you circulate ¢—Twenty-five.

6. Twenty-five thousand. Did any results follow from the publication of the pamphlet?—
Very loud objection was taken in certain directions by some members of the community, and
resolutions were passed in certain meetings asking that the distribution should be stopped; and
it was also submitted to the Attorney-General asking that he should prosecute.

Mr. Gray: Is this gentleman speaking of something he knows from his own knowledge?

Witness : Those facts are all within my own knowledge.

T. Mr. Ostler.] Where did the wording of the pamphlet come from originally?—It was a
reprint from the well-known paper published in St. Paul’s Churchyard, London, the Church-
man’s Magazne, by Mr. John Kensit; he is the editor.

8. There is a little bit of local stuff—apart from that it is merely a reprint?—Merely a
reprint entirely. That reprint appeared in Australian and Canadian papers as well as being
reprinted here.

9. Did the police take any action %—I can only say from report.

10. In consequence of the pressure brought to bear on the Attorney-General to prosecute you
what did you do?—We at once got the various lodges and the Protestant bodies in New Zealand
to make protest against such action; and subsequently I saw the Attorney-General in reference
to the matter.

11. Can you tell us somewhere about the date of your interview with the Attorney-General I—
It would be, T think, about the middle of June; it would be earlier—in April.

12. What was the effect of your interview with the Attorney-General ?—The Attorney-General
said there was nothing calling for action in the pamphlet—that we were within our rights as
citizens to make comment upon matters of history and of politics in the fashion we had done.

13. When did you first ascertain that box 912 was placed under censorshipf—About the
beginning of April in this year.

14. Did you take any action —When we had evidence from private correspondence that the
box was under censorshlp, and that orders for these pamphlets were being stopped together with
money-orders, and not returned to the senders, who in consequence made inquiries asking why
we had not kept faith with them, we had to report the fact that the box was under censorship, and
then to test the aim of the censorship we posted a number of letters addressed to the box, which
were exclusively dealing with matters relating to the Roman Catholic Church, to find out the
scope of the censorship and the object and intention of it.

15. Who posted the letters 3—I did.

16. How many —Four.

17. On what date?—On the 10th April.

18. At what post-office ?—At the corner of Dominion Road and View Road.

19. What is that—a posting-box —A posting-box.

20. Were they all posted at the same time?—VYes.
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21. Ave those copies of the four letters -—Yes, they are copies.

22. [Letter produced, exhibit M.] Was that delivered i—Yes, that one was delivered.

23. [Letter produced, exhibit N.] Was that delivered 9—No.

24. [Letter produced, exhibit O.] Was that delivered i—No.

25. |[Letter produced, exhibit P.|  Was that delivered ¢—No.

26. Only one of those four was delivered $—Yes.

27. Did you make any protest to the Government about the censoring of your letters to that
box?—We made protest to the Postmaster-General, who answered, veplying that the censorship
was not under the control of the Postmaster-General.

28. Mr. (ray.] Have you got the letters%—VYes, we have the letters.

29. Mr. Ostler.] Perhaps we will have an opportunity of getting those letters and putting them
in later, Mr. Gray. (To witness): The reply of the Postmaster-General was that it was not under
his jurisdiction: whom did he ask you to apply to—The military authorities.

30. The military authorities or the Minister of Defence %—The Minister of Defence.

31. Was any letter written to the Minister of Defence 9—A letter was written.

32. Did Le reply ?—He replied that citizens must of necessity suffer some inconvenience at such
times.

33. In addition to the letters which you posted yourself, do you know of any other letters
which were posted to the Vigilance Committee and not received ¢—VYes; there was a letter from
Mr. C. R. N. Mackie, who stated he posted one in June last.

Mr, Gray: How does this witness know they were posted ?

Mr. Ostler : Mr. Mackie is down in Greymouth; you do not expect

Mr. Gray: Yes; I am not going to submit to that kind of evidence.

Mr. Ostler: T am going to ask that either Mr. Mackie’s letters be admitted, or else he be
called. I will show them to my friend; that is the first of them.

Mr. Gray: 1 do not object to this, sir. It is a letter from Mr. Mackie saying that he wrote
to this box and did not receive a reply.

Mr. Ostler : There is another letter from a man of the same name—spelt James McKay—to
the same effect.

Mr. Gray: Yes. .

Mr. Ostler: There is another from Waihi to the same effect. There is another from Christ-
church to the same effect. What I propose, with my friend’s consent, is to put those letters in.
If my friend thinks it of sufficient importance—it is hardly feasible to get these men up here
from all over the colony—one at Greymouth, one at Christchurch.

Mr. Giray: 1 cannot object to the witness saying he received these four complaints.

Mr. Ostler : Very well, I will read them.

Mr. Gray - 1 only said T consented to the letters being produced to show he received complaints.
I admit four letters of complaint were received.

Mr. Ostler vead letter from C. R. N. Mackie, Christchurch.

34, Mr. Ostler.}] You received that. Did you receive any former letter from him asking for
copies ¢—No.

36. Did you receive this letter from Mr. E. Perreau, Christchurch?—Yes; it was handed
to me by Mr. Bilby. '

36. Did you receive any letter prior to that from Mr. Perreau %—No.

37. Did you receive a letter from Mr. G. Hall, Waihi [read]%—I received that letter.

38. Did you receive any former letter with six stamps {—No.

39. Did you receive this letter, dated the 20th March, 1917, to box 912, Auckland, from James
McKay, Greymouth [read]?—That letter was handed to me by Mr. Seabrook.

40. Did you receive any prior letter enclosing a bs. postal note and requesting some litera-
ture on the advancement of the R.C. movement —No.

41. Did you receive a letter from John A. Merson, Kaikokopu Road, Aramoho, to this effect
|[read]|?—No, I did not receive that letter. I received that copy.

42. How did this copy come to you?—The copy came to the care of Mr. Bilby at his private
house. This was a letter put in to test the fealty of the Post Office in receiving letters.

43. Where was it addressed to—Box 912, Post-office, Auckland.

44. Did it come through$—No.

45. Have you recently posted any further letters—7Yes.

46. When did you last post letters addressed to the box I—Posted four letters on Sunday night.

47. On Sunday night, the 11th August %—Yes.

48. Are those copies of the letters you posted %—7Yes, these are copies.

49. Did they all come to hand {—All came.

50. These letters—one of the first says, ‘‘Dear sir, Can you inform me whether Father
O’Doherty ”?

Mr. Gray: Is it necessary to read them aloud? These letters are admittedly bogus letters,
prepared by this gentleman as a sort of trap.

Mr. Ostler: 1 want to show that not one of these letters deals with military matters.

His Worship, after reading the letters, said he did not think it was desirable that they should
be read aloud.

Mr. Ostler: T bow to your ruling. I want the public, however, to know that not one of these
letters contained one word referring to the war.

Mr. Gray : T cannot understand your complaint. I thought the witness said those letters came
through,

Mr. Ostler : If these came through it was wrong to stop the others.




H. L. ELLIOTT. ] 33 F.—8.

Mr. Gray: Were these marked ‘“ Passed by the Military Censor *’?

Mr. Ostler: Yes.

Mr. Gray: Just so. :

Mr. Ostler: 1 do not sce why you say ““Just so.”” My point is that the Censor is not con-
sistent with himself. If he passed these letters after complaint was made it was wrong not to
pass them before.

His Worshap: 1 think it very undesirable indeed that they should be made public, as they do
not relate to faots or alleged facts. The term “ bogus ’ was made use of just now.

Mr. Gray: By me.

/lis Worship: Arethese manufactured letters?

Witness: They are letters framed on certain reports that have been received from various
sources.  That first letter which was objected to is a letter which contains, if not the lwlmle of
the facts, some of the facts relating to Father Doherty. ,

Mr. Gray: The point is this: is this a genuine letter from a correspondent to this witness,
or is it a letter from himself addressed to himself ¢

Iis Worshep : T have already given an assurance they do not refer to military matters. 1
understand your point is, Mr. Ostler, you wish to show that there has been differentiation of
{reatment—these letters have heen censored and passed on when other similar letters have not
heen passed. o .

1. Mr. Ostler.| Were you present, Mr. Elliott, during the operations that vesulted in these
2,000-0dd letters being posted 2—Yes.

52. And also the letters to Nonconformist clergymen —No, cxcept to draft off o list of
minigters of religion and to ask the committee to attend to them.

s Worship vemarked that ¢ Nonconformist ”” was a term that was inapplicable in New
Zealand, as there was no established Church. ‘

53. Mr. Ostler.| Mr. Elliott, you were present during the operations of the persons who pre-
pared those 2,000-0dd letters for the post —Yes, most of them.

b4, How many people were there I—They worked in teams of six and eight in relays.

55. Were you present when those letters were stamped by Mr. Bilby and Mr. Keyworth{—
Yes, for the most part; and I gave them very particular instructions in regard to the stamping,
owing to my knowledge of tampering with letters in the United States when Protestant interests
were concerned. 1 instructed every member of the committee to be particular to see that all
envelopes weve filled; and T was there for that very purpose, to exercise supervision and to see
that all envelopes were properly closed and stamped, and the committee, the whole time they
worked, worked with that coustantly before them. That was the object of my being present—
not to do the work so much as to see that the work was done—to avoid any complications should
any circumstances arise as have arisen.

56. Of the witnesses that have been called heve to-day to prove that they received their
envelopes empty, did you personally see any one of those particular envelopes filled #—1 filled the
envelope of Mr. H. Symons myself.

57. Was anything said at the time you filled it %—T remarked that I was glad to see his envelope
because I knew him, and he was the editor of the Kden Gazette, and as a newspaper man was glad
he was to be invited.

58, You filled it yourself —Yes.

’

AUCKLAND, SATURDAY, 181 AvausT, 1917.

My, Ostler: Before my friend proceeds with the cross-examination of Mr. Elliott might I
interpolate one witness—Mrs. Stuart—a very short witness, whose daughter is i1l and who desires
to get away. Have you any objection, Mr. Gray ¢

Mr. Gray: Not at all.

Mrvs. Ernnexy Martinpa STUART examined,

1. Mr. Ostler.] What is your full name, Mrs. Stuart ?—Wllen Matilda Stuart.

2. Where do you live #—Point Street, Mount Eden.

3. Did you get an envelope somewhat similar to that sent to you through the post in the early
part of July ¢—1 did. N

4. Did it have on it, “ If unclaimed within seven days please return to hox 912, Auckland ¢
—No.

h. Did it have anything in it —No, it was empty.

6. low was the flap—in or out —Tnside. .

7. The flap was turncd in +—Yes. '

3. Can you tell us the date on which you gof it =—Well, sir, my memory is not good—either
Saturday or Monday before Mr. Elliott’s meeting.

9. What did you do with it, Mrs. Stuart?—1I took it in and put it on the mantelpiece, and
when the postman came again I told him I got the letter with nothing in it—I thought some one
had taken it out. e said, ““Oh, no one has taken it out: there was nothing put in. It was
something to do with the Orangemen. T have delivered a number of them to-day.” 8o T took
it and put it on the mantelpiece. I kept it till the evening to show my daughter, who is present.

10. What did you do with the envelope afterwards #—1 tove it up; I thought it was no use,

5—1. 8.
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1. Mr. Gray.] Do you know the letter-carrier’s name, Mrs. Stuart?-—No, | do not know his
name.

12. Is he the man who was in the habit of dehveung letters at your house -—Yes.

13. Would you mind telling me again what Le said when you suggested something had been
taken out —I said | had a letter | thought something had been taken out of. He said, ““ No one
has taken it out. It is something to do with the Orangemen. I have delivered a number of
them.”  And, sir, T did not know anything about tickets being issued for the meeting, so 1 put
it on the mantelpiece.

14. He said it had not been taken out ?—He said, ‘“ No one has taken it out. T have delivered
a number of them to-day.’

15. And vou unde wrstood he meant a number of envelopes similar to vours #—Yes, I thought
he meant that.

16 Mr. Ostler.] Can 1 ask one question that did not arise out of the cross-examination.
Mrs, Stuart, did a deteetive xubsequoni]v wait on vou?—No, sir, a gentleman came, but I do not
know who he was.

17. Did he say whether he camne from the Post Office or not %—Nao, sir, he did not say who
he was or what was his nane.

18. What was his buginess?—1I do not know what was his business. He asked me if T received
an open envelope.  Fsaid ““ Yes,” the same as T told you. He went away and said nothing.

Mr. Ostler: Was that a Postal official, Mr. Gray{? Perhaps My, Williamson can tell you!?

Mr., Gray : Yes. '

19, Mr. Gray.| Then this inquiry was made by somebody you did not know, just to ask
whether vou received an empty envelope, and vou told him just what you have told His Worship?
—Yes. N

Rev. Howarn Lesrig Enriort further examined.

1. Mr. Ostler.] Mr. Klliott, do you know of your own knowledge or not of an attempt having
been made by a Cfatholic organization to stop anti-Catholic litérature going through the post 9—VYes.

Mr. Gray : Well, wir, how is that relevant?

M. Ostler: 1T am saving this censorship is established in the interests of the Roman Catholic
Chureh. ' '

Ar. Gray: Pretty far-fetched.

Ifis Worship: Put the question again.

Mr. Ostler: T asked him whether he knew of his own knowledge of any attempt to stop anti-
Catholic literature going through the post.

s Wn'rc/up ruled that the reason for the contention could be given.

Witness: Yes, on their own statenments as appearing in the Press from the Roman Catholic
Federation.

Mr. Ostler : An adinission by the Roman Catholies themselves that they have stopped The
Yenaee [paper put in].

Iis Worshep: What paper is it out of §

M. Ostler : The Auuk]:n’ld Herald, 20th May, 1914.

Mr. Gray : Before the war,

His Worship : 1 do nnt sce any objection, Mr. Gray. It can go in for what it is worth.

Mr. Groy vead the fitst sentence, and Mr. Ostler emphaﬂlzed the words ‘¢ assails the Catholice
Churceh.” '

2. Mr. Gray.] Mrv. Elliott, vou describe yourself as a Baptist Minister. Have vou a charge?
-—Nao, I have not a charge. ’

3. How long is it since you had a charge %—=Since the end of June.

4. This ycar -—VYes.

5. How came vou to give it up ?—1I accepted appointment as national organizer and lecturer
for the Protestant Political Association,

6. Quite s0; vou are the paid lecturer, I suppose, of the Protestant Political Association,
about whose ohjects we heard something yesterdav.  You are engaged now, T think, in a sort of
lecturing tour throughout New Zealand, with a view of establishing branches of that association
and disseminating your association’s and your own personal views I—My association’s views.

And your personal views, I suppose9—No. |

Then, may 1 say that everything you say on the public platform represents the views of
the Protestant Political Association é—I am the representative of the DProtestant Political Asso-
ciation.

90 May we take it that all you say on the public platform represents the views of the body of
which vou are the paid servant -—You ecannot dissociate me from the office I hold, and what I
say I say in a representative capacity.

10. Do we take it that vour asscciation is to be held responsible for your utterances?—My
association must be responsible for my utterances. :

11. You have already delivered a number of lectures in the North Island of New Zealand?
—Under what auspices ?

12. Either on your own account or on behalf of the associ iation, 1 suppose?—In view of
vour previous question vou must distinguish.

13. T am unable to do that. You have, as a matter of fact, delivered a number of lectures
in public on the propaganda -—No; in the North Island only two addresses.

] Two addresses—where I—At  Auckland and Wanganui: Auckland on the 1Tth July.
Wanganui just a little later—T cannot recolleet the date without looking for it.

15. Did vou deliver o lecture at Hamilton at the end of February?—Yes; but that lecture
in Hamilton was a lecture I delivered nivself,
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16. Very well; T do not care whether it was on your own account or not. You certainly
delivered a Tecture in Hamilton, and you have delivered lectures in other places —Yes, at Eltham
and Stratford, and Duncdin, and Wellington.

17. Anywhere clse?--Yes, heve in Auek land, of course. t have delivered Sunday cevening
lectures on the subject.

I8. But the lectures T spoke of were delivered in public halls—Yes, and were the same I
delivered in iy chureh.

19. Not on Sunday evenings 2-—Not on Sunday cvenings.

20. Now, 1 think that the lecture you delivered in Hamilton at the end of February led to
some disturbance —VYes, it led to a disturbance because the Roman Catholic Church olg_,mn/ul the
disturbance.

My, Gray objected that he was not asking for rveasons, and /#/s Worship upheld the objection.

20, Mr. Gray.] In point of fact the lecture in Hamilton ended in what wmay vulgarly be
called a row #—Yes; it commenced in a row.

22, Here is a shor( account of it published in the dwekland Star, 28th February, which you
pr nb&bly read +—Yes, supplied by a Roman Catholie,

My, Gray objected on the ground that such matters should be left to My, Elliott’s counsel to
bring out if desived, and //ix Worship upheld the objection. .

23, Mr. Gray.] ls that a correct account in the Star of the 28th February %—No, it is not;
it is twisted in the extreme.

24, Now let e read this to you, and will you say in what respect it is incorrect {—Will you
allow nie to refer to a correct report?

25. That, of course, refers to the Free Press?—This iy from the Weaikato Tinies.

26. Is tlhis correct? ' Angry scenes were witnessed in the Theatre Roval last night at a
lecture on © What caused the War?’ by the Rev. Howard Elliott under the auspices of the Orange
Lodge.  'The speaker was subjected to intervuption throughout, and was frequently” ¢ counted
out.” His remarks were at times bitterly resented by a section of the audience. At an early
stage of the mceting a protest was lodged by a member of the audieuce against Mr. Bollard, M.P.,
taking the chair, as the proceedings were construed as an insult to a large nuber of his con-
stittients. My, Bollard explained that the meeting was a public one, and if any did not like it
they could leave. A strong body of police was present, and at the request of the lecturer several
mewmbers of the audience were removed.””  Anything incorrect in that?—Nothing incorrect, except
what is left out.

27. So far that is correct, subject to omissions of something which might have been put in.
““ Mr. Elliott sought to show that Roman Catholic influence was against the Allies, as a chastise-
ment to France, for the restoration of the Pope’s temporal power, and for the overthrow of Pro-
testant Kngland. His declaration that the responsibility for the war rested on the Pope, who
sought world dominion, met with a storm of indignant dissent.”

Witness : The storm of mdignant dissent came from forty men who were sent there for the
purpose. The rest of the audience were absolutely in accord.

28. Mr. Gray.] *“ The speaker retorted that these interruptions would serve to stir up Pro-
testant sentiment in Hamilton, to which there were cries of ‘ls that what you have come herc
for?’ The speaker’s remarks as to the action of the Pope in regard to Cardinal Mercier, Nurse
Cavell, and the sinking of the ‘ Lusitania ' evoked a storm of protest, which was renewed when
he deseribed a Minister of the Crown in a sister colony as o ¢ rotten traitor.”’” Did you use that
expression +—7VYes, | did.

29. ““ Mr. Elliott was frequently told that he would be better in the trenches than endea-
vouring to stir up religious strife, and the police were called on to arrest him under the War
Regulations. A motion urging on the Minister of Defence the grave necessity for impartial admi-
nistration of the Defence Act in regard to clergymen was put to the meeting, but, owing to the
large volume of © Ayes’ and ‘ Noes,” the chairman made no declaration.”

Weitness : That is distinctly untrue. It is only one of the——

30. Mr. Glray.| Very well, that is the first statement incorrect; the rest you say is correct.

“ A man in the audience asked Mr. Elliott if hie was aware that out of a hundred members of the
Hamilton Catholic Club no less than eightv-three were serving with the colours. "The lecturer
replied that if this was o fact it was a unique record for the Empire.”” Correct$—No; I said
it was a unique record for a Roman Catholic institution.

31. Very well, T accept yom correction. ‘“ At the conclusion of the meeting an angry crowd
waited for the lecturer outside the theatre, and followed him along the main street, but a strong
police escort shiclded him from bodily harm, and he drove off in a motor.”” Is that true?~No;
I was not escorted by the police to o motor-car. ‘

32, And there was no angry interruption or scene outside %—There was an angry scene.

33, Very well; except that you say you were 11()t escorted to your motor-car, and that you
substitute ¢ Roman Catholic Club 7 for hmpue this report 1s bubhtantmlly correct t—No; it
is a report that is wholly incorrect in that it is written to convey a wrong impression.

34. Well, you say that something has been left out %—No; I say that everything is twisted.

35. Do you dissent trom the actual statements ?—No.

36. Did that display and lecture of yours at Hamilton cause the duckland Star to deal with
vou sonewhat trenchantly a day ov two later 7—Yes, on that report.

37. You read the Press, of course, and you read all it has to say about yourself and your
doings #—VYes.

38. No doubt, then, you Icud the leading article in the Auckland Star of Thursday, lst
March —VYes.




F.—8. 36 |H. L. ELLIOTT.

39. Perhaps you will recollect that the cditol"bcgan Lis remarks thus—the arvticle is headed
" Religious Strife’” : ¢ To stir up religious strife is a serious offence against socicty at any tine.
Where all men are free to worship according to their beliefs they should be equally free from
attacks prompted by a bigotry and intolerance utterly alien to that spirit of religious hiberty
which gave inspiration to Protestantism, and which forms the essence, the very soul, of the British
Constitution.”” Do you agree —You arve not going to ask me to agree with those.

40. Tt is particularly serious at a time like this, when the nation and the Fmpive is
tighting for its life. Not only the safety of the community, but the respect that ix due to both
dead and living soldiers and their relatives, demands that men shall sink their religious differ-
ences as deep as possible.  If only because all denominations are represented in the Army, and
the law of conseription is being enforced against all classes in the community, the convietions
and feelings of all should he carefully respected.  Since the duty of avoiding offence of this kind
lics upon the laymén, it lies muceh more heavily upon the clergyman, whose duty in this, as in
all things, is to set an example.  We regret exceedingly that the Rev. Howard Elliott ' ——

Mr. Ostler: What are you reading the article tor? You are not asking a question.

s Worship: Mr. Gray is asking whether he agreed to the sentiments.

Mr. Gray: Yes, I was; and if this is uot the way the Press and commnunity are dealing with
Wim and his utterances.

41. Ar. Gray.] Do you recollect that after commenting upon - your theory of the causc
of the war, supported l)y your pamphlet “ Rome’s Hideous Gullt 7 othe paper went on to say
this—— xeuse e —not my pamphlet.

42, The pamphlet for which you were responsible {-—Not for which | was responsible.

43. You told my friend —Nut me personally—my committee. et me gef that clear,
pleasce.

44. Let me quote your words: ‘I am one of those responsible for the pamphlet © Rowe’s
Hideous Guilt in the Buropean Carnage’”’ —It is not a matter of shedding responsibility, but
therce dre certain other gentlemen who deserve eredit in connection with this matter.

45. Very well; you aceept part of the responsibility, Do you recollect that article winding
up with these words: “ We hope this public attempt to stir up strife between Roman Catholies
and Protestants will cease at once. It this is not done voluntarily, it would be a proper thing
for the Government to take action under the War Regulations if it has power to do so. The
circulation through the post of the leaflet to which we have referred should be stopped.  The
leaflet is l]l\tlll)llf{,d by some oune whose only address is a box at the Auckland Post-office. At
a time like this 1t is no part of the work of the Post Office to carry violent literature subversive
of public amity, and cven order.” Now, you know that is one of the results of your lecture
at Hamilton 2—Why do you go ou to quote from that article? ’

46, Excuse me, I am not Lere to be cross-examined.  You admit that is one of the results of
your utterances in Hamilton: that is the way the Press dealt with them ?—There are quite a
number of others

47. Now, you lectured before or after that at Taranaki 9—After that.

48. Was this your first public utterance outside your church%—VYes, except that 1 lectured
last, October at Dunedin in the theatre there.

49. Did vou lecture fivst in Lltham or Stratford —At Xitham.

50. You know, of course, that your public utterances were criticized by the Press in Taranaki?
—Yes, in the same way.

51. Do you recollect this article from the Taranaks Herald 7—I1 d1d not see that article.

b52. May I suggest that this is one of the results of your public utterances: °‘ There is much

indignation in certain parts of the Taranaki Distriet at the. present moment in consequence.

of ]LLLIULS that have been delivered by the Rev. Howard Elliott on the alleged velationship of
the Roman Catholic Church to the existing terrible world war. The lectures were preceded by
the free distribution of a scurrilous pamphlet.”” What was that—‘ Rome’s Hideous Guilt in
the FMuropean Carnage ”’ —1I have not any idea. 1 did not distribute a scurrilous pamphlet.

53. What pamphlet did you distribute #—1 distributed the pamphlet “ Rome’s Hideous Guilt
in the Kurvopean Carnage.’

b4. " —— purporting to be issued by a Vigilance Committee, but whether there is any con-
nection between the lecturer and the pamphlet propaganda does not appear to be clear. We
have seen one of these paniplilets, and certainly it invites the attention of the authorities, its
purpose and cliect necessarily heing mischievous at a moment like the present. One of its state-
ments, for exawple, is that © Germany is being made the scapegoat for an equally guilty party—
Rame.” > Then, after sume further remarks, they quote from the Kltham Argus, which says,
“ From our own little cormnunity of Kltham the sons of Anglicans and the sons of Roman Catholics
have gone forth like brothers, fought side by side aud wmade the supreuwe sacrifice for us. Because
e belonged to this or that religion do we think any the less of a lad who has fought and died
for us?  Have we not equal sympathy for those parents in our midst (whatever their creed) who
liave lost their sons? Is there a creature in human shape amongst us who would withhold
sympathy for the suffering because of creed? We think not. And yet at this particular time,
“]nn the world is in the throes of bitter agony, when all creeds alike are suffering and sending
up to heaven their prayers for peace and tranquillity, a gentleman with the prefix of ‘ Reverend ’

thinks it a fitting opportunity to come upon the platform and deliver an address in which he

attributes all the horrors of the war to one particular Church *’ 1—That is a wrong statement.

55. 1t may be a wrong deduction I—1It 1s a wrong statement, not a wrong deduction.

56. Possibly. At any rate, it is one instance of how the Press of the community has thought
fit to deal with your utterances. ‘‘lo our minds it was sorrowful to hear a teacher of religion
take up the attitude tuken up by the lecturer last night. In this little village community we

iy
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would fain live at peace one with another, but addresses such as weve delivered last night make
religious peace hnpossible.  The lecturer appears young enough to. offer his services. for the
front.  We cannot but think that if he were to undergo i few months’ experience on the battle-
ticld silong with other religious teachers he would become mueh more tolerant than he as present
appears to be.””  You read that, of course, Mr. Elliott —DNo, T did not.

57. It has not been communicated to you. However, vou admit that that is one of the
articles published in a newspaper in New Zealund —1 heard it was published.

58, Have there not been other comments very much in the same style in other papers?—7Yes.

H9. So that the effcet of some of your utterances has been that some of the newspapers have
called upon the Government to interfere, or have deprecated the attacks you are making at this
time upon members of the Roman Catholic persuasion %—7Yes, they have put it that way.

Mr. Ostler: How many have asked the Government to interferc? You have only read one.

60. Mr. Gray.] Now, you told my friend yesterday that in consequence of some statement
that the (rovernment had been urged to take some proceedings for the prohibition of the distri-
bution of this pamphlet you saw the Attorney-General, the Hon. Mr. Herdman. Can you recollect
the date 9—VYes. X

61. What date was it #—On the 24th May.

62. Were you accompanied by Mr. Dickson, member of Parliament ¢—Yes.

63. Any one else t—Mr. Alexander Donald, of Masterton.

64. Were you going to deliver a lecture after that anywhere —Yes. .

65. Where?—I was, of course, intending then to set out on wy lecturing tour—uo specific
arrangement. .

66. Had you in view then the delivery of lectures at any particular place?—No, I had not
any itinerary arranged.

67. Did you say anything to Mr. Herdwan about the necessity for police protection ¢—7VYes.
I can give you the reason.

68. No; it is quite sufficient to answer my questions. Did you apprehend there might be dis-
turbances at some of the meetings?-—Yes; on the statements of the Roman Catholic Press, I did.

69. You quite apprchended there might be disturbances, and so you appealed to the Minister
to afford adequate protection +—7Yes.

70. Is that the unly occasion on which you had an interview with Mr. Herdman %—No.

71. When did you see him again —1I saw him previous to that. [ have not seen him since then.

72. You saw him once before the 24th May {—Yes.

73. When ?—1I cannot recall. 1 think it was just after Easter.

74. That would be in the first fortnight in April. What was the object of your visit—
the same thing —No; it was in connection with certain police matters.

75. Nothing to do with this matter I—No.

76. At your interview of the 24th May did Mr. Herdman say anything which could be con-
strued to give any encouragement to the continued distribution of this pamphlet +-—The pamphlet
was discussed, and the pamphlet had been submitted, and we were informed prior to seeing
Mr. Herdman that the Department was not taking any action in the way requested by the Roman
Catholics.

77. Were you not told by Mr. Herdman that it had been decided not to prosecute you $—Yes.

78. Nothing more than that ?--No, in reference to the pamphlet.

79. )id not Mr. Herdman give you a serious warning against continuing your public utter-
ances +—No.

80. Are you sure?—-Quite sure. Mr. Herdman said, ““ If you keep within the War Regula-
tions you have a right to discuss any matter of public interest or of history.”

81. Very well, then: iy there not a war regulation within your knowledge which prevents
people doing things or wnaking statements calculated to exeite hostility or ill will between certain
clusses of His Majesty’s subjects $—Yes.

82. Mr. Herdman practically warned you not to transgress against those regulations®—But
at the same time Mr. Herdman said that in discussing matters of history which could be proved
I was within’ my rights.

Mr. Gray: Very well—so long as you do not transgress the War Regulations.

Mr, Ostler: Give me the date of the regulations.

Mr. Gray : 'The 4th December, 1916.

3. Mr. Gray.] This was tautamount to a warning not to transgress against the regulations.
Did you have any similar warning from Sir James Allen—Yes or No%—Sir James Allen’s state-
ment to me and his written communication in respect of the matter was not couched in that way
at all.

4. Now, did not Sir James Allen in Auckland send for you?—No; I saw Sir James Allen
al my request.

85. At your own request ?—Yes,

86. Did not Sir James Allen give you a warning against continuing these meetings in this
strain on the Eubject {—No. \

87. What did he say —He said it was advisable to be careful now in view of conditions.

88. If it was not a warning it was at least a free suggestion to you not to do things which
might create trouble, and you so construed it #—Do not put words into my mouth. .

89. His Worship.] That was the effect, though not the actual words?—VYes.

90. M». Gray.] Did you not even receive a more direct warning from the Superintendent of
Police t—No. N

91. Not from the Superintendent of Police %—No.

92. Not from any police officer I—No.

93. Quite sure?—Yes.
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94. You have not heen communicated with by the police in regard to your public utterances
in any way whatever —No. o '

95. Notwithstanding what has been said by Sir Junies Allen, and Mr. Herdman, and the Press,
do you still contemplate continuing your lecturing tours —Certaiuly,

96. And speak on the same lines %—I am not dealing with this subject you are now referring
to; and let me say that since seeing Sir James Allen and the Hon. Mr. Herdman I have not
repeated the lecture on any occasion.

97. But you spoke in the Town Hall here in Auckland on the 11th July t—Quite so.

98. And did you nét say things there calculated to create dissension aud ill will -—Not at all.

99. And do you not think it was an offence to any mwember of the Roman Catholic Churel to
say in public the things you are reported to have said there?~—No; T do not consider that at
all. T consider the right of free speech in things of public mowment and of supreme interest to this
Dominion.

100. Quite so—whether you offend Rowman- Catholies or not %—Quite so; I do not feel under
any obligation to consider the Romun Catholics in this matter.

101. You will adwnit there are a great number of Roman Catholics serving in the Army?
Quite so.

102. And you admit therc are many Catholics as well as Protestants who may yet be called
upon to serve—who are being enlisted 2—They are being consceripted for the most part.

103. When you say that, to whom de you refer #—The Roman Catholics.

104. Then you wish to suggest they are being forced to fight —VYes. .

105. 1f that were so you will not, of course, take any part of the blame to yourself?—No,
for the war has been running three years, and I spoke only six months ago.

106. And you wish to convey to the persons here present, and to His Worship, that the Roman
Catholics are not taking that interest in the war which you think they should %—1I say that very
definitely ; their own publications prove it. '

107. Then these utterances of vours are designed with the view of stivring up resentment
against a class of men who vou think are not doing their duty 7—I have never said one word in
that direction.

108. 1 suggest it to vou =1 have never said one word in that direction.

109. 1 suggest it-—vyour rveimarks are caleulated to stiv up vesentment #—1 never criticized in
one written word or one spoken word, except in regard to their priests and Marists: and where
there have been illustrations of Roman Catholies going inte the Ariny and doing valiantly I have
been as ready in my appreciation of it.

110. That is very good of vou?—No,

111. Will you not admit ay a reasonable man that when you make statements which many
people consider to be offensive to persons of the Roman Catholic faith you are doing something
which tends to breed hostility and ill will %—To whom

112. Between persons of that faith and persons of the opposite faith—your followers?
not know that I have any followers.

113. Your associates¢—Tt tends, no doubt, to bring to the surface the ill feeling that exists
already on the other side.

114. You are prepared, then, to stir it up and increase it?—How increase it? I am out
on a great public duty, and the whole of my actions in connection with this matter have been
actuated by a scnse of public duty, and that there are those who agree—there are many thousands
in this Dominion who agree T am doing a public duty—there is ample evidence in the formation
of the Protestant Political Association.

115. Yes, | dare say you can get people to believe anything, Mr. Tlliott, but 1 would like you
to tell me how you think that utterances such as those delivered by you in public here on the
11th July are caleulated, we will say, to help the war %—To help the war? ) .

116. Yes. I suppose you admit it is part of your duty to help to prosecute the wari—Iu
every way possible; but not to sink the rights of Protestants and the rights and liberties of this
cotmtry and its manhood, so that the whole of the rights and liberties are being filched by a secret
or sani-secret organization under the name of religion.

117. And you are still urging that propaganda #—VYes.

118. And all you ave doing is under the name of religion®—Yes; and you will notice it
is culled the Protestant Poletical Association.

119. Yes, | saw that. There is a very long report in the Awelhland Free Press.  You have
read that, T suppose —No, T have not.  You do not usually read your own sermons and speeches.

120. Then vou are not able to say it is a correct report i—1I understand it was taken in a short-
Land report; it is a fairly correct report.

121. You are prepared to accept it as such $—VYes.

122. Tt is such a long report it is difficult to pick out exactly what one wants, but T would
like to ask you how you think that statements such as this are likely to do good or have any effect
but ereating il will: *“ We made inquiries in certain districts as to whether the letters had been
sent, and we were supplied by the senders with copies of the letters that had heen stopped at the
Auckland Post-office. The following is one of the letters addressed to the members of the Vigilance
Committee : ¢ Can you inform me through your bureau of information whether it is a fact that a
levy is made by the priest, or his representative, on the salary of workmen who have obtained
employment through that priest’s instrumentality in the Newmarket workshops?’ Did you say
that =—Yes, I read out that letter.

123. Did you also say this: ‘It is openly reported that the Roman Catholics are teaching
disloyalty in their schools, and I should like to know if you have any information on t}}e subject,
as many Protestants send theiy children to Roman Catholic schools ”” I—That was a copy of a letter.

I do
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124, Did you read it aloud -—Yes.

[25. “ We have other letters also.  For.instance, there is one asking if all the evidence in
connection with the drowning of a man (‘nun,’” it should be) at Taumarunui was divulged, or
whether certain facts were suppressed in regard to her health that ought to have been stated in
Court to have a full understanding of the matter.”  You read that}—I read that letter.

126. *° We also have an inquiry as to whether there was not found in the grounds of an Auck-
land Roman Catholic institution the body of a child, and whether it had been buried at the expense
of a local police officer.””  Did you say that ¢—I read that.

£27. What good purpose, may | ask, do you suggest was being aimed at in making those state-
ments to a large audience in the City of Auckland %1 made the charge there that the Post Office
was being used corruptly to suppress correspondence in the interests of the Roman Catholie Chureh,
and I read those ax having come through the post and been suppressed.

128. I can understand your grievance against the suppression of the letters.  Was it necessary
for your purpose in regard to the Pest Office to say aloud these things, which must be deemed
offensive, to say the least?  You answer my question —VYes, absolutely. ‘

129. You deemed it vour duty to make these statements #—VYes, absolutely, or else the audience
would not have had the opportunity of judging.

130. Would it not have been sufficient to say, *‘ Certain letters of a very delicate nature have
heen suppressed in the Post Office » %——No, it would not. '

I31. Then you do not feel any shame in havings made these vemarks in public in a community
which consists to a large extent of people of different religions, including Roman Catholies 7—Not
at all. . ‘

132, You glory in it%—Not at all. I regret the necessity that has been forced upon us by
the action of censoring our hox. : ‘

133, 1 want to sce exactly the kind of man vou ave. How long have vou been a minister of
the gospel I—Twenty years. ) -

134, And in charge of churches ov congregations all that time until lately ¢—VYes.

(X1

135, Where?—In Australia and in New Zealand.

136. When did you begin the anti-Roman-Catholic propaganda —When I was at school.
137, And you have kept it up ever since ---Yes.

138, Have you indulged in public utterances somewhat on these lines in Australia ?—Yes.
139, With the same results -—No.

140. No disturbances —No, ‘

141. Now, cvidently you arc imbued with the idea that there is a good deal—I will not say
in the Roman Catholic faith, but in Roman (‘atholics themselves that is objectionable 2—Not at all,

142, Are you not =—Not at all. T say it is the system.

143, It is the system, you say %—The system. I have no prejudice against Roman Catholics
as such.

144. No? T am glad to hear that. That hardly squares with vour public utterances, how-
ever —You may think so, but I do not. :

145. We may differ there, perhaps. You consider it was a necessity, and you performed a
public duty in making the statements I have quoted +—Yes.

146. Did vou consider vou were performing any useful and good purpose in inventing—
forging—Dogus letters addressed to vourself o1 your committee which your counsel produced yester-
day #—They were not bogus in the sense that there was reason for believing—-—

147, Answer me [question repeated | #—They were not bogus letters in that the inquiries made
in those letters werg not mere Agments. . We have reasonable ground for believing that in every
ase in those inguivies there is a substratum of truth, which, if occasion arises, may be proved.

148, That ix nat the question.  Did vou not deliberatelv invent the letters%—~No; one could
not invent facts.

149. Did you write the letters%—No, T did not.

150. Who did it —Friends, at my dictation.

151. Very well; that is practically you. Did they sign their own names?—No.

152, What did they sign #—O0h, various.

153, Various fictitious names $—VYes.

154, One is signed ““ Harry Travis 7’ : do you know of any persml/nf that name —Well, I
do, in Australia. |

155. You do not suggest that is from that person —No.

156. You do not suggest it came from a person of this name —No.

[57. This is Klizabeth Blackloek: is that a true name —No.

158, And in the case of Hoey, is there any such person ©—Na, not that T know of.

159, The fourth is Soden—an existing person 2—No, not that 1 know of,

160. You invented those names —T did.

161, These letters [addresses quoted] are practically letters prepared by vou and practically
addressed to vourself —Yes.  Not to me—thev came to the box. I never used the box.

162, These letters were intended as tvaps for the Post Office or somebody — Yes.

163. You said vesterday they dealt onlv with matters relating to Roman Catholicism 9—VYes.

164. Do you not think that a decent man, if he wanted to make a trap for that purpose only,
would have put into his letters something less disgusting and less offensive than thist—I say
this: we could not have obtained the proof we desived to have without vome statements such as
those.

165, So vou think that a harmless Ietter referving to some Roman Catholie matter of gencral
intevest would wot have had the vesult vou desived—namely, to find out whether the letters were
heing censored in the interests of the Roman Catholie Church or not —No.

166, Now, these letters [ have characterized as disgusting passed the Censor, vau say —7Yes.
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167. And they reached the address, box 912 9—That is so.

168. Your allegation is that the censorship has beén established and exercised in the interests
of the Roman Catholics: do you still believe that?—Yes. I think this inquiry made all the
difference in the passing of those letters, and if the inquiry had not been made we would not have
wot, them.

169. You are prepared to believe u good deal %—VYes, I seriously believe that.

170. Do you think that after that stuff went through the censorship is being exercised in
the interests of the Roman Catholic Church %—Yes, I think the other letters prove it.

171. To go back to your interview with Mr. Herdman on the 24th May: you knew then that
the correspondence for box 912 was being censored ¢—VYes.

172. Did you make any complaint of that to Mr. Herdman %—Not to Mr. Herdman.

173. You seemed to suggest yesterday that Mr. Herdman was somewhat sympathetic in regard
to your actions I—I have not suggested that.

174. You seemed to suggest that —You had no right to think that.

175. It seemed to me you seemed to suggest that Mr. Herdmman was somewhat sympathetic
so far as your utterances and the publication of the pamphlet was concerned I—I have no right
to suggest that.

176. You told me that Mr. Herdman said nothing which could be said to encourage you in the
distribution of the pamphlet ¢—No, as a Minister of the Crown he would not.

177. Did you discuss the pamphlet with him $—Yes.

178. But you made no complaint of the censorship —No, it was not on me.

179. It was on the literature goiug to your box ¥—Not to my box at all.

180. 1 call it your box; but the Vigilance Committee’s box #—Not the Vigilance Committee’s.

181. Well, the Orange Lodg,e s9—VYes.

182. Well, you made no complaint to Mr. Herdman of 'the exercise of the censorship, and,
of course, did not ask him to remove it %—No. Y

183. How long 1s it since vou commenced to distribute this p.tmphlet ?—In the early part
of December, 1916.

184. Giving the address “ Box 912, G.P.0.”” That is, it eirculated for five months —Until
the Roman Catholics kicked up a row, and they put a censorship on it.

185. Who? Do you know that —'The Minister of Defence.

186. You had twenty-five thousand of these printed#—I am corrected in that this morning
by the gentleman who had the matter in hand : twenty thousand.

187. Have they all been put into circulation 9—Yes, with the exception of a few—about fifty.

188. How do vou circulate them ¢-—-At meetings. People have written for them, &c.

189. Yes.  All gone?—-All cxcept about fifty.

190. We have had reference made here to a sort of little preface, ¢ Fellow Citizens ”’ [quoted]
and signed ‘“The Committee of Vigilance.”” Who are the Committee of Vigilance?—I am not
prepared to say.

191. T wish to know 9—1 am not prepared to say.

192, How many ?—Quite a large number,

193. Well, who are they!

His Wor eh?p ruled that the question should not he preqqed, as Mr. Elliott was prepared to
admit he was one of the committee and might be taken to represent it.

Mr. Gray: Very well; as your Worship says, he must be taken to represent that Committee
of Vigilance.

194. Mr. Gray.| Now, when did the Committee of Vigilance begin to use box 912?—That
would probably be in December.

195. Was that about the time the committee was formed ?—The committee wag in existence
carlier than that.

196. How much %—Nine months.

197. And T think the Committee of Vigilance indulges in other pamphlets of much the same
character I—You mean historical pamphlets.

198, You may call them historical, but they have reference to the Roman Catholics and the
Roman Catholic Church. [ have one here?—You refer to the “ Rome and Beer ”” pamphlet.

199. How many have you civeulated —Three.

200. ““ Did the Pope know !’ : is that one%~-No; that is circulated by the Protestant Political
Association— Printed and published for the Protestant Political Association by the Free DPress
Pyp.”"  The Free Press is the press whose imprint is on the other pamphlet, “ Rome’s Hideous
(luilt,” which [ quoted.

The Protestant Political Association is the body of which you are the organizer and
luoturer ?—Yes. ,

202. 1 see that this ends up, “Is the Pope neutral? What say you?’’—Do not take that
into evidence that I say the Pope is neutral, please.

203. Not at all; I have quoted the pamphle‘r “ What say you?” And you have also pub-
lished the pmspe(tus of the Protestant Political Association, in the course of which there ave these
words: “The exemption of priests and Marist Brothers in response to the demand of the
Hierarchy. The truculent and insolent attitude adopted towards the Minister for Kducation
in the name of ¢ the Spirit of Conciliation ’ by the Roman Federation. The scoffing of politicians
at Protestants, and their truckling to Rome. .The crowding of members of the Roman Church
into cvery branch of the Civil Service, and the widespread dissatisfaction in the Serviee in con-
sequence thereof. The innumerable instances of undue influence to the detriment of justice and
right.””  You approve, of course, and endorse that languagef—I am afraid so, and we arve
endeavouring ta prove it true.

A

.
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204. And your membership declaration says, ‘1, , declare that I am a British subject
and a Protestant; T reject as superstitious the Romish doctri ine of the Mass; that I am not married
to a Romanist, nor will I marry one ’’ —That is so.

205. And you got your adherents and subscribers to sign that declaration—Yes. + Ten
thousand have signed it in the North Island.

206. All that you will say, is calculated to imbue a spirit of harmouny throughout the com-
munity ?---We are harmonmno the Protestants in the defence of their liberties.

207. And you do not care if you offend the feelings of the Roman Catholics $—No, not at all.
Lt is better to have it on the surface.

208. And you are endeavouring to fan the flame $—No.

209. It looks very like it. Are there any more pamphlets by the way%—No, not at present.
_ 210. You mentioned a name that I did not catch %—That was an advertisement that appeared
in the Press entitled ¢ Rome and Beer.”

211. Let us get on to your direct charges against the Post Office. When did you first think
that letters were miscarrying '—I have a letter handed to me on the Thursday or the Friday of
the weel in which the letters were sent out.

212. The circulars, do you mean *—7Yes, the circulars.

213. 1 understand the first posting of circulars was done on Monday, the 2nd July, and
another postmg on Wednesday, the 4th —Yes.

214. When did you first communicate with Mr. Williamson, the Chief Postmaster 7—On
Monday night.

215. The first night %—No, on the Monday week.

216. The Monday before your lecture—Yes. I had information before, but I thought they
were perhaps accidents. I had only one or two.

217. But did you not ring up Mr. Williamson on the Thursday, the 5th July %—No, it was on
the Monday night, I thlnk-—I am quite without any written record of the mattex——Monday, the
9th July.

218. I suggest you are mistaken —1It is possible I am mistaken in that date.

219. 1 am informed that on the 5th July you rang up Mr. Williamson and made some com-
plaint ?-—1I would accept the date if Mr. Williamson is sure of it, because I have not a record of it.

220. And that he asked you if there were to be any further postings, and that you said, *“ Yes,
some 1ore would be posted to-night or to-day ”’ +—7Yes.

221. Did he not ask you to postpone the posting until that evening so that he could make
definite (umngijgnts in his office to keep a check +—VYes, that is so.

Mr. Ostler : Is it the Sth Ju]v(

222, Mr. Gmy ] Yes, that is so. Mr. Williamson informs me you rang him up on the evening
ol the bth July, and stated that envelopes from the association to the number of about fifty had
been delivered without contents to the addressees—Yes; that is, I was informed then from one
and another. '

223. Did not Mr. Williamson, after making inquiries from you over the telephone, request you
to furnish a list of addresses of the empty envelopes #—That is so.

224. Did you ever supply that list &—No.

225. Why not?—I had not the names: I had to get them from my secretary. Then I was
advised to withhold the names if T was going to make any public charge.

226. You advertised in the Press?—7Yes.

227. You were requested more than once by Mr. Williamson to let him have a list %—That is so.

228. Can you suggest how he was to make inquiries into the complaint if he had not the
names +—I was not concerned about what he was doing. T was concerned about how we were to
prove the charges.

229, How do you suppose that the Chief Postmaster was to inquire into your complaint and
see whether an injustice had been done unless you furnished him with the names and addresses
of the persons concerned +—He could not do it. I explained to him through the Press why I had
not done it.

Mr. Ostler: It was my mistake: I did not write.

230. My Gray.] That was referring to something else. I am speaking of a date long ante-
cedent to the meeting—the preceding week. You will admit, Mr. Elliott, it was impossible for
the Chiet Postmaster to make those inquiries without the particulars he asked for9—Yes; and in
saying that I say it would have been impossible to prove our charges if the information had been
allowed to get into the hands of the Post Office.

231. qu, but vou did not then suggest there was any improper action on the part of the Post
Office 7—No; but %ub%equent information made us think there was. We were not suspicious at
that time. ‘

232. After you made the charges you were advised not to supply——1%—No; T was advised
before then.

233. After these conversations with Mr. Williamson %—I only had one.

234. You were advised that if you were going to make charges against the Post Office you
had better not give him the particulars. For that reason possibly he has not received the par-
ticulars until we heard them in Court yesterday 3—Yes.

236. You came to the conclusion apparently that there was something under the surface you
did not know anything about ?—In what respect?

236. That these non-deliveries, &c., were not merely the result of carelessness, but were done
dishonestly 2—Yes. '

237. Now, I would like to know exactly what you do suggest —1In regard to the letters—in
particular about the envelopes delivered empty?

6—F. 8.
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238. Yes; we will take that first?%—We say it was impossible for those envelopes to have
passed through the systemn of addressing, filling, and stamping that we had arranged, and to have
passed through the post-office, with the Post Office Regulations as thev arve, with the envelope
empty, in the nummber thev did and in the way they did; and that there must therefore be sone
reason in the Post Office for intercepting those tickets. Let it be understood no one could obtain
tickets for the Town Hall meeting unless they possessed one of those cards, and the possession of
one of those cards supplied sufficient motive.

239. What do vou suggest in regard to the non-delivery to two persons of letters: we are told
two persons did not get their letters#—I suggest those letfers were opened and the cards taken out
for the purpose of obtaining tickets of admission to that meecting.

240. And the envelopes, of course, destroved 1-—Ycs.

241. And you suggest that somebody has been base enough to open those letters and steal their
contents and use them +—Ves.

242, Based upon wvothing more than vour distorted view of what is going on in the Post
Office.  What do you suggest, My Elliott, with regard to the late delivery to clergvmen of your
letters of invitation I suggest the letters were held up dishonestly.

243. For what purpose?—For preventing, probably, the announcing of that meeting in the
Protestant churches of Auckland.

244. Held up by whom ?¥—How do I know?

245. But you must have some idea or theory. You do not suggest My. Williamson gave orders
for it to be done to gratify any little whim —Generally, say, the Post Office.

246. Beginning where?! Do you go back as far as the head, Mr. Morris+—Tell me who is
at the back.

247. You have been told the Censor is the only person. We have it now that out of 2,500
civeulars there is evidence of only nine having reached the recipients with empty envelopes?
—There is evidence of an unlimited number.

248. Pardon me; we are dealing with evidence here. My friend has given me the names.

Mr. Ostler : We also have an aduiission of two postmen as to mauny oun their rounds.

249. Mr. Gray.] No. Do you suggest there was a base conspiracy somewhere to prevent nine
individuals out of 2,500 invited from attending the meeting 1 do not suggest that; 1 suggest
there was a conspiracy to secure tickets, »

250. Do you suggest there was anyv design to prevent the meeting or withhold from certain
persons the knowledge that there was to be a meeting —The letters were evidently held up with the
intention of helping the meeting.

251. Do you suggest there was any design to prevent people going to it?—I do suggest that
the only possible motive for censoring the correspondence

252. | am speaking of these circulars. Do vou suggest there was a design to spoil your
meeting and prevent people going to it?%—1 suggest that the cards were taken out for the purpose
of petting tickets.

253. That is, swelling the audience. You do not suggest that people were being prevented
from going to the meeting %It was the onlv means of somebody obtaining entrance tickets.

254. Can you suggest why, if anybody in the Post-office was stealing these tickets, the envelopes
should be delivered to the addressees 3—1 have not the faintest idea why they came through.

255. That does not look like the action of an intelligent postman 9—There is method in that
madness. [t is suggested that thev were sent empty after abstraction of the contents.

256. Do you think, then, that the postman was committing a fraud—the letter-carrier -—The
letter-carrier simply delivered what was handed to him. '

257. Do you admit that therc is nothing to show that there was any dereliction of duty on
the part of letter-carriers?—No; | do not admit that. I do not know whose dereliction of duty
1t was.

2568. Then you are not prepared to admit that as far as vou know or believe the postman
delivered the letters as he got thein $—As far as I know.

259. And you cannot go further and say you do not think the postmen themselves abstracted the
contents —No. They disappeared; I do not know where they disappeared.

260. You have made reference to an order as to the ‘delivery of letters—I think your counsel
did yesterday—but you made some reference to it to-day. You say that there was an order in
the Post-office

My, Ostler objected. This is information obtained solely for the purpose of this case, and it
is absolutely privileged. My friend cannot ask questions about how, or where, or in what manner
I got information to work up this case.

Mr. Gray: 1 submit on behalf of the Post Office this is an inquiry into allegations made by this
wentleman against the Post Office, which involve serious charges of misconduct on the part of the
Post Office officials. Tt is not only the allegation that the censorship has been established and exer-
¢ised in the interests of the Roman Catholic Church, but that correspondence has heen suppressed—
that it has been corruptly and wilfully suppressed, opened, detained, and so on, by Post Office
officials. It has been stated by v friend and by this witness that there is an order in the Post-office
book directing the censoring of correspondence for this box, or something to that effect. I submit I
am entitled to ask what he knows about that, and what is the source of his information. The
inquiry, sir, so far as the Post Office is concerned, ought, not only in the interests of the Post
Office but in the interests of the public, to be as thorough as possible. Serious allegations have
been made against an institution in which the public is concerned, and they ought to be fully
investigated.

(
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Mr. Ostler : The sound objection is one that rules in every matter that comes before a Court:
information obtained for the purpose of working up a case before a Commission, or a Criminal
Court, or anywhere, is absolutely privileged, and the other side has no ground for inquiring
where that information came from.

His Worship: Arve you seeking to ascertain where that information came from!

Mr. Gray: Yes, 1 propose to ask Mr. Elliott the extent of his knowledge about this order, and
where he got his information.

His Worship ruled that the question might be asked.

Mr, Ostler: 1 shall advise Mr. Elliott not to answer.

Mr. Gray: Now, Mr. Elliott, you have intimated that there is some order—my friend said
yesterday that in March an order was placed in the book, and that after the advertisement of the
meeting further instructions were added to the order-book in the Post-office on the 6th July to hold
back all correspondence. You communicated that information te your counsel, Mr. Elliott ?—1I
do not propose to answer any questions on that point, in accordance with the advice of my counsel.

262. 1 ask you again, did you communicate that statement—that information—to your
counsel, Mr. Elliott 7—1 decline to answer.

263. Wer¢ you informed by any person of the existence of such an order as is alleged ?—I
decline to answer that.

Mr. Gray: 1 ask your Worship to direct the witness to answer,

His Worship: You see, Mr. Gray, it opens up the whole question of information supplied to
them in connection with working up their case. I do not like to force them. I can see, of course,
that it is not in the best interests of the conununity that questions of the kind shall not be answered,
to show wlhether there is corruption in the Post Office. That is the allegation, and I say the other
side must take the onux of refusing to assist me in the investigation of the charge of corruption
in the Post Office.

Mr. Gray: You will recollect I said the other day that the Department was anxious to get
at the whole tiuth.

Wis Worship: Kvidently there must have been some leakage in the Post-office, and information
conveyed to your counsel, Mr. Elliott.

Mr. Ostler - How do you know that the information was not given to me?

Hes Worship: T presume you would not try to get any information. If you would, so much
the worse for you.

Mr. Gray: Your Worship will see that it has been suggested that there has been some leakage.
It is not only in the interests of the Department generally that your Worship should make that
inquiry, but the head of the Department is most anxious

His Worship ruled that he would not compel an answer: it would mean penalizing some
particular officer.

Mr. Gray: Does your Worship see the result? If there has been leakage in the Post-office,
has not some particular officer there committed a breach of his oath in regard to secrecy? And if
it is not disclosed who the culprit is, the whole of the staff may rest under an unjustifiable stigma
of breaking the confidence of the public.

is Worship: Yes. [Ruling adhered to.|

264. Mr. Gray.] Well, 1 will put one more question to Mz. Elliott. Will you say who gave
the information that I have referred to ?—DNo.

265. Do you decline here, at this public inquiry into the conduct of the Post Office service, to
give any information which will help either His Worship or the head of the Department to inquire
into the truth of this allegation %—No; [ would not withhold any information that I have which
would not involve the people who assisted me in this matter.

266. Do you suggest then that your answering and giving the information to me that I seek
would involve a Post Office official ¢—I am not suggesting anything.

267. I ask you the question ¢—1I will not answer.

268. Theu you decline to give me any information which will enable the head of the Depart-
ment to ascertain whether or not there is a person in the Post-office who is unfit to be in the Public
Service—7Yes or No-—I will not answer.

Joun WinLiam Sanmonp, K.C., examined.

1. Mr. Gray.] Your name is John William Salmond —TVYes.

2. You are a barrister, holding the rank of King’s Counsel, and you are the Solicitor-General
for New Zealand ¢—7Yes.

3. I think, Mr. Salmound, you have been responsible for the drafting of war legislation since
the war, and also the War Regulations #—That is so.

4. And that you have had under your guidance and care many of the proceedings that have
been instituted in New Zealand under the War Regulations #—That is so.

5. Have you also been called upon to advise as to the censorship in New Zealand of corre-
spondence and mail-matter 7—Yes, I have constantly acted as the legal adviser to the censorship.

6. Are you familiar with the matters which led up to the censorship of matter emanating from
box 912, G.P.0., Auckland 7—Yes.

7. Perhaps you will tell His Worship how the matter originated !—At the end of 1916 and
the beginning of 1917 the attention of the authorities was, upon more than one occasion, called
to the activities of a body calling itself the Vigilance Association, and also to the activities of
the Rev. Howard Elliott, who was 1n some way connected with that body.

8. Was it a Vigilance Association or a Vigilance Committee —I think it appears on the front
of the pamphlet—the Committee of Vigilance. The first occasion on which that matter came to my
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knowledge was at the beginning of December, 1916. A communication was received by the Hon.
the Attorney-General—-a private letter enclosing a copv of a circular or pamphlet published. by
this committee and called ** Rome’s Hideous Guilt in the European Carnage.” '

9. Is that pamphlet identical with the one now before His Worship 7—7That is the same
pa‘n‘lphlet. 1 do not propose to mention the name of the informant of the Attornev-General, but
in view of the nature of the suggestions made in this case T desire to say that he was not a Roman
Catholie, and had no connection with the Roman Catholic Church. ' .

10. May 1 ask, Mr. Salmond, whether, when the matter was referved to you by the Attorney-
General, you received any particular instructions, or was the matter just referred to you It was
referred for my consideration and action. .1 considered the matter, and I came to the conclusion
that the pamphlet was a mischievous publication, and that the bodv responsible for it should not
be allowed to have the use of a post-office box for the distribution of matter of that class. I accord-
ingly, ou the 13th December, 1916, sent a memorandum to the Chief of the General Staff, Colonel
Gibbou, who has apparently the chief control of the censorship and with whom 1 always communi-
cate in these matters. The communication which I sent to him was as follows [letter read].

L. Do you know, Mr. Salmond, that in consequence of that memorandum which you sent the
Chief of the General Staff censorship was divected by him %—That is so.

12. Then it appears that the suggestion of censorship originated with yourself I—That is so.

13. You had no instruction by any Minister of the Crown or any one else to take this par-
ticular action, but you acted on your own discretion I—Yes.

14. For the reasons mentioned in the memorandum to the Chief of the General Staffi—For
those reasons.

15. The suggestion has been made in these proceedings that the censorship was established
in that instance in the intevests of the Roman Catholic Church —1 desire to give that suggestion
an emphatic denial. There was no thought in my mind, and I am sure there was no thought in
the mind of the Chief of the General Staff, as to taking sides in any way in any religious con-
troversy. It was not in the interests of the Roman Catholic Church that action was taken—it
wag in the interests of the public; and exactly the same action, as far as I am concerned, would
have been taken if the Committee of Vigilance had themselves, or had Roman Catholics, made
a similar attack upon the Protestant religion. ‘ )

16. Did you consider, Mr. Salmond, that the circulation of literature such as that was calcu-
lated to create hostility and i1l will?

Mr. Ostler raised the objection that this was a leading question, but His Worship ruled that
that could hardly be so, as it was the Solicitor-General who was giving evidence.

Mr. Gray: That is so, sir. Mr. Salmond, has already shortly stated his reasons in the
memorandurmn.

Witness: The reason why 1 recommended that action should be taken was that literature
of that class seemed to be an attempt to stir up religious strife and bigotry in a time of war;
it could serve no useful purpose, and was bound, I thought, to excite public discord and want
of harmony and religious antagonism at a time when harmony and efficiency were absolutely
necessary to the conduct of this war. T came to the conclusion, rightly or wrongly—and I adhere
to it—that the circulation of that sort of thing was a public mischief and a public evil, and that
the Post Office should not be used as the instrument of it. .

17. Mr. Gray.] Did you consider, Mr. Salmond, that the effect of the circulation of this
pamphlet might have any effect upon military operations in New Zealand?

Myr, Ostler objected that this was another leading questiomn.

His Worship ruled that the Solicitor-General could take care of himself in such a matter.

Witness: It would have no effect upon military operations, but I thought it would have a
very appreciable effect upon the recruiting of Roman Catholics and in the want of hearty co-opera-
tion and assistance of Roman Catholics 11 the conduct of the war. This pamphlet is not really
an attack on the Roman Catholic religion—it is an attack upon Roman Catholics in specific
relation to the war.

18. Mr. Gray.| When 1 said ‘‘ operations’ I meant conduct of matters connected with the
war }—1 said that in iy opinion it would interfere with the full assistance desired by the Govern-
ment being obtained frow the Roman Catholic community in connection with the war.

19. T had rvecruiting in my mind when I asked the question, but I did not like to suggest
it to you. About the source of this paumphlet———?—One of the witnesses said this pamphlet
was merely a reprint from an English newspaper, with the exception of some words at the end
of it. 1 desire to point out that the first part of the pamphlet 1s not a reprint at all. It is a
publication by the Committee of Vigilanee in these words:—

“ Rome’s Hideous Guilt in the Ewropean Carnage.
(From the Churchman’s Magazine.)
* Ferrow CrTizens,—

“Tt is impossible to get the daily Press to publish the great underlying facts of the
cause of this present terrible war., Germany is being made the scapegoat to hide an equally
guilty party—Rome. Austria is the chief of Rome’s representatives. The Papacy has two great
objects at the present time—viz., the vestoration of the temporal power of the Pope and the'
destruction of Protestantism. England has stood in the way of the achievement of these objects.
Rome’s aim is to crush England, as also is Germany’s.  The following will give you some startling
and accurate information. There is much more to know, but this will enlighten you.

““ Trg COMMITTEE OF VIGILANCE.”
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20. And there is an addendum. is there not1-—Yes. ‘‘Let it not be lost sight of that Rome
stirred the fire under Europe’s boiling cauldron, and therefore she must he pronounced ‘ Guilty’
in primarily proveking the Great War.”

21. Mr. Ostler.] That is a reprint, Mr. Salmond #—1 do not think so.

Mr. Ostler: Tcan produce the Churchman’s Magazine.

Witness: The addendwmn, then, is the following part: ‘ This is the Church that our Mayor
(Mr. Gunson) and City Councillors are pandering to. (NoTe.—Owing to the attitude of the Press
the people are kept in darkness. Rome controls the papers. Your heritage of liberty and freedom
is being attacked. You don’t kmow it. The booksellers of this city are afraid to stock the
literature which would enlighten you. If vou are not going to vemain blindfolded write to
box 912, .P.0., Auckland, when you will receive a list of books and magazines which every
Protestant should read.)’”’

22. Mr. Gray.] Those words you liave read at the beginning and the end of the pamphlet are
something in addition to the original publication which the Churchmnan’s Magazine itself had
published 4—Yes.

. 23. Now, Mr. Salmond, you have expressed your reasous for recommending—advising—
censorship.  Have you in-consequence of anythinw that has happened since last December, or that
vou have heard in the course of this Inquiry, seen any reason to alter or modify your v1ewsl
None whatever, except that I am inclined to regret I did not take stronger action at the tlme
than merely nnpose censorship.

24. Mr. Ostler.] 1s that a threat $——

25. Mr. Gray.] 1t may not be a matter of public interest, but may 1 ask, Mr. Salmond, are
vou a Roman (Clatholic -—No.

26. Or Colonel Gibbon?-—1 do not know what Colonel Gibbon 1is, but I have no reason to
believe he is a Roman Catholic.

27. Then, shortly, Mr. Salmond, it is you, and you alone, who are responsible for the advice
that the corrvespondence from this body should be censored, and it was pursuant to your advice
that the censorship was established —That is so.

28. Mr. Ostler.] Is that the only instruction the military authorities have—-that memorandum
of the 13th December —Oh, ves.

29. The only connection vou had with the matter was to send that memorandum of the 13th
December, 1916 91 have often dealt with the Rev. Howard Elliott since then.

30. Well, have you advised any further restrictions than those I—No.

3. Ave we to understand that vou are really the Censor of New Zealand, Mr. Salmond —No.

32. It sounds like it, does it not%—No; I said I was the legal adviser.

33. But you advise, of course, and when you advise the military authorities they follow your
advice, do they not {-—Usually.

34. In this connection yvou did not have any instructions from any Minister of the Crown
at, all =—No.

36. When you say you are inclined to regret you did not take stronger action, are we to
take that as a threat you are poing to take stronger action in future?—1I am making no threat.

36. What do you mean by ‘“stronger action ”’ 1—By ““stronger action’’ 'T mean prosecution
under the War Regulations. '

37. Can you point to any war regulation under which any person responsible for this
pamphlet could be prosecuted ¥—1 think it 18 probably an offence against the War Regulations
of the 4th Deceraber, 1916. These were not in force when the pamphlet was printed.

38. Were those regulations made with the view of prohibiting the circulation of the pamphlet!
—Oh, no; the pamphlet was published just before the vegulations, and came to my knowledge
just afterwards.

39. You have told us that the attention of the authorities was called to that pamphlet by a
person whose name you declined to mention $—VYes,

40. Can you tell us whether he is a member of Parliament I have no objection to saying
Yes, he was a member of Parliament. |,

41. T think we know the gentleman then ?—1I think you probably do.

42. You say he wrote a letter to the Attorney-General: have you brought that letter up with
vou?—TYes, I believe so.

43. Is it a fact that there is not one word of Mr. Howard Elliott mentioned in that letter }——

Mr. Gray: 1 do not think Mr, Salmond should be asked about documents necessarily of a con-
fidential character. They are veally matters of State, and Mr. Salmond might have declined, I
think, if he had cared, even to make any statement

Hzs Worship: Well, Le has already answered, and I do not see that the counsel for the other
side——

Mr. Gray : All that Mr. Salmond said was that the attention of the Solicitor-General had been
drawn——

His Worship overruled the objection.

44. Mr. Ostler.] My last question was, Was it a letter about the Rev. Howard Elliott 1 have
no objection to answer that.

45. T suggest to you, Mr. Salmond, there was not a word in that letter of Mr. Elliott ¥—There
was not, as far as I know.

46. But I understood you to say that the attention of the authorities was drawn in that letter
to the Committee of Vigilance and to the Rev. Howard Elliott %—Not in that letter.

47. Then when you issued that advice to the Chief of the General Staff you did not know
Mr, Howard Elliott in the matter ¢—No.
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48. Then it would not be correct to say that this censorship was imposed because of any speech
Mr. KElliott inade at Hamilton ¢—1It was long before then.

49. Is it not a fact that the Censor is under the control of the New Zealand Government i—
1 do not know what you mean by ‘‘ under the control of the New Zealand Government.”’

50. For instance, what 1 mean is this: Could not the New Zealand Government say to the
man who is Censor, we will appoint some one else instead of you 1—Oh, yes.

51. Could not the New Zealand Goverinment direct that Censor how hc was to act in censoring
any particular matter? Could not the New Zealand Government say, ‘‘ You are not to censor
box 912 any longer *’ +—0h, yes.

52. That is sufficient im my purpose. Is it not an omission that there is no statutory power
for the appointment of a Censor in New Zealand %—There is no express power for the appointment
of Censors. 'T'he matter has been dealt with under section 27 of the Post Office Act by Governor’s
Warrants.

53. Then the Censor is appointed under section 27 of the Post Office Act ¢—Yes.

54. You have told us that the rcason for your advice in this case was that that sort of pamphlet
was not likely to produce havmony in a dangerous time for the nation. If that is so, may I ask
why you have allowed the Catholic Press of this country, week by week, to publish sedition I—1
allow it !

55. Well, you allow the persons who direct the public prosecutions of this country—1I have no
initiative; I never take any action unless I am asked about it.

56. Well, but you took the initiative in this%—No; I said it was referred to me by the Hon. the
Attorney-General.

B7. Can we take it the matter has not been referred to you—the matter of the utterances of
the Zablet7—1 cannot answer.

58. 1 can understand your difficulty about it. It is a fact that there has not been a pro-
secution of any Catholic organ in New Zealand +—That is so, I believe.

59. Have you yourself, apart from the matters that have been referred to you, observed any
paragraphs in the Catholic Press which are grossly seditious and disloyal%-—I cannot answer the
question; I do not personally read the Roman Catholic Press.

60. Have you directed the censorship or advised censorship of any literature issued by any
Catholic association —1 do not know what you mean exactly. I have advised the Censor about
countless matters—some Catholic, some others, some no religion at all.

61. Can you tell mue whether a censorship has been established over any correspondence
addressed to the Catholic Federation, for instance, or sent out by the Catholic Federation t—1I
cannot tell you. I have no recollection of all the advice giveu the Censor, and even if I had I do
not know that I should answer the question. ,

62. You do not mean to suggest that you may have advised them to censor the correspondence
of the Catholic Federation and forgotten it%—I have no recollection of any matter connected with
the Catholic Federation being submitted to me; but I suggest vou do not pursue that line of
investigation—1 am not going to disclose the advice I have given in connection with other matters.

63. We can draw our conclusions from that—that while our correspondence is censored that
of the Catholic Federation is allowed to go free of any restriction. Now, can you tell us whether
the Government or the Ceusor, or whoever it 18, proposes to continue the censorship over the
correspondence of this association ¢—I do not know.

64. | understand that you have drafted the whole of the War Regulations?—Yes.

65. And, in fact, the draftsmanship is entirely your work 9——Yes.

66. Is it not a fact that an association like the Employers’ Federation would be calculated
to stir up enmity and strife just in the same way as this association #—If they did it they would
be dealt with in the same way.

67. But do they not %~—Not that I know of, ‘

68. But your office, under your instructions, prosecuted thc coal-miners recently for the
go slow ”* strike, did it not —Yes.

69. 1 suggest thiy to you: Why dld you not, \\hen yoy saw the ml%hlevous tendenoy of this
pamphlet, adopt your favourite way al —Make
a particular pamphlet illegal ¢

70. No; you could have publih]ted a war regulation preventing the Protestant Political
Assoclation hom holding meetings if you liked —There is power now to prohibit the holding of
any meeting relating to the war.

71. You have said vou thought the activities of this association were harmful, and the
activities of Mr. Elliott.  Why, instead of holding their letters back, did you not pass a regula-
tion and say this is an unlawful society %—1 am inclined to think we should have done that;
we were too lenient.

72, Mr. Gray.] As I understand it, Mr. Salmond, the matter of prosecuting does not rest
with you: you merely advise?—I do not take action; I advise; either the police or somebody else
l'yx-o‘secutes.

3. Mr. Ostler.| Could I ask one more question? Mr. Salmond, were you not asked to advise
whether a pl osecution would lie for that pamphlet ¢—7Yes.

74. Did you advise that no prosecution would lie %—1I did not advise that no prosecution would
lie; T advised against the prosecution.

75. 1 suppose, on the ground that no prosecution would lie —No.

76. Did you think that no prosecution would lie%—No; I advised against it. I have already
explained that that pamphlet was printed and published before the War Regulations were in force,
and I thought, in the circumstances, it would be inexpedient.

£
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77. Was the new regulation retrospective%—No; but if it applied at all it should be applied
to the subsequent distribution.

78. You advised to that effect #—Yes.

9. Mr. Gray.] Not, Mr. Salmond, on account of any doubt as to its tendency #—No.

80. When you weve asked to advise, there was no regulation in force whieh might fit in.
There was a regulation in force, but not when the publication was first distributed and circulated,
and you would have had to depend upon the subsequent circulation to prove the offence —Yes.

Rev. Howanp Lestiz Enniorr further examined.

269. Mr. Ostler.] Do vou know who sent the report of your Hamilton meeting to the Star?
—Yes, a Mr. O’Grady.

270. What is his religion #—He is reported to be a Roman Catholic.

271. You have already told us it is not a fair report i—It is a very unfair report.

272, Mr. Gray.| Only by reason of omissjous, I understand $—Oh, no: I said it was twisted.

273, Mr. Ostler.] Have you anyv fair report of that meeting?—VYes; this is a fair report.  °

274, Where wus it pubh%hcd?—ln the Watkato Argus

Mr. Gray: That is, fair from the witness’s point of view.

His Worship: He is in the best position to know, of course.

275. Mr. Ostler.] You were asked if a row was not made. You said ““ Yes.”” Tell us exactly
what occurred %—We had advice on the day of the meeting from fourteen miles out of Hamilton
that there was going to be a demonstration. We communicated with the police, and the police
also intimated that they had heard that. When the hall was almost full—an audience of about
nine hundred and fifty present—a band of young fellows; about, forty in number, came in, and
immediately the chairman took the chair one of them rose to spealx on behalf of the Roman (*athohc
Federation. All through the meeting they disturbed and yelled and shouted, and Inspector Phair
of the police sent in a notice that if the chairman desired it he would remove that section from
the hall, since all the disturbance came fromn that section.

276. Did you desire to have them out —Not at all; it was the making of the meeting. Then,
at the close of the meeting, when we sang “ God save the King,”’ some remained seated, and some
started to sing “‘ God save Ireland.”” Then, after coming out in the company of Mr. Bollard
and the Rev. Mr. Clark and others, there was yelling. T was never in any danger; I kept my
hands in the pocket and smoked my pipe, and walked along to the car of my friend, who drove
nme to the place I was staving at.  Afterwards, about half a dozen of these young men are reported
to have driven over to the llouse of Dean Darby, showing that it was a Roman Catholic organized
disturbance.

277. Tell us exactly what was said between you and the Attorney-General afterwards in dis-
cussing the matter of this meeting ?—1In discussing this meeting I intimated to the Attorney-General
that the subject-matter of my lecture was included in a number of books and publications. I
quoted this hook, for instance, ‘‘ The Papal Conquest,”” written by Mr. Robertson, D.D., of
Venice, and published in 1909,

278. Never mind the book. You told the A‘rtmney-Genu al that the subject of your lecture
was contained in several well- lmown books #—7Yes, and in several English publications, American,
and Canadian, and Australian. [ also reminded him that in Australia a well-known dlgmta.ry
of the Anglican Chuvch, Canon Dighy Berry, had delivered a lecture which might have been word
for word my own.

279. Have you a copy {--T have a copy. It was delivered in the Town Hall, Melbourne,

280. It might have been word for word your own #—Yes; drawn from the same authorities.

281. Mr. Gray.] Did you say you read this #—No.

Mr. Gray: It is unduly loading the inquiry.

Mr. Ostler : The witness is being asked what he said to Mr. Herdman.

His Worship: That is so.

Mr. Ostler : Go on.

Watness: T also said that the whole trouble of the meeting arose from the fact that Roman
Catholies were determined to allow no expression of facts or opinion different from their own;
and that if they resorted again to the same tactics in other of my meetings the men who stood
with me in the cause were prepared to take the defence of the meeting and their interests into
their own hands.

Mr. Gray: 1 thought the witness told me he applied for police protection.

Mr. Ostler: You would not let him give reasons; vou insisted upon his answering yes or
no. (To witness): Go on.

Witness: Mr. Herdman said therc would be no necessity for that; that in lecturing—as we
had a right to do——adequatc police protection would be afforded upon apphcatlon at any time.

282, Mr. Ostler: The suggestion has been.made that he said something to discourage you from
continuing your lee tnrmo Is that so %—Not one word.

283. The \uggeshon was made that he discouraged distribution ¢—It was not a question of
distribution.

284. He said not one word of warning or to discourage you —No.

285. Have vou ever in any public utterances you have made in New Zealand said one word
against the religions observances of Catholics? -—1\0, outside the teachings from my pulpit, where
I dealt with them from a religious point of view, T have always carefully avoided the religious
observances of Catholies. I hwo dealt with their pohtlcs only.

286. Tt has been suggested by the editor of some obscure paper in Taranaki that you ought
to have been at the front. How many children have you ?—Five.
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" 287. What is your age —I am forty. o .

288. Can you tell us of your own knowledge whether a Protestant Political Association exists
in other places than New Zealand?—A Protestant Political Association exists in Queengland—
brought about by the same conditions that face us here in New Zealand, owing to the (_iomlpathn
of Rome in our politics and the Public Service; in New South Wales; ih Melbourne, Victoria; in
South Australia; in Canada; in Cape Colony; and throughout the United States of America.

289. With the same platform ?—With the same platform; with the same declaration to be
signed as we require our members to sign. Ours is one of a number throughout the Empire which
seek to preserve the Empire against the attacks of Catholics upon it to disintegrate the Empire.

290. With regard to those four letters written at vour dictation and posted by vou, it has
heen suggested, T think, that they were fovgeries: will you kindly tell us for what express purpose
vou did that $—To prove the nature of the censorship upon our correspondence.

291. Under the *“ Reasons ”’ for your association I read, ‘‘ The exemption of priests and Marist
Brothers in response to the demand of the Hierarchy.” ¢ The Hierarchy,”” 1 suppose, meauns the

. priests. Has the Hierarchy in New Zealand demanded the exemption of Marist Brothers!—
Archbishop O’Shea has; and Bishop Brodie, of Christchurch, has also demanded and threatened
that the whole force of the Catholic Church will be used if they are not exempted.

292. ¢ The attack upon our educational system and the demand for State aid for their
sectarian schools.”  Has that been demanded publicly It has been demanded publicly; and the
Minister of lducation has been violently and vilely attacked because he has refused to grant
them State aid. Public meetings have been held in the Town Hall, Auckland, and throughout
the country, speaking in the most unmeasured terms, and it is in consequence we have to organize.

293. | understand that is an extract from the Tablet of the 29th June upon that very point!?
~—"That is so. '

Mr. Gray: 1 would like to ask, sir, how could this be made relevant? How does this arise
out of my cross-examination? 1 endeavoured to avoid any contrast between the activities of the
Roman Catholic Church and the activities of the Protestant Churches either in the matter of
education or otherwise. | endeavoured to confine myself to this gentleman’s activities, which
seemed to have the vesult of creating ill feeling.

His Worship: Mr. Elliott was cross-examined in regard to some books you had in your hand.

Mr. Ostler: My friend quoted these words out of this constitution: ¢‘‘I'he exemption of
priests and Marist Brothers in response to the demand of the Hierarchy; the attack upon our
educational system, and the demand for State aid for their sectarian schools; the truculent and
insolent attitude adopted towards the Minister for Education in the name of ‘the spirit of con-
cilintion ’ by the Roman Federation; the scoffing of politicians and Protestants, and their truckling
to Rome.”’

Mr. Gray: 1 did not quote that.

Mr. Ostler: You are quite mistaken; you read it.

Mr. Gray: 1 read the first sentence, certainly.

Mr. Ostler: My friend used that to show that this man was stirring up religious strife. I
am going to show the object and purpose of his attitude.

294, Mr. Ostler (to witness).] With regard to the ‘‘ truculent and insolent attitude adopted
towards the Minister for Education in the name of the spirit of conciliation ”” : that is a reprint
from the T'ablet on the very point ?—Yes.

295. Did you have n meeting recently? You had u meeting recently at Wanganui, and one
held on Thursday night at Hamilton: were many people present?—The room was crowded out—-
not standing room—about eight hundred present.

AvornAND, Mowpay, 20T Avgust, 1917.
Mrs. Mary TRviNE examined.

Mr. Ostler.] What 1s your full name, Mrs. Irvine %—Mary Irvine.
And you live at Otahuhu?—Yes; Station Street, Otahuhu,

‘Did you post a letter to box 912 recently I—Yes, on the 8th July.
What was in the letter I—Asking for two tickets.

For the meeting -—Yes.

N

Postmaster, and told him——

7. Would that be the following Thursday after the 8th I—7Yes,

8. That was the day after the meeting, was it?—Yes, the 12th July; and I told him I had
written for two tickets and received no reply, and he forwarded me a paper in the afternocon
to fill in, which I did in the presence of my husband.

9. Did you ever hear any more about it?—Last Wednesday week I received an answer from
Mr. Williamson, telling me—-—

10. Is that the answer —VYes, that is it. ‘* Although every possible search and inquiry have
been made, no trace of the missing letter can be found in the post-office.”’

Mr. Gray: No questions, sir.

Did you ever get a reply —I got no veply, and on Thursday I wrote to Mr. Slyfield, our.
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JEsSE ALBERT DUPREE examined.

Mr. Ostler.] What is your full name —Jesse Albert Dupree.

And your occupation }—Manufacturer.

And your address?—Iiden Terrace.

Did you have a conversation with Mr. Williamson, Chief Postmaster, about nine letters
going astray ¢—VYes.

5. When was it %—On the 9th July, I think it was.

6. Tell us what the conversation was?%—I have a note of it. I told him that certain letters
had been posted to the ministers on the Friday, and told him also that they had not been delivered
on the Monday morning, and asked him why it was.

7. It was the 9th July, in the morning %—Yes; I have got a note.

8. Did you take this note at the time or later —Very soon after—within an hour. This
Is it: < On Friday evening last letters were posted to all the ministers asking them to announce
the meeting in the Town Hdll on the 11th to their congregations. It seems that they have not
rveceived them. Can you give me any explanation for this?’’ 'The reply was, ‘“ Held by the
Censor.”” [ said, ‘“ So they have been censored?’” He said, *‘ Yes.”” I then said, ‘ Evidently
held them up with a purpose.”” ‘I should not like to say that,”” was his reply. ‘ You quite
understand 1 am not to blame in the matter as I have no control over the Censor.”” My reply
was, ““Quite.” He continued then, saying, ‘‘ But the censorship has been removed, and they
will all be delivered as usual; in fact, I expect they have been received by now.”” At 3.30 p.m.
on Monday, the 9th July: ‘“So the censorship is lifted?’’ I asked. He replied, ‘‘ Yes.” 1
then said, ¢ Tickets posted now will be delivered as usual?’’ His veply was “ Yes.”

9. Ts that all the conversation I—That is all the conversation.

10. Mr. Gray.] Did you see My, Williamson %—It was on the telephone,

11. You did not see him #—No.

12. Were you speaking from Eden Terrace %—Yes.

13. And the conversation did not take very long, I suppose —Not very long.

14, Then the effect of it is this, is it not: you asked why certain letters posted on Friday
had not been delivered on the following Monday, and he explained that they had been held
up by the Censor —That is so.

15. And you agreed that the Post Office was not to blame —That is so.

16. When he said the censorship had been removed did you understand he was referring
only to that particular batch %—1 took it to mean, in future we should have perfect freedom.

17. That was your understanding; but you do not suggest Mr. Williamson said expressly
that the censorship of that box had been removed —That was what I understood.

18. But he did not say so expressly 9—I took that to be his reply.

19. But if Mr. Williamson tells His Worship, as he will, that he was referring to that
particular batch of letters held up, I suggest that ought to have led you to a different under-
standing. You see, Mr. Dupree %—1It conveyed to my mind at the time that there was to be per-
tect freedom.

20. You will admit that in this conversation over the telephone there was room for a mis-
understanding. You were inquiring specifically about a batch of letters, and you were dealing
with that bat@h of letters—Yes; and then I asked him generally whether they would be delivered
as usual.

21. Is it not possible he may have misunderstood your question as to the extent of the
censorship on that day —I do not know how Mr. Elliott understood it.

22, Never mind Mr. Elliott %-—TI telephoned through to explain to him.

23. You merely telephoned to Mr. Elliott what you understood had been the result of the
conversation {—Yes.

24. That is of no importance at all. This is the question: Mr. Williamson was dealing with
a specific batch of letters, and is it not quite possible he considered your inquiries were relating
to that class of correspondence then in the post i—In a measure, yes.

I

N

WinniaM RicuHARDSON examined.

1. Mr. Ostler.] What is yvour full name ¢—William Richardson.
2. And you are a printer !—VYes.
Carrying on business in Auckland —Yes.

LStatement of evidence tendered by Mr. Ostler. ]

Mr. Gray (after reading it): 1 have no objection to that. I do not see what it has to do
with the inquiry. ;

4. Mr. Ostler (to witness).] Is that a correct account of what occurred ¢—VYes.

5. Can you tell me, Mr. Richardson, the name of the Act the Superintendent of Police referred
to—Not now. I saw it.

6. You saw some Act?—Yes.

7. Can you tell me whether it was a statute—an Act of Parliament—or a war regulation 1—
I think it was an Act of Parliament. It was bound in with other Acts.

Mr. Gray : The Printers and Newspapers Registration Act. That was the Act under which the
Superintendent acted.

His Worship: He must be a Justice of the Peace as well. I am familiar with the procedure.

T—I'. 8
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Hrnry HasTings SEABROOK examined.

1. Mr. Ostler.] What is your full name %—Henry Hastings QOabmo]\

2. And your occupation —Manufacturer.

And your address i—DBusiness address, Grafton Road.

4. Have you ever had any difﬁculty—any controversy—with the Post Office about papers
being stopped %—1 have had two tilfs with the Government over that question.

5. When was the first i—FRarly in 1914,

6. How did that arise?—Well, 1 think—of course, I am speaking from memeory now, but
that would seemn to be about the time when the Roman Catholic Federation was started—I think
it was about that time it was announced they were out to suppress immoral literature, Of course,
[ do not know, but that may be so.

Did you see that when it appeared in the newspaper [extract from New Zealand Herald,
20th Mdy, 1914]%—I did. Previous to that I hud seen some letters, Mr. Ostler, that announced
the fact that they were visiting the booksellers in the city for the purpose of getting to know,
or perhaps finding out, what sort of books they had on their shelves. I think that occurved all
through the Dominion,

8. That occurred right throughout the Dominion #—I believe so.

9. [Portion of article read.] Did you see that%—Yes; my copy is in the Government now.

10. You cut it out ¢—1I cut all that out, and sent it to the Government,

11. Did you take steps to find out what the paper was that they had succeeded .in getting
the Postmaster-General to stop —Certainly. I was interested in this. I know a little about it.
I thought I would interest myself to find out what sort of paper this was.

12. You need not state the steps;
Menace.

13. Have you been a regular subscriber to The Menace for some time?—Well, I have sub-
scribed to The Menace for the last fifteen months.

14. Would you describe The Menace as disgustingly immoral?—DNot at all. I would like
to say, first, when I found out what paper this was I took steps to get a copy of it, and I managed
to get a couple of coples after a good deal of difficulty. '

15. Is that one of the copies you got [issue of the 16th May, 1914]1—Yes, that is one.

16. Did it have any immoral advertisement in it I—Absolutely, no. I got two copies of it
I read them from top to bottom. Do not make any mistake, Mr. Ostler; I am.not here to sup-
port immoral literature, but when I read that paper from top to bottom I did not find one single
sentence or one single word I could say was immoral in that paper. And 1 would like to say that
I found out that the editor of that paper was a respected minister of my own denomination—
a Congregationalist—and the last nan that would send out immoral literature.

17. When you discovered this what steps did you take to bring the matter to the notice of the
Government *—1I at once wrote to the Postmaster-General.

18. Is that a copy of your letter [copy dated the 26th May, 1914]¢—Yes, that is a copy.

19. ““ Marked in blue’” : what part was that %—The interview that you quoted.

20. Mr. Ostler read the letter, and asked, Did you get that letter in reply [letter from Post-

master-(ieneral, 29th May, 1914] 1—1I did.

21, Mr, Ostler read the letter, and asked, That had attached to it the article, did it?—7Yes;
he sent me up the clause of the Act aud a letter which appeared in the Fvening Post of the 26th
May, 1914. Somebody had attacked him, and he had made an explanation in the paper.

22. Did you write him in reply #—This was when I had heard the name of the paper and
got to understand it was not an immoral paper at all—purely a Protestant paper. I then wrote
(to Mr. Rhodes, I think it was, if 1 remember right) saying I had received a copy of T'he Menace.

23. That is the copy [of Mr. Seabrook’s letter]i—7Yes, dated the 20th June.

24. Did you also write to Mr. Massey about itf—I had been in conversation with him when
he was in Auckland, I think. T told him distinctly what I had done with relation to the Post-
master-General, and he said if I would send in all particulars and a copy of the paper I had
secured he would see his colleague and go into the matter. T then sent full particulars to
Mr. Massey and a copy of the paper, and also a copy of an advertisement that was supposed to
have been the cause of stopping this paper. I found that this advertisement—the alleged reason
for stopping this book—was w medical work by Dr. Hall, of Philadelphia. 1 have found out
since that she is one of the leading doctors of Philadelphia; and it was on the organs of woren.
I went through the booksellers here in Auckland; I wanted to find out whether there were any
such books on their shelves. 1 cannot say to that particular book; but they nearly all said, We
have exactly the same things on our own shelves. I found out, of course, it was stopped on account
of this advertisement. Now, that book was published by the Bible Depot of Philadelphia. 1
wag indignant-—— ‘

His Wm*s}wp informed witness such comment was not to be continued.

Witness: T am only showing the nature of the book and its publishers to show that the Bible
Association would be the last to put out an immoral book. That is all T want.

25. Mr. Ostler.] You wrote Mr. Massey and you wrote Mr. Rhodes, and they removed the
prohibition 2—They have removed it—at least, they said this: Mr. Rhodes stated to me that
he assured me he would not suppress that paper on account of the Protestant element of the paper.

26. Mr. Ostler read Mr. Seabrovk’s letter to the Postmaster General, 20th June, 1914.
Before that you wrote to Mr, Massey : is that a copy +——

Mr. Gray : Well, sir, where is this going to end?

His Worship: Mr. Ostler mnust be the judge and not put in anything not relevant.

Witness: That is a copy of the letter I sent to Mr. Massey [letter of the 20th June, 1914]. We
lo not want to hide anything ; you might read it.
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27. M. Ostler.| There is not much in it that is not in Mr. Rhodes’s [letter read]. You got
an answer from Mr. Massey mevely saying he would take an early opportunity of conferring with
his colleagues +—That is so.

28. Then you finally got this reply from Mr. Rhodes [letter of the 30th July, 1914]: “It
was brought under my notice that copies of the paper contained advertisements of an immoral
nature relating to sexual treatment > %—1I have not seen the book.

29. You saw the advertisement{—I saw the advertisement.

30. Did the advertiseinent relate to sexual treatment?

31. Mr. G'ray.] Can you produce it —I cannot. ‘

32. How is His Worship to judge?—I have seen the adveltlsement My copy is with the
Governent.

Mr. Gray: There is the Postmaster-General’s opinion of the advertisement.

Mr. Ostler: 1t is in your custody.

Mr. Gray: 1 have not seen it.

Mr. Ostler: Tt is on the Post Office file; this is P. and T. 47/49.

Mr. Gray.: 1 am only referring to the Postmaster-General’s uplmon of the advertisement.

His Worship: Leave the matter of the advertisement. Go on, . Ostler. [Letter read by
Mr. Ostler.] ‘

Watness: 1 would like to say that prior to seeing that in the paper I had not the slightest
idea there was such a paper as The Menace in existence. I did not know there was one printed.
It was simply the statement of the Catholic Federation drew my attention to it.

Mr. Qstler: 'That embargo on the paper was removed ¢

Mr. Gray: To that extent.

Witness: 1 followed the thing right to the bottom, and I wrote to the proprietors of that
paper.

Mr, Ostler: 1 awm afraid this is not evidence.

His Worship suggested Mr. Ostler should ask, Are the papers coming to you now ¢

Watness: 1 did not get any after that. I dropped the question as long as I got my point.
We were not going to be dictated to by anybody in regard to our literature. Eighteen months
ago I got into contact with somebody in Wellington, a representative of the paper. Being inter-
ested I started to subscribe to the paper. At least, I do not know that the Post Office has stopped
them for eighteen months. '

33. Mr. Ostler.] Quite recently vou have had further trouble on the matter —1I have.

‘34. Can you tell us what it was{—-I was sending through this friend of mine in Wellington
an order for some of the papers, and 1 sent a postal note for £1 3s., I think it was, in payment
for my order; and to my surprise she-——I speak of ‘‘she’’ because her husband was in India
at the time—she returned me the letter and envelope with the particulars that they had been
returned to her censored——marked ‘‘ Prohibited.”’

35. Is that the envelope that you sent?—That is the one she sent, I suppose. That is the
une that came back to me.

I think the Post Office knew me pretty well. I got a
gentleman to write to the four centres '

and Dunedin—and also to the Censor at Wellington. I asked him to find out whether business
correspondence with 7he Menace in America was prohibited. We received word, I think, from
the lot of them that it was not prohibited.

37. Then what steps did you take?—Then I came on the scene. I wrote to the Postmaster
in Wellington and to the Censor in Wellington, and I wanted to know why my correspondence
was censored.

[Four letters were admitted in evidence as being official documents, Mr. Gray raising no
objection : replies dated respectively the 21st February, 1917, the 27th February, 1917, the 2nd
March, 1917, and the 3rd March, 1917, to letters to Censor, Wellington, and Chief Postmaster,
bhustchurch Wellington, and Dunedln]

Mr. Grag/ The best reply, of course, is from the head—the First Assistant Secretary.

38. Mr. Ostler.| Then you wrote to the Chief Postmaster, Wellington, and to the Censor also.
Is that a copy of your letter to the Chief Postmaster {—Yes.

39. [Letter vead.] Did you get any reply to that i—[ Witness testified to sending and receiving
certain letters, |

40. Mr. Grrw] You have been occupying the last three-quarters of an hour in ventilating
your grievance in regard to this particular paper T'he Menace?—The grievance of Protestants.

41. Confine yourself to answering my- questions. The result of your correspondence with
the Post Office is this: you were informed that the Postmaster-General in the exercise of his
diseretion and after consulting the Crown Law Officers had directed that 7Ae Menace should be
prohibited on the ground of what he thought was indecent matter. That was the official explana-
tion !—1I heard it was on account of the advertisement of that book. '

His Worship: The correspondence speaks for itself. ,

42, Mr. Gray.] Do you suggest that the Hon. Mr. Rhodes, who was Postmaster-General at
the time, or the Crown Law Officers, were likely to give wrong reasons #—No, I cannot say that;
but I know what Roman Catholicism is, Mr. Gray.

Mr Gray : You confine yourself to answering my questions.

. Ostler : There is no evidence of the Crown Law Officers advising the Postmaster-General.

Mr Qray : He gaid, ‘* We have taken legal advice’’ : those are the very words.

43. Mr. Gray.| Mr. Seabrook. the recent occurrence of your remittance being held up was
explained by the authorities and by the Postmaster-General to have been due to some misappre-
hension and mistake —But I wanted to know what that mistake was.
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44. Arc you content to aceept the Hon. Mr. Rbodes’s assurance that neither of the two officers
concerned in delaying the letter was a Roman Catholic -—Well, that needs a little——

45. Surely you can say ¥—No; pardon me, I am not going to say

Hes Worship: Mr. Gray has a perfeet right to ask for a definite answer to his question.

46. Do not take this opportunity of making speeches, but answer my questions’—I amn out
of my element here.

47. Ave you content to accept Mr. Rhodes’s explanation that the two officers concerned with
the holding-up of the letter were not Roman Catholics 7—I think I must admit that. I want to
know this: who was at the back of those officers? That is the point. Rome will never use a
Catholic if it can get a Protestant to do its work. They get somebody else to do the work for them.

48. You take a great intcrest in the work of the Protestant Political Association, 1 under-
stand —1 am in it.

49. Are you one of the Committee of Vigilance 3-—I will tell you. Yes, T am.

50. And you are interested, of course, in the propaganda of Mr. Elliott and his association ?
—1 have been for forty years at it.

51. You arc a party, T supposc, to the allegations made in the Press, and persisted in up
to the present time, that the censorship over the eorrespondence of box 912 was instituted in the
interests of the Roman Catholic Church —1I believe so; I quite believe that.

52. Do you believe that your letter was marked, * Passed by the Military Censor ”’ —1I quite
believe that.

33. And you do not suggest that it was held up by the Censor 1—1 do not know who held it up.
I do not know who was at the back.

54. It says so. It has been marked, ‘‘ Passed by the Military Censor.””——

Mr. Ostler : It has been marked over.

55. Mr. Gray.] Do you propose to say it was stopped when it was marked ¢ Passed ”’ —
I do not know who put it on; T only know that was how I received that envelope. I can imagine
a good many things it would not be right to bring out here.

56. I ask again, do you suggest that it was held up by the Censori—I1 do not suggest any-
thing. That was how wmy correspondent received it after it was stopped. L want to get to the
bottom of it.

B7. I have said it half a dozen times—I will say it again: do you suggest that the Post
Office in the exercise of its discretion having put P%e Menace ou the list of prohibited newspapers
for the reason given by the Hon. Mr.' Rhodes—will you conceive the possibility of some Postal
officer in 1917 not bLeing aware of the vestriction being removed —I do not know why it ig; it
may be so and it may not be so.

58. 1 ask, Will you admit the possibility of some officer in the Post Office not knowing, or
not recollecting, of the prohibition being removed7—I do not know, and I am not going to
admit that, Mr. Gray. We may have our ideas whether thix was the cause. I have not got any
further. The Postmaster-General does not give me the reasons.

59. The Postmaster-General says that was the reason—a mistake—a misapprehension 9—I
do not know. I am satisfied if I know who is at the back.

60. You are not content to accept the Postimaster-General’s suggestion, i not statement, that
the prohibition was not done by a Roman Catholic, or in the interests of Roman Catholics, or
in any way except by a wmistake or misapprehension %—If vou ask me 1 think he was trying to
let down his Department lightly.

61. Will you answer my question? You are not prepared to accept the statement of the
Postmaster-General #—1I am quite preparved to accept the statement of the Postmaster-General that
the individuals were Protestants; but who is at the back of it?

62. You have asked that more than once; I cannot tell you. I suggest to you that this
correspondence disclosed that the prohibition was due to a mistake—that it was not done by
any Roman Catholic?—1 do not know that.

63. 1 am quoting the Postmaster-General that neither of the officers is a Roman Catholic :
are you not willing to accept that assurance?—I am quite willing to accept his assurance that
the officers there were Protestants. 1 do not say they are not; but I want to know who is at
the back of it. This is a serlous matter. 1 believe in the freedom of the Press every time.

64. You believe in the freedom of the Press, you say —And freedom of thought.

65. Kven though The Menace contains violent attacks upon other persons’ religion and the
alleged abuses of that faith —1If it is true, why not blab it out?

66. That is your view; and | suppose you entirely sympathize with all Mr. Elliott has said
in his public utterances on this question %—I quite support Mr. Elliott and any person who will
get up and expose any attempt to interfere with our liberties in this Dominion. ‘

67. Do vou support Mr. lilliott and sympathize with him in all his public utterances on
this question I—Generally, I think it is right. I do not know all that he says.

68. Were you present at the Town Hall on the 11th July, and do you endorse what he said
there 7—Some of his statements, I do.

69. Do you encourage him in his attack on the Post Office service %-—I believe there is some
irregularity in the Post Office—for instance, the censorship of our box.

70. Have you ever taken the trouble to inquire from the Minister of Defence why the censor-
ship was applied ——No; I believe Mr. Elliott has seen the authorities on that.

71. You believe he has %-—I think he stated so the other day.

72. 1 am not aware of that. No application you know of was ever made to the Minister of
Defence to know why the correspondenee wus being interfered with¢—I cannot say I know of
any correspondence.
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73. You and your friends are content that Mr. Elliott, not having made that inquiry, should
say in public that the censorship has been established in the interests of the Roman Catholic
Church ¢—1¢t all points that way.

74. Do you say so still #—1I believe that is so.

75. Did you hear Mr. Salmond, Solicitor-General, givc his evidence on Saturday—I did.

76. Are you not content to take h]b assurance that he is not the author—— %—I want to know
who is at the back-——

77. Will you please answer my question? Are you not content to take the statement of

Mr. Salmond as to the reasons for the establishment of this censorship [Solicitor-General’s memo-
randum read and question repeated]—I must accept what the Solicitor-General stated. v
78. And you do not dispute that the reasons which he gave were the correct reasons ?

Iis Worship: He does, with a reservation: he suggests that the Roman Catholics were
behind 1it.

9. Mr. Gray.] Do you venture to suggest that the Solicitor-General was moved by any
Roman Catholic #—| Witness reiterated his remarks about wanting to know who was at the back.]

80. You heard the Solicitor-General say here that a copy of the pamphlet had been sent to
the Government, and that the Attorney- General veferred it to him' without any instructions at
all 7—1 do not know about no instructions.

81. If Mr. Salmond satid that, do you still suggest—— 7—1I have got faith in Mr. Salmond.

82, Do you accept Mr, Salmond’s assurance that Le was the author and originator of the
censorship on this literature -—I must do that, I supposc; I think I must give way to that.

Davin GouLpie examined.

M. Ostler.| Is your full name David Goldie$—VYes.
You are a timber-merchant —7Yes.
And you reside 7—VPitt Street, Auckland.
Did you receive a letter containing two tickets or a ticket for admission to the platform
of this Protestant meeting 9—I do not know whether it was a platform ticket; I received a ticket
and a notice.

5. You received a ticket and a notice asking you to apply for tickets —Yes.

6. Did you apply for a ticket =—No. One I had would answer my purpose.

7. Did you cver receive a letter containing a ticket admnitting you to the platform #—No.

8. Mr. Gray.] Did you apply to anybody for a ticket?—No. .

9. Did you expect to receive u ticket at all 7—No. ]

10. When you received a ticket on the first occasion you did not respond to that invitation,
and did not cxpect to get a ticket #—Quite so.

11. Mr. Ostler.] 1 understand, Mr. Goldie, you are chairman of the Orange Lodge Trust
here —Yes.

U S

Rev. Howarp Lespiz Krnuiorr further examined.

1. Mr. Ostler.] Of the witnesses who have given cvidence as to receiving empty envelopes in
this inquiry, how many of them are members of your congregation ?—Nine of them have been
members of my formner congregation.

2. Mr. Gray.| You had advertised, Mr. Klliott, or some of your friends had advertised, for
persons who had not received envelopes —That is so.

3. And you do not know of any more instances than those in respect of which evidence has
been given —We have no evidence, but we have reason—

4. Will you please answer my question? You have no evidence of any more persons other
than those?—Not cvidence; but we have reason to suppose a great many more, who are afraid
of the Court——

5. You put in a report published in the Waikato Tmes of your meeting at Hamilton, which
report you say was more accurate than the one telegraphed to the Auckland Star. Did you not
tell us that the Waikato Times rveport is fairly accurate +—For a newspaper report.

6. Did not the Waikato Ttmes publish a leading article on the subject of your meeting —1I
believe so.

7. Did you read it ?—No.

8. Have you seen it%—No. If you are interested in these leading articles I can supply you
with a lot of them.

9. I am about tn ask whether this article in the Waikato Tumes fairly expresses the result
of your meeting. This is four days after the meeting. [Article read.] Was that brought to
your notice *—No.

10. Do you admit that that comment by a paper in the town where you delivered this
inflanimatory speech was provoked by the sentiments to which you gave utterance?—No; it was
provoked by the Roman Catholics shutting up the Protestant opinion of this country.

11. I quoted to you the other day articles from the Auckland Star, a Taranaki paper, the
article I have quoted to-day, an article in the New Zealand Ilerald, and a great many more, all
condemning vour action —Every onec.

12. In all they considered you stirred up strife and divided the community into camps?—
The best evidence that it has divided the community into camps is that last Thursday I was
advertised to speak again in Hamilton, and the Town Hall was not large enough to hold the
crowd, and we had a perfect neeting. I amn absolutely proud of uniting the Protestants of this
country into a-great tighting organization.
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13. You are proud of that result, even though it is accomplished by antagonizing memn-
bers of the Church which you are attacking in relation to the war{—HExcuse me, I have never
attacked members of that Church as a Church; I have attacked their politics or interference
with politics. I have never referred to their religion.

14. You have said things, as I put it to you the other day, which must be deemed to be
insulting by members of the Roman Catholic faith ¢—How can I help that!?

16. Do you suggest that the newspapers which give vent to their expressions of opinion upon
your utterances such as 1 have read arc themselves governed by Roman Catholic interests i—No.

16. Then, why do you venture to suggest that the papers are not honest in their expressions
of opinjon #—Because the Roman Catholic T'ablet week by week utters the most absolute seditious
and disioyal statements, and no paper in this country ever makes one comment upon it.

17. Do you suggest that is a rcason why these papers 1 have quoted trounce you for your
utterances %—1I suggest they do not care about the Protestants, and they fear the Catholics because
they are organized.

18. Then the newspapers of this country cannot be trusted to do their duty?%—I did not
suggest anything of the sort. On broad political lines I have no occasion to question—neither
do I—the integrity of the newspapers of this country; but when it comes to a question of Rome
versus Protestants, Rome gets the Press every time.

19. Mr. Ostler.] You said in answer to Mr. Gray that you had no evidence of any more empty
letters delivered, but you had some reason to suppose some, and then he stopped you. Would
you mind telling us the evidence —The evidence already tendered in this Court by witnesses,
and the evidence that will be tendered this morning.

20. You said you had reason to suppose there were other cases, and the witnesses did not
want to come to Court: why was that f— :

Mr. Gray objected.

21. His Worship.| Afraid to come before this Commission—is that what you mean, Mr.
Klliott $ —That is what I said.

22. Can you give any reason!—I have had messages over the telephone, “‘I received an
empty envelope.””  “ Well, give me yvour name and address.”” ‘‘ Oh, no.”

His Worship: It is quite possible. )

Mr. Gray : How could the Post Office deal with a thing like that{

Mr. Ostler : Even some of the witnesses who came here begged to be excused.

His Worship: Quite natural.

Mr. Ostler: Werc any threats made by any public man in this country %—|This question was
not pressed. |

GEORGE WILLIAMSON JAMIESON examined.

Mr. Ostler.] What is your full name ?—George Williamson Jamieson.
And your occupation I—Hairdresser.
What is your postal address—Hinemoa Road, Grey Lynn.
Did you have any conversation with the postman %—VYes, along Ponsonby Road.
Can you tell me first when it was —About four weeks ago.
Was it after the Protestant Political Association’s meeting 9—7Yes, after.
1Tow long after #—1 can give you the date.
I would like the date?—You sec a postmark there. The day after was a Sunday. It was
a Monday.

9. Therefore it was the 23rd July ¢—Yes.

10. What was the conversation about?—I said to him—I met him along there—I said,
** Hullo, delivering empty envelopes?’’ He said, ‘“ They are off now.”” So I said, ‘I suppose
you delivered some of them?’’ ¢ Oh, well,”” he said, ‘‘ yes, some of them were.”’

11. That was all said between you {—7Yes.

12. Mr. Gray.] Do you know the postman’s name ¢—No.

13. Do you know his round?—He has the first delivery along Karangahape Road in the
morning.

14.g This was a jocular conversation, of coursel—7Yes; it passed my mind as I met him. It
was a joke.

15J. Thut had reference, I suppose, to what had been said at the meeting +—I took it that way.

16. And he jocularly said——9—He said. *‘ They are off now.”

17. Repeat the rest of the remarks?—1I said, ““1 suppose you delivered some of them?’’ and
he said, ¢ Yes, some of them were.”’

18. That was all, was it %—Yes.

19. You are quite sure that is an accurate report of the conversation #-—Yes.

Q0 =1 O3 Ot Lo S —

Hexry Sypxey Binsy further examined.

1. Mr. Ostler.] Did you post a letter to Mr. David Goldie, containing a platform ticketI—
Yes; I posted his with the Orange Trustees’ platform tickets, and with the ministers’ tickets.

9. Mr. Gray.] On what day?—On the Friday night, with the ministers’ tickets and the
Orange Trustees’. .

3. What was in the envelope I—Just the platform tickets.
How many +—Two platform tickets.
. Any letter or circular 9—Just two tickets.
Aud in a closed envelope +—Yes, and a 14d. stamp.
. And at the same time as you posted the letters to ministers at Dominion Road?—Yes.

~1 S TUH
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8. Who addressed the envelope —Some of those who addressed the envelopes in the afternoon;
but T put in the tickets myself.

9. You did not address the envelope, and you do not know who did =—No.

10. And you particularly looked at the address before you posted the letter —No; but I
know it was there because I saw his name, '

Mr. Ostler - That completes my evidence, sir, except that I would like to put in evidence some
copies of the Tablet and the Green Ray, Roman Catholic publications, to prove the statements I
opened with, and the statements made by Mr. Elliott in the box, that week by week they are
making seditious and disloyal utterances in this country. 1 do not want to read them, but T
want your Worship to read them.

Mr. Gray: T confess, sir, T cannot see the relevance of this. My learned friend wants your
Worship to be assured that some other publication contains seditious matter for which I sup-
pose it ought to be prosecuted. That may or may not be true; but, after all, does not the
question of responsibility for the prosecution ot non-prosecution of this journal rest with the
police, and how can 1t be imported into this inquiry !

Hus Worship: Possibly I will forward it on. ‘

Mr, Ostler : T want to put in correspondence between the Government and myself in reference
to this matter—my letter to the Prime Minister, the Prime Minister’s long wive in reply, a further
wire 1 sent him, and two or three letters which have passed between Mr. Gray and myself since
he has come up. :

Mr. Gray: How the correspondence between Mr. Ostler and the Prime Minister can interest
His Worship I do not see.

Mr. Ostler © 1 presume it will do no harm.

His Worship: Tt is personal to myself, one part of it.

Mr. Ostler: That is not personal te me, you understand, sir. I was only acting as I am
instructed.. I would like to put it in.

IHis Worship: 1 do not see the slightest objection, Mr, Ostler.

Mr. Ostler : That closes my case.

Mr. (fray : Before my learned friend closes his case, I want to know whether he is not going
to call the witness to prove the alleged orders in the Post-office.

I1is Worshaip said that evidently Mr. Ostler hoped to he able to establish the fact by the.
production of the order-book when the Post Office officials were examined.

Mr. Ostler : 1 presumme my friend is ready to adhere to his undertaking to call any ofticers of
the Post Office required. ‘

His Worship: 1f during the progress of Mr. Gray’s side of the case you want any particular
Post Office official and will notify me, I will undertake to see he is produced.

AvckLanp, Mowpay, 20T Avcust, 1917.
Mr. Gray’s Opening Address.

Mr. Gray: May it pleasc your Worship: In outlining the case for the Post Office I desire to
express complete concurrence with the observations made by Mr. Ostler as to the importance of
these charges, both in the interests of the public and for the reputation of the Post Office. The Post
Office, as has been said, is an institution to which every person in the land has access. It is an
institution in which it is desirable that everybody who uses it should have complete confidence,
and that nothing should take place to shake that confidence. It is an institution which has
produced honourable and distinguished men in the past—men who have spent the best years of
their lives in its service, actuated by a strict sense of duty.. The Post Office has always made
for efficiency, and ever since the foundation of the colony that aim has been uppermost. In the
last quarter of a century its growth has been enormous. It handles very large quantities of
correspondence in addition to other matter, and its operations call for considerable skill. . Never-
theless, having regard to the magnitude of the operations and the matters dealt with by it, the
mistakes which have been made on the part of any of its officialy have been comparatively few
indeed. The causes of complaint have also been few in number. It is the practice of the Post
Office when complaints are made to make a thorough investigation into every complaint, and to
remove the cause if it can be removed, while measures are taken to ensure that there shall be
no recurrence of the matter complained of. Of course, the Post Office relies upon the complainant
to furnish such particulars as may be necessary to prosecute the investigation. The result of
the practice has been the continued and unshaken confidence of the public—a confidence that is
thoroughly well deserved, and of which thé public of New Zealand have cause to be proud. It
has been left to Mr. Klliott, supported by his friends, to attempt to shake that confidence by
making wholesale charges against the Post Office officials in this eity, of corruption and prejudice,
and to engender a feeling of suspicion where hitherto there has been no suspicion. One cannot
help thinking, however, that Mr. Elliott and his friends are not moved so much by a sense of
grievance against the Post Office as by a desire to make that institution a sor{ of stalking-horse,
and that his attacks upon it ave only inecidental to his attack upon the censorship established over
his political association, and upon the activities of the Roman Catholic Church, and that he hopes
by these methods to assist in the prosecution of those matters which he has expounded upon the
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public platform, and whiclh at least one of his supporters has ventured to advertise and enlarge
upon in the course of this inquiry. It is not necessary that I should make detailed reference to
the matters which Mr. Ostler referred to in his opening address, whercin he referred to the alleged
aims and objects of the Roman Catholic Church in this and other countries, and to the reasons
for bringing into cxistence the Protestant Alliance. It is highly regrettable that there should be
anything in the nature ol sectarian strifc or veligious discord. After all, one’s religion is usually
a nuatter of birth, whether Presbyterian, Roman Cuatholic, Methodist, Anglican, Baptist, or any other
religion. A man’s religious beliefs ave usually those of his father, and it is not till he has attained
vears of discretion that he makes any change, if he ever does make a change; and the occasions upon
which changes are made are comparatively limuited in number; so that when a man professes to be
a follower of any denomination it is usnally because he has been brought up in that particular
faith, and unot because he had any choice in the matter. It is all the more necessary, thervefore,
that there should be rveligious tolerance, so that all may be free to exercise their religious beliefs,
particularly as one knows that the beating of the ¢ drum ecclesiastical *’ creates great stir. We
know that from time to time there is a recurrence of’ this trouble amongst sects, and the world goes
on as it always did; and until the end of time that, I suppose, will always happen. So long as
they do not stir up private animosity no great harm is done, but when they do, the matter is one for
very great regret. Such oceasions are regrettable in times of peace. but they are much more so
in times of war; and one would have thought that it would have been seen that the duty of every man
was to do his best towards the successful prosecution of the war with a view to bringing about its
termination as early as possible in the way in which we hope and desire that it will end, and to avoid
anything which might tend to divide the community at this particular time. Yet it is this par-
ticular division that Mr. Elliott and his associates are endeavouring to make; and I have no
doubt that if such people as Mr. Elliott and his friends could have their way statements such as those
we saw recently in the cablegrams, that the Ulstermen and the Catholics were fighting side by side,
would not be possible.  He has no doubt persuaded himself and many others that le has some high
and holy mission to counteract some political activity of the Roman Catholic Church and its
organization. One would have thought that he could have embarked upon his self-imposed duty
without attacking religious beliefs which must be as dear to the followers of that religion as
his own beliefs are to him. .He has not confined himself to pointing out alleged offences which
are subversive of good order. He has made base allegations against the private lives of leaders
and teachers in the Roman Catholic community, and created prejudice and ill will.

Mr. Ostler : Where!

Mr. Giray: We have only to call attention to the remarks he has made at gatherings of the
public, and also to the letters coucocted, as he has admitted, for the purpose of trapping the Post
Office officials. T suggest that any person who can do this is devoid of all sense of what is due to
the persons whom he seeks to attack. And I am not at all sure that, although your Worship ruled
that those letters were not to be read, it would not have been better in the public interests that they
should have been read and published. so that the public might judge for themselves as to the nature
of the efforts of himself and those assisting him. What has been the result of these efforts?
Apparently an outburst of protest in the public Press agaiust the utterances he has made in
public. T have read here a statement in the duckland Star which, if I may say so, expresses itself
admirably, and voices a vegret that an attempt should have been made to stir up religious
strife in this way. The comments made clearly show that, whatever his objects may have been,
the result of his work has been to create feelings of anger, bitterness, and resentment amongst
a large section of the community. [ am not sure that he has not contravened the War Regula-
tions, one of which makes it an offence to publish anything calculated to incite such feelings of
hostility and ill will as may endanger the public safety during the war. Mr. Elliott has not hesi-
tated to say that persons of the Roman Catholic faith, which seems to him as a red rag to a bull,
and excites the same feelings in his mind, are not taking their proper part in the war. We
know—it is a matter of common knowledge—that a large number of Roman Catholics are
fighting with the Forces from the Old Country, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand, if not
from other countries, and that a very large proportion of the soldiers of France and Belgium are
Roman Catholics. T cannot imagine any members of that faith listening to such condemnation
and to expressions so insulting to the tcachers of their religion without feeling anger, bitterness,
and resentment. It is unavoidable that the result of remarks such as he made must be to bring
him within the spirit of the War Regulations. I have said that it seems to me that his com-
plaints against the Post Office were made not so much for the purpose of finding out whether
there was any dereliction of duty on the part of the Post Office officials as for the purpose of
attacking the censorship. We know from what has appeared in the Press from time to time how
well the censorship has worked in other countries, and how great and beneficial have been the
results of the censorship established during the war. In this country we also have a censorship.
and we can suppose that it has been beneficial alike to the operations of our military com-
manders and to the Government in dealing with persons who trade with the enemy and commit
unpatriotic acts of that kind. In this case it ha& been proved that a censorship over the
correspondence of box 912, used by Mr. Elliott and his association, was established because of
the distribution by him and his association of that pamphlet intituled ‘‘ Rome’s Hideous Guilt
in the Furopean Carnage,”” a copy of which has been handed in. As to the sentiments expressed
in that pamphlet I do not desire to say anything, except that they are obviously aimed at the
Roman Catholic Church and the Roman Catholic Federation. The Auckland Vigilance Com-
mittee, of which Mr. Elliott and Mr. Seabrook are members, have taken it upon themseles to
distribute some twenty thousand to twenty-five thousand copies of this publication, and have
added new matter of their own in which they make references to Roman Catholics which, in the
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opinion of the persons most competent to judge, were likely to create feelings of hostility and
ill will, and were of a mischievous tendency. Mr. Salmond explained the genesis of the censor-
ship of box 912. T inay remind your Worship that the distribution of this pamphlet was brought
under the notice of the Government by some gentleman not a Roman Catholic. The matter was
referred by the Attorney-General to the Solicitor-General without any instructions whatever.
It was left entirely to the Solicitor-General to advise. He came to the conclusion that this class

of literature had a mischievous tendeney, and he addressed a commuipidation to the Chief Censor
which resulted in a ban being put upon this particular box; and y that the charge that
the censorship was established in the interests of the Roman CatholicgRurch has been absolutely

swept away by the evidence of Mr. Salmond. As to what followed after the establishment of the
censorship, 1 desne to say very little, except this: The Post Office is subject in time of war, as is
every individual in the land, to the will ¢f the Military Censor, and when the or dér came from
the Censor that the correspondence should be delivered to him or to his deputy the Post Office was
hound to act upon it. T suppose there is no case where letters have been necessarily detained for the
purpose of being examined in which the Post Office has ventured to open such letters without express
authority. TIn this case the detention of correspondence and the opening of correspondence is not a
Poxt Office act : that is done by the Censor or the Censor’s representative. When an order is received
all correspondence is submitted as a matter of course to the Censor, who exercises his discretion as
to what he does with it. Into the discretionary powers given to the Censor we have no right to
inquire. We assume, however, that he acts with discretion. It is ridiculous to assume that
hecanse Mr. Elliott and his associates have been outspoken and have created a great deal of
resentment the censorship was exercised in anything but the performance of a public duty. In
this particular case | may say at once that the gentleman who acts as Censor in Auckland is not

Roman Catholic.  So far as we have proceeded we have the fact established that neither Mr.
Salinond nor the Chief Censor ix a Roman Catholie.

Mr. Ostler : You have not proved that the Chief Censor is not a Roman Catholic.

Mr. Gray: Mr. Salmond said he had no reason to suppose that Colonel Gibbon was a Roman
Catholic, and I have no doubt that if he were we should have had evidence to that effect from Mr.
Elliott long ago. I shall prove that of the circulars that were posted hy the Protestant Political
Association in the early part of July. giving notice of the holding of the meeting on the 11th July
and enclosing tickets inviting applications for seats, not one was submitted to the Censor, and not
one was held up. No delay of any circulars occurred through the action of the Censor. The respon-
sibility, therefore, for the delay in the delivery of the circulars-—and when [ say ¢ circulars”
isti any delay occurred—must be due
to acts of the Post Office; and we are prepared to submit every official to prove that there was
no delay in the delivery of any matter through any fault of the Post Office officials. It may be
asked, how was it that these were not submitted to the Censor? The answer is this: there was
a very small staff on duty during the two nights when these circulars were posted, and the man
whose duty it was to send them up to the Censor apparently forgot the order that had been issued,
and consequently they were not passed on to the Censor. And it is quite easy to understand
how one might forget on oceasions such as that mentioned. No harm was done, however, by this
gentleman’s forgetfulness. In fact, it was beneficial to the other side, because, if the officer hadsnot
forgotten, the Censor might have held the civeulars up, and thus interfered, perhaps, with the
arrangements made for the meeting.  So much for the circulars.  With reference to the letters posted
to the clergymen, I shall show that on the morning of Saturday, the 7th July, 200 sealed packets
were deltvered to the Clensor in pursuance of instructions, and on the following Monday morning
260 more were delivered to the Censor. Of that number a large proportion included the notices
to the clergymen posted on Triday night, and not received at the Post-office till Saturday morning.
They were released in the course of the following Monday morning, so that, with the exception
of the notices posted to the clergvmen inviting thcn] to make a statement from the pulpit on the
8th July. no delay or inconvenience was caused to the organizers of the meeting, inasmuch as those
letters which were posted late on Friday night—11.20 p.m., to be exact—and which in the ordinary
course of post could not have been delivered till Saturday, were delivered on Monday, the meeting
heing held on the following Wednesday. There was therefore only a short delay, and for that
the Post Office was not YLSpO]l\lbl(‘ in the slightest degree—it was due to the act of the Censor,
and nothing else. 'Fvery one is liable to have his conespondence censored in these times, and
we must be prepared to submit to some little inconvenience. Ax to the alleged delay and nom-
delivery of circulars, and deliverv of envelopes without contents, Mr, Williamson, the Chief Post-
master, and his officers will speak and give proofs. T would strongly impress this fact upon your
Worship in the interests of the Post Office: Mr. Elliott, when he made his complaint as to the
non-delivery of letters, should have giveu to the Postmaster such particulars as would have enabled
the Tatter to investigate the complaints.  Without these particulars what could the Postinaster
da? Mr. Elliott seemed to recognize the force of this, and promised to submit a list, but until
it was submitted to your Waorship here in Court we had no list.  The Postmaster was hampered,
therefore, to that extent. My, Elliott’s particulars are six weeks late, whereas complaints should
he accompanied immediately by sufficient pavticulars to enable inquiries to be made at once.
Matters in the Post Office are too urgent, and the volume of work is too great, to permit of things
heing held up for six weeks before due inquiries are made. | suggest that he was loath to
furnish anything which might mean the hreaking-down of his charges. The result of those
charges is this: Out of 2,500 civeulars. or thereabouts, said to have been addressed and posted,
only nine envelopes have been said-—-at least, it is so alleged—to have been delivered to the
persons for whom they were intended with the contents missing.  That ix to say, in nine cases the
Post. Office officials took the trouble to deliver to the addressecs nine cenvelopes without any con-
tents. It is also claimed that the rewere five persons who did not receive letters at all, :
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My, Ostler: More than that.

Mr. Gray: That is all the evidence they have given in reference to these charges, and now we
find the charges reduced to the abstraction of the contents of nine letters and the non-delivery of
four or five. As to the abstraction from those addressed envelopes, onc finds it difficult to
conceive what possible object any Post Office official could have in abstracting circulars drawing
attention to a wmecting and enclosing tickets the sending of which would entll]e the recipient to
a ticket of admlsslon Mr. Elliott suggests that there' was a conspiracy to obtain tickets of
admission.  One would lave thought that if those in the Post Officc wanted to upset this meeting
they would have suppxcsscd all the applications for tickets, or attended in such numbers as
to plevent, the meeting from heing a success. One can see no reason, therefore, why the Post
()ﬁm(, officials should take the trouble to deliver the empty envelopes if they had been guilty
of deliberately abstracting the contents. But is your Worship satisfied that out of these 2,500
the nine complained of were posted with the contents in them? One has only to think how long it
takes to put stamps on o hundre \d\envclopcs to realize what a task it must be to put stamps on that
numnber multiplied by twenty-five-—sav, 2,500, Then consider the filling. Mr. Bilby and his
assistant are, of course, 1111‘[0 confident ‘rhai every envelope had something in it; but I venture
to say that when these gentlemen did not themselves attend to the filling it is more than probable
that when dealing with such a large number of addressed envelopes they may not have known that
the contents were not in all of Lhem. It is ridiculous for those two gentlemen to say with absolute
mathematical certainty that all those envelopes had the contents in them. Apart from that, I

cannot sce why it should be in the intevest of any Post Office official to try to prevent nine indi-
vnhmls out of 2,500 getting what had been posted to them. No one suggests that those specific
nine persons were ])mhculur y obnoxious to Roman Catholics or to any one else. Why, then,
should nine persons—I am k.pul\mg‘, of course, of their supposed connection with this propa-
ganda—why, then, should only nine persons have been selected as victims of a conspiracy to
spoil Mr. Elliott’s nmctm()? That is all, with the exception of the four or five individuals who
did not receive their cnvolopm at all,  The gentlemen who are interested in bringing these charges
will not allow any room for mistakes on Thou own part, but there is no positive proof which would
satisfy a Court of law that the letters werve actually posted. Certain lists have been submitted
witlrtick marks on them. [ suppose the utmost that can be said is that the persons responsible
thought they had filled all the envelopes. It must be remembered that there arve several opera-
tions before the envelopes are ready for posting. I1irst, the envelope is addressed from a certain
list, on which the address may or may not have been correctly given; then there is the operation,
by somebody else, of putting in the cireulars or tickets; the letters are then put into the boxes
for stamping; then follows the operation of stamping. One can see that theve is no time for
checking. I submit that there is no proof that these matters as alleged did actually oceur. One
person sald hix communication was not received till Tuesday mor mng,, but he admitted that hoth
he and his wife were absent from their home on Mond(ly. There is nothing to say that his letter
did not reach Lis house on Monday afternvon. Another gentleman said that ‘“to the best of his
belief > he did not receive his letter till Tuesday morning: he did not speak with certainty—it
was a matter of belief : this, 1 submit, would not be proof. In any case, these matters of delay
are matters for which the Censor is vesponsible and not the Post Office. I have said there is no
certain proof that the letters were even posted. Mr. Elliott speaks of a Mr. Symons, but there
is no one able to say that that particular letter addressed to Mr. Symons had been put in the
post. It was among a lot of other correspondence, and no one knows just how or when it was
posted. It is difficult to understand, therefore, the nature of the charges Mr. Elliott has made
against the Post Office, or what he suggests. He was invited to make 111& charges as specific as
possible.  He steadily refused to supply any information. Ingtead, he continues to make charges
of corrupfion, and, by neglecting to give the information asked of him, places the officers in
the Post-office in Auckland under the shgma of being: guilty of corruption and ncglec’( of duty.
And, as T have said, 1 cannot see what was the object. Was It, as suggested, a conspiracy on the
part of the Post Office officials and the Government to stop his meeting? What object could
the Post Office officials possibly have in detaining his letters and delivering the empty envelopes?
Is it likely that any official would abstract the (ontonts and deliver an empty envelope, and thus
conviet himself of a breach of duty? There is another point that I might mention—that is, the
evidence given by Mr. Seabrook, a member of the Committee of Vigilance and an enthusiastic
supporter of Mr. Elliott’s. His evidence was given to support the allegation that the censorship
was exercised in the interests of the Roman Catholic Church. Mr. Seabrook took up a lot of
time in proving that he had had correspondence with the Post Office in reference to the pro-
hibition of a newspaper called 7he Menace, a publication which I have not seen until to-day.
He proved, however, that this paper, which seems to be devoted principally to the objects so near
and dear fo the heart of Mr, Lilliott, was put on the prohibited circulation list upon the adviece
of the Solicitor-General, obviously for the reason that it contained matter which brought it
within the reach of a section of the Post and Telegraph Act. [ understand that the Postmaster-
General, Mr. Rhodes, who, I dare say, is no more a Roman Catholic than I am, exercised his
powers under the seetion of the Act because he was advised that the paper contained matter
indicating that some persons advertising in it were engaged in business of an objectionable
character, to say the least. Later on the ban was removed upon the condition that the import-
ation of that newspaper into New Zealand was to be accompanied by an undertaking from
the publishers of the paper that public advertisements of the character objected to would not
be inserted, and, so far as is known, this condition has been adhered to. That was before the
war. Tt appears, however, that carly in the present year a letter from Mi. Seabrook containing
a subseription for the paper was held up. The envelope which contained the remittance was
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reburned, bearing the mark ¢ Passed by the Military Censor,” and also the word ¢ Prohibited.”
Mr, Seabrool and his friends seem to have seen somcthing very sinister in that. It has to be
rewembered that this paper was being prevented from coming into the country, for the reason
given, in 1904, The explavation is simple.  Before America came into the war it is probable
that much of the correspondence for Awerica contained information of interest to the Germans,
and the attention of the Censor was directed towards this correspondence. It is probable that
this letter addressed to the publishers in Awcrica was submitied to the Censor, who probably upened
it, and stawped it ** Passed by the Military Censor.” My, Ostler suggests that because the words
“Passed by 7t are covered by the words *¢ Military Censor ” the letter wus not passed at all;
but the merve fact that the words ¢ Military Censor 7 appear on it is sufficient to indicate that it
was passed by the Censor. Allusion has been made to the fact that it also bore the word
“ Prohibited.”  The only explanation of that is the cxplanation given by the authorities—that
is, that the letter was held up and the endorsement stamped on it under a misapprehension.
An assurance was given, too, that the two officers responsible for holding up the letter were not
Roman Catholics.  That should have been sufficient to satisfy every reasonable person, although
I do not think Mv. Seabrook is satisfied. 1t is more than probable that some officer in the Post
Oftice, knowing that this paper had been formerly on the “‘Index Expurgatorius’ of the Post
Office—the list of papers that were prohibited—had forgotten that the ban lhad been removed,
and so put on the word ¢ Prohibited.”” It is quite evident that the occurvence was due to a
misapprehension, and that there was nothing sinister about it at all.  Since then the paper has
continued to pass through the post, and Mr. Seabrook, by this time, is no doubt enjoying the
comforts of 7he Menace in exchange for his subscription. That disposes of the charges of improper
interference with letters. I do not think I should outline the evidence I propose to call. T will
certainly prove that in no case has theve been anything to justify these charges.  Never in the
history of the Post Office, never in the history of the Dominlon, have more fantastic charges
Leen made against a public institution, and based upon wmore frivolous evidence, than Mr, Elliott
has brought forward. 'The inquiry has alveady shown, first, that the censorship was not estu-
blished in the interests of the Roman Catholic Church; secondly—and this will be confirmed—
that no breach of duty or violation of his obligation on the part of any Post Office official has
been proved or can be suggested, except on the part of some unknown individual whose identity
Mr. Elliott vefuses to disclose, and who apparently has not thought it wrong to violate his
promige of fidelity and secrecy in orvder to communicate some fact to Mr. Elliott relating to
the internal working of the Post Office.  Mre. lilliott referred to a statement in the order-book,
but he has refused to give any evidence whatever which will enable this individual to be identified
and properly dealt with by his Department. [ say that with that exception—and Mr. Elliott
has not thought it beneath his dignity corruptly to use him in formulating his charges-—with that
exception there can be no suggestion of any single breach of duty on the part of any Post Office
offictal.  The vesult of Mr. Elliott’s tampering with a Postal official, and his refusal to supply
your Worship with the information necessary to identify him, is that all the officers of the
Post Office muy be connected in the public mind with this alleged derveliction of duty, and
all are placed equally under a stigma and reproach. And what is the result? In view of what
has happened there will be a feeling of suspicion in the Post Office of one officer against another
because there iy one traitor who has not thought it beneath him to consort with the enemy. On
behalf of those officers I say that they keenly feel these charges that have been made against
them. They keenly feel Mr. Elliott’s neglect or refusal to supply the information which would
enable a proper investigation to be made.  That they have been unable to supply the Chief Post-
master with that information necessary to proper inquiry being made in the prompt manner
characteristic of the Post Office is due to no fault on the part of these officers. Though I have
no right to speculale as to your Worship’s findings, I have no hesitation in saying that the result
of this inquiry will be to re-establish iu the minds of right-thinking and reasonable people that
confidence in the Post Office and its officials which has hitherto always been enjoyed, and has been
the pride of the men in the service. From the category of reasonable persons I except, of course,
Mr. Elliott and Mr. Seabrook, because I feel certain that no proof, however cogent, will ever
satisfy those gentlemen and convince them against their preconceived notious and prejudices.

WiLniam Russern Morris examined.

1. Mr. Gray.] What is your full name ¢—Willinm Russell Morris.

2. You are Secretary to the ost and Telegraph Department #-—Yes.

3. Bow long Lave you occupied your present position I—For five vears, since 1912.

4. Before that you occupied several high positions in the service —I have been in the Postal
service for forty-two years.

5. And in that time you have necessarily served under many Postmasters-General. 1 desirc
to ask you whether, in dealing with applications for Postal service, or applications for preferment
for promotion, a man’s religion is taken into account %—Decidedly not.

6. Have you ever known any instance where a man’s religious belief was inquired into by
the Postmaster-General or any other officer connected with the man’s duty —No. .

. 7. In making application for Postal service is a man required to state his religious belief ?
—No.

8. Do you know whether in any branch of the Clivil Service there is any such condition —71 am

not able to speak positively about other branches of the Service, but T believe T am correct in stating

that in no branch of the Civil Service is a man required to state his religious beliefs when making
an application for service.

9. Are you a Roman Catholic #—-No.
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10. Do you know anything, excepb through personal knowledge, of the religious beliefs of
any of your officers i—No.

11. Have you ever endeavoured, either by request of vour chief or otherwise, to ascertain
the belicts of the men under vou?—No, | never have. It is a matter of entire indifference
to we what a man’s religious belicfs are.  All 1 require i the efficient performance of his duty.

12. You never take the trouble to inquire what o man’s beliefs are%—No.

13. Do vou kvow how many Roman Catholies there are in the Postal service or in the various
departments 2—I have not the slightest idea.

14, Have you any desire to know ?-—Not the least.

15, Among the docuinents put in ix o prospectus from the Protestant Political Association,
in which a stateinent is wade that the Civil Service is being stuffed with members of the Roman
Catholic persuasion.  So far as you are aware, is there any truth in the allegation so far as
it affeets the Post Office —No, not the slightest.

16. It has been alleged by the Protestant Political Association that members of the Roman
Catholic Church are filling many of the positions in the Civil Service, and that as a result therc
ix widespread dissatisfaction. Is therc any truth in that, so far as the Postal service is concerned ¢
—I speak of the Post Office, and so far as I know there has been no dissatisfaction. I hLave not
heard of any dissatisfaction in any other branch of the Service from this cause.

17. Do you believe it exists 9—1 do not.  The only condition we require is that applicants shall
comply with the conditions in regard to educational qualifications, and to age and fitness.

I8, Aud it does not matter what the man’s religion is%—As long as he is able to comply with
the other qualifications 1 aw quite indifierent as to what religious vicws he holds.

19, 1 want you to state what you know of the censorship establishied over box 912, Auckland $-—
On the 16th December, T helieve, Colonel Gibbon, Chief Military Ceunsor, wrote to the Post Office
directing that a censorship should be exercised over correspondence addressed to that particular
box.  [Communication put in. |

20. That is the first you had to do with it?—VYes, that memorandum from the Chief Censor.

21. Did the Department act upon that instruction 2—Yes. On the 18th Decenber a telegraphic
communication was sent to the Chicef Postmaster at Auckland divecting him to impose a censor-
ship upon literature distributed by the Committee of Vigilance in Auckland. |Letter put in. ]

22. That letter which is signed . V. Waters ”’ states that the literature is identifiable by
a request to return to box 912 if unclaimed +—Yes.

23, What are your duties once you have received a direction frown the Censor—To carry it
out implicitly.

24. ““ Yours not to reason why,” eli—"That is so.

25. Do you ever question the instructions of the Censor +—Never.

26. In practice do you know what is done$—The instruction is recorded in a general order-
bouk, which every officer is required to initial as an indication that the instruction has been
brought under his notice, and so that the instiuction may be complied with.,

27, Any matter that comes under the ban ix handed to the Postal Censor in that office, and
he deals with it in his own particular way +—Yes.

28, Has the Post Office any duty in the matter after the correspoundence hds been handed to
the Censor ?--No. .

29, The Post Office has performed its duty in handing the correspondence to the Censor, and
takes no further action —7Yes. )

30. I suppose if the Censor does not suppress the document he passes it %—VYes.

31. Does he always put a stamp on it %—Not always.

32. Have you any reason to suppose there was any departurc from the ordinary procedurc
in this case—No. 1 would like to state that the Post Office did not carry out its full duty in
refercnce to the circulars posted early in July.

33. That is a matter in regard to which 1 propose to ask Mre. Willimnson later. Have you
ever thought 1t necessary to inquire into any request for censorship ¢—No.

34 Iy it any concern of yours or your office to know the reason why any particular censor-
ship is exercised #—We never endeavour to ascertain any reason.

36, The direction in reference to the eensorship came through you, and you signed the
minule f—-Yes. \

36. Subsequently the Assistant Secretary addressed you, and pointed out the necessity for the
repebition of this instruction in consequence of a communication he had received from the Solicitor-
tteneral t—Acting upon that I issued another direction.

37. Your minute is dated the 3rd April, and you gave an instruction which was carried out, as
shown by the memorandum -——Yes, .

33, Was this instruction issued in consequence of some cominunication from the Solicitor-
Greneral —VYes. )

39. You have been connected a long time with the Postal Department, and are familiar with
its working and results. I am not going to ask for specific figures, but I understand your
Department deals in figures which run into millions#—1If you will allow me to refer to my report,
the figures for 1915—the figures for 1916 are not yet available—show that in that year the total
nmail-matter dealt with, exclusive of pavcels, amounted to 173,149,509, The parcels dealt with
amounted to 2,886,039, making a total of over 176,000,000 postal packets dealt with in the
course of the year.

40. Is it the experience of the Post Office that there are many complaints of non-delivery ¢—
No; the number of complaiuts of non-delivery are very low indeed compared with the amount
of traflic. We do not, of course, expect to find complete immunity from error, but the efforts

iR
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made to eliminate error have been so successful that it is very low indeed. It compares very
favourably with other countries, including British Post Offices.

41. In the course of your inves tiu;atiun of errvors in the Post Office, have you not found that
a great lu.my of the errors are caused by the people posting the letters %—Yes, that is so; though,
of course, L'do not wish to diselaim all' errors. In the Postmaster-General’s report for the year

1915 it 1s shown that 6,844 inquiries were made during that year into complaints of postal packets
alleged to have been posted and not delivered. In the case of 4,682, or over half of the total
number of cases Investigated, as the result of the inquiries made by the Departinent the packets
were either traced or accounted for. In 1,020 cases the sender was responsible, and in 1,080
cascs the addressee was responsible, while in 438 cases the Post Office wus responsible. In 2,106
cases the delay or responsibility was not fixed.

42. Do you consider that this is a reasonable proporti
think so, and for the people as well.

43. From vour long experience as a Postal officer do you find it necessary that the Post Office
should have full par ticulars of complaints I—You could not conduct an inquiry without them.

44. And you should have those particulars while the matter is fresh%—VYes. The Post Office
is particularly anxious that complaints should be made so that we should be afforded an oppor-
tunity of investigating then.

45. Your Departinent has always had a desire to serve the public efficiently ¢—VYes, to the
ulimost extent.

46. Have any complaints ever been turned down as unwmthv of attention %—Not to my
kuowledge.

47. S(mw refevence has been made to a newspaper cu]lcd The Menace having been delayed
or detained after having been sent for by Mr. Seabrook: can you give any expldnatwn of what
oeeur Iul #-—The case was d(,alt with by the Assistant Secr L‘Loll y at Wellmgton.

Can you give any explanation of the fact that soine one thought it necessary to mark the
lutter scnt; by Mr. Seabrook requesting the paper to be sent to him ‘‘ Prohibited ** 9—1I think there
were two officers who were responsible for the ervor in marking it. It is probable that one of
the officers forgot that the prohibition had been removed.

49. You know now that 7he Menave was put upon the prohibited list under instructions from
the Postmaster-General -—Yes; the prohibition was put on in June, 1914, and removed in August.

50, Section 28 is one of the few sections under which the Post Office is entitled to detain
postal matter.  1f the Postmaster-rencral has reasonable grounds to suppose that any person in
New Zealand or elsewhere is engaged in rveceiving money relating to horse-racing or to other games,
promoting lotteries, receiving iuoney under pretence of foretelling the future, or is engaged in

~any frandulent or immoral business, or in advertising divectly or indirectly the treatment of
disumeb of the sexual organs ?-—Yes.

That was the occasion on which 7'2e Menace came under the ban¢—7Yes. I may say that
the paltlullar paper mentioned is not the only paper that has contravened that section of the
Act: the section has also been applied to other papers. When the Post Office knew that there
was evidence relating to that particular case action was taken, but it was not taken until the
matter had been submitted to the Solicitor-General. Upon the receipt of Lis advice that the
publication should be stopped the orvdinary inachinery was put into motion. The prohibition
was afterwards removed except in respect of copies that contravened the Post and Telegraph
Act, 1908.

52. Are there publications published in other countries which are altered so as to comply
with the New Zealand conditions before they arc sent out here%—Yes; I believe that is the case.

53. That is to say, objectionable matter will be eliminated #—Yes.

54. You have not heard of The Menace offending in this respect since the prohibition was
removed $—That is so.

55. Therefore it was entitled to the free use of the Post Office since then ¢—That is so.

56. You issue instructions to your officers regularly, do you not%—We publish instructions
to our officers every fortnight in the form of a circular. REvery officer has to peruse these instruc-
Lions, and has to sign them to show that he has made himself acquainted with themn. Then there
are district orders, and it is.the duty of every officer to make himself acquainted with them.

57. 1 suppose a Postal officer, being human, may sometimes forget?—Oh, yes; I cxpeet
some of them might sometimes forget.

bR. Ty it reasonable to suppose that the officer under whose notice T’he Menace came had for-
gotien that the prohibition order had been removed —It scens to be a reasonable explanation.
~ BY. Has it occurred to you that there is any connection between the activities and aims of
The Menaee and the Roman Catholic element in this country —I1 have never read the paper,
and cannot say.

60. Mr. Ostler.| Have you ever been Chicf Postmaster —No.

61. Then, T take it that you would not know so much about the duties of the. Chief Pust-
master as the duties of high office —1I have been connected with the Chief Post Office.

62. Butl most of your experience has been galned at the high office 3—7Yes.

63. You have never been a sorter of letters in your life?—Oh, yes, I have; I sorted letters

1 four or five years.

64. Is there any reasou why, when these ministers’ letters were held up on Saturday morning,
the Censor should not have done with them in time to Lave delivered them on Saturday after-
noon —I cannot say. T can only say that they were handed to the Censor.

The Ceusor is a Postal officer paid by the Department?—He is the Censor, and as such
we do not question him.
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66. But he ix a Postal officer none the less 7—Yes.

67. 1f Lie came down to work at 10 o’clock in the morning, would some one not have something
to sy to him?%—Not if he was doing work relating to his duties as Censor.

68. Do you control his hours of work —Yes.

69. llis hours arc from 9 to 12 on Saturdavs —VYes, I think so.

70. Aud during that time Le wounld have had time to see whether those lebers were or were
not innocuous—I understand that the withdrawal of the prohibition did not reach him till
Monday.

71. We have not had that.  This complaint of Mr. Elliott’s is not the ounly complaint of
this kind that you have had recently t—1I am not aware of any particular case. There may be
cases dealt with by district officers which do not come under my notice.

72. Wax there not « complaint that 2056 petitions in favour of six-o’clock closing were pustul
in Morrinsville and over a hundred abstracted in the course of post —I never heard of it.

73. Would you hear of itt—I would hear in a case such as that, but nothing of what you
mention has come under my notice.

74. Is it possible that the matter was dealt with by the. Assistant Secretary?—It is; bul
1 should be very surprised.

75. ls it possible that an inquiry could be going on without you hearing of it?%—I should
be very surprised if it did.

76. lvs Worship.| Are yvour duties defined 9—No.

77. Is cverything submitted to you?—DNo; T leave it to the discretion of the Assistunt
Secretary.

8. Mr. Ostler.] Do you know of any inquiries being made at Morrinsville 7—No.

79. You have said that yvou do not care what a man’s religion is so long as he does his work !
—That 1s 0.

80. And you would not know how many Catholics are in your service!—Il have not the
slightest idea. .

31. Have you never heard of friction between the Catholics and the Protestants in your
oftice #-—Nothing has ever been brought under my notice.

¥2. Have you never heard of trouble in the Auckland Post-otfice —Never.

83. 1s there never any frietion about promotion ¢—There iv alwavs friction about promotion.
My, Ostler.

84. On auy religious grounds $—No, not on religious grounds.

85, Have you ever heard of any post-office in New Zealand where, when they wanted extra
bovs, they have sent round to the Roman Catholic sehools and told them $-—Never.

86. Do vou know that a return was asked for in the House of Representatives recently,
aslking how many Roman Catholies wore emploved in the Auckland Post-office —VYes.

87 Has that return been given &-—No, not ax far as I know.

88. T suppose vour office is c¢harged with the duty of preparing that return ?—I do not see
how it can: the officers have nothing to guide them.

89. Could you not ask the men me]()yed —I1 think it would be a very objectionable thing
tu do. ‘

90. Can vou tell me how those pieces of stamp paper were guinmed on to those ministers’
letters—-— -

Mr. Gray: How many were there?

91. Mr. Ostler.] About twenty. (To witness.) Well, can you tell us?—1 have heard a sugges-
tion that it was done by the persons posting them. .

92. Has the Post Office got within it any device for opening closed letters +—No.

93. Wlhat method does the Censor employ to opeu letters 2—1 have not the slightest idea.

94. Is there no mechanical device for the purpose —No.

95. 1 mean, 1y there nothing in the room in which the Censor exercises his functions in the
form of u device for opening sealed letters +—No.

96. Should not those letters, having been submitted to the (,(,11501, have been stamped ¢ Passed
by the Military Censor " #-—T do not b(,].levu thev were stamped in every case.

97. But what purpose could the Censor have in stamping some and not others?—That you
will have to ask him, as | do not profess to know.

98. With regard to the stopping of The Menace in 1914, can you tell us who complained iu
the first case =—No, T cannot.

99. You had nothing to do with the complaint #—No.

100. 1 suppose you keep in your Department a complete file of those complaints #—VYes.

101. It would follow, then, that there was a record of all complaints 9—7Yes.

102. Also a record of the advertisements to which the attention of the Postal officials has
been drawn #—7Yes.

103. I am going to ask you to produce that file: will vou do so?—If T am ordered to do so.

104. Your counsel has said that you do not want to hide anything: you agree with that.
do you not =—That is so.

Mr. Gray: 1T do not object to produce anvthing so long as it is relevant, but how can it
be relevant when you are dealing with matters which happened in 191479

Witness: We would prefer to put it in, although it mayv not be relevant.

105. M». Ostler.| With regard to the evidence given bv Mr. Seabrook in reference to the
stopping of the letter going to The Menace in February, 1917, 1 understand that you do not
know anything about it #—That is so.

106. Then, you do not know the reason for the actions of the two Postal officers?—No, I
do not.
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107. 1 suppose there wax an inquiry into the matter before the Postmaster-General sent the
letter to Mr. Scabrook apologizing, and, no doubt, the records of that mquiry will be on your
file 7—Yes. '

108. I am going to ask you toproduce that file also: will you do so —VYes.

fes Worship: Of course, you understand that it will not necessarily be produced here, as
that would mean sending to Wellington for it, and would cause considerable delay.

Mr. Ostler : 1 quite understand that, your Worship.

Witness: Would it be sutficient to get a telegram sent up giving a copy of the record?

Mr. Ostler: 1 think 1 should prefer to see the file,

Mr. Gray: L donot sce what right My, Ostler has to inspect the file,

His Worship: Now you are Interrupting what 1 was going to say. 1 do not think we should
consider time or inconvenience, or any one else’s convenience, It is a question of whether M.,
Morris thinks these things should be produced.

Mr. CGray - 1t is for your Worship to say whether these things are relevant,

His Worship: | cannot say till T see them.

109. Mr. Ostler.] Can vou say how long the Postal officer has been the Military Censor in
Auckland i—-Twelve months, | believe. My veply, however, is subject to correction,

110, Previous to that, was the Censor a Postal officer t—VYes.

1. Another officer performed the duty up till twelve months ago 9—The officer who formerly
performed the duty was promoted to another position, and his place has been taken by the man
Now acting.

112, Ever since the censorship has heen established the Censor in Auckland has heen a
Postal officer 9—VYes. '

113, Is this man also the Telegraphie Censor 7—No. -

114, What is the rcason for the appointment of two men—one for the postal work and one
for the telegraphic work —There is too much work for one man, and they are appointed under
different sceetions of the Act.

115. Why does not one man do both branches—There is a distinction in every place in
New Zealand.  That has been determined by the Chief Censor himself.

116. Would it be possible for one man to combine both duties —I do not think so.

I17. There is a letter here received this morning from a man in Wellington, who says that
he has heen waiting for several months for a reply to a letter that he sent about the 1st July
enclosing twelve postage-stamps to the value of 1s. 6d., as he wanted some reading-matter from
the association. He has not received the literature, and the Post Office has got the twelve postage-
stamps.  Can you tell us anything about it }—1I amn afraid I cannot help you there.

112, The matter 1s a little more serious than that. When an officer stops these letters, what
happens to the money that may be in them —1 do not know ; you will have to ask the Censor.

His Worship: That would be a rather interesting inquiry. I think we will leave that for
the Censor himself.  The money may go to some philanthropic purpose.

119, Mr. Ostler | We would like the moneyv back, even if we cannot get the letters. T suppose
he would not save it for pocket-money —7That is not likely.

120, The percentage of error in the Post Office 1s about one in 440,000, or about one com-
plaint in nearly half a million letters —Pretty good, is it not?

121, The average did not work out so well with those 2,500 envelopes, did it?—I am not
prepared to admit that those were postal crrors.  There has not been an investigation into
ihem yet.

122. | want to refer to Monday, the 2nd April, when the First Assistant Secretary stated that
in consequenee of a conmunication from the Solicitor-General he desived to see something done:
may L see that tile ?—Yes.

123, 1 mean the minute which states ““1 havdly think this is a case in which the corre-
spondence of the offender should be forbidden passage through the post. Most likely all that
ix required in this particular case will be secured by submitting the postal matter to the Censor '” ¢

~“Whieh I direeted to be done.

124, You then made this nunute: ©° Uorrespondence to this box should be submitted to the
Censor in order that anything objectionable may be dealt with.” I want you to tell me where
the reference is in the Assistant Secretary’s minute to this communication from the Solicitor-
(reneral 7—1 understood it to have relation to a communication which T now see hefore me. The
original instruction was issued on the 18th December, 1916. It was found that the Auckland
office was not strictly complying with the instruction to submit this matter to the Censor.
My, Williamson will, however, be able to tell vou about that. I know a question cropped up
which served to indicate that the censorship was not observed as it should he, therefore it was
necessary to repeat the instruetion, and that led to the insertion of an order in the order-hook.

125, When you say that the Assistant Seeretary’s minute refers to a communication from
the Solicitor-General, do vou mean the communication in December, 1916%—No, a later one;
hecanse the matter was again referred to him by the Post Office. '

126. For advice%—VYes.

127. 1 suppose you have observed that whereas the first communication to the Solicitor-
{teneral referred only to the literature used by this committee, vour orders of April directed the
corvespondence to be censored —That was because we had no means of determining what was
correspondence and what was literature.

128. Who divected vou —The Solicitor-General.

Mr. Ostler - T want that produced. T submit that T am entitled to it, because the Clommission
is entitled, among other things, to inquire into the reason for the cenvorship.
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Mr. Gray: But not the extent. Mr., Salmond has given the reason, and Mr. Morris has
explained that the instruction was that all matter should be submitted to the Ceusor as it was
mpossible to distinguish literature from correspondence.

129. Mr. Ostler.] There is a minute on that file signed by yourself ordering the censorship
over the correspondence i—7VYes.

130. You say that the Solicitor-General told you to do it ~—That is so.

131. Can I see the authority on that file%—Any question affecting the Censor must be referred
to him.

132. You refuse to show the order under which the censorship was placed over this corre-
spondence ?—That is for Mr. Bishop to say. -

His Worship: 1t is not for me to say.

Mr., Gray: 1 take it upon myself to say that we cannot question the Censor. We have
shown the genesis of the censorship.

Mr. Ostler: The Solicitor-General has given us a reason why he cstablished a censorship
over the literature of this box, but he has given no reason why lie cstablished a censorship over
the correspondence, and that is what your Worship has to inguire into.

Watness: May 1 point out that it would be impossible to determine the question unless we
stopped all the literature.

133, Mr. Ostler.| You know that sealed letters are held sacred in the Post Office —The Post
Oflice does not determine any questions of this kind ; they hand the letters to the Censor.

134. Is the Post Office going to produce the authority of the Solicitor-General upon which they
opened that correspondence? Theve are directions of the Solicitor-General which he hid from us.
He took very go()d care not to refer to any directions except those which he produced——

Mr. Gray : Salmond did not suppress or hide anything, or decline to disclose anything,
except when he stated that My, Ostler was travelling beyond the scope of the inquiry.

His Worship [after quoting from the amended order of reference in regard to the question
of censorship]: Tt seermns to me that I have no power to order the production of thig particular
docutnent.

135. Mr. Ostler.] T would like yowr Worship to make a note of that, in case you decide that
you have the power. (To witness.) You stated that you wanted nothing hidden #—Yes.

136. Do you not consider your action somewhat inconsistent with that statement?—No,
because it affects matters which are purely for the Censor.

137. Mv. Waters said, I hardly think this is a case in which correspondence’ addressed to
the offender should be forbidden passage through the post.”” Who is the offender ?—I do not
know, unless he means box 912, :

138, Can you tell us whether the Solicitor-General’s instructions to you were in writing !
—VYes.

139. You have told us that you did not know the religious denomination of any of the men
in your Department?—I said [ did not seek to know. Tt would be incorrect to say that T did
not Know in some cases. In cases where I ari personally acquainted with men | may know.

140. Your testimony as to the number of Roman Catholics in your Department would be of
little value 3—Very little indeed.

141. Would 'you say that you have no reason to helieve the charge that your Deparvtment is
heing crowded with Roman Catholicsi—As T do not inquire, how should I know?

142. Therefore your evidence on that question does not cut much ice-—No; but if there
are as great a number of Roman Catholies in my Department as you state, then there must be a
greater number of Roman Catholies who are eligible than other denominations. Mind, T only
suggest that.

143. 1 suppose men in subordinate positions ave not in the habit of addressing their griev-
ances to you?—I have never refused any officer of my Department an opportunity of discussing
any matter affecting the service.

144. But not outside your Department —No.

145. ’I‘hm you would not he in a position to know or hear of any dissatisfaction on the
grounds of the number of Roman Catholics in the Service —Except that it might come to me
in the way of gossip.

146. 1 suppose that a high position such as yours is surrounded by so much awe that the
ordinary gossip would not reach youl—I do not know that there is so much awe about the position.

147, But you do not know that the dissatisfaction does not exist %—No.

148. How is it that there was no censorship over box 912 from December, 1916, to March,
1917 2—1If there was not, it was becanse of the neglect of those responsible.

149. Mr. Gray. ] AJO you in a position to say that there was no such censorship +—No. That
wonld be better known in the Auckland office.

150. Your objection to producing the docnment relating to the Censor is hased upon the
ground that it relates to a matter over which you have no eontrol #—7Yes.

Mr. Ostler: Tt is on the Post-office file.

161. Mr. Gray.] Of course; they have to get directions. 1 understand there are two classes
of censorship, telegraphic and postal —7Yes.

152. Is it not a fact that the Postal Censors are men selected because of their f’amlhamtv in
dealing with a great deal of correspondence ?—T believe that ix the case.  If you refer to section 27
of the Post Office Act you will find that the Governor has authority to omplov Pmt Office officials,
[ helieve that is why the Postal officers were employed.

153. It was a question of the most suitable men 7—Yes.

1564, Is there any interfercnce with the man in the exercise of his dnties -—None,
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165, s he accountable to vou or any Postal officer $—No.

156. You have been asked about a return asked for in the House: has it been given $—As
far as 1 know, no return has been given.

157. Is it likely that a veturn will be given t—Inquiries would have to be made from every
individual in the employ of the Postal Department as to his religion.

158, Then, if any statement lhas been made as to the number of Catholics in the Postal Depart-
ment there is no ground for it%—I do not see that there could be, as there is no information to
work upon. :

159. Iy theve any probability that any return could have béen made in your absence from
Wellington !---No; because any information that has been asked for would have to include Auckland
also. . :
160. His Worship.] Is the Postal Censor in each place appointed on your recommendation
—No. ‘

161. Who appoints him?

Mr. (tray : The Governor.

162. /Iis Worship.] But he would be appointed on nomination $—7Yes.

163. Mr. Gray.] What qualifications would appeal to vou in nominating
in whom I had confidence and who was reliable in every sense of the word.

164. In the selection for appointment of these Censors was the question generally referred
to voul—No; as a matter of fact, I can say that the nomination of nearly all the Postal officers
was made before I can.e back to New Zealand.

165. /¢s Worship.| What status in the service would these offiers have%—As a rule, T should
sav they would be clerks in the £260-per-annum grade with about twenty years’ service.

166. Mr. Giyay.] Ave you able to say whether the man in Auckland 1s a reliable and intelligent
officer I-—Thoroughly.

167. His Worship.| I suppose the officers in the Post and Telegraph Department form a large
proportion of the Public Service 9—Yes, the largest, except, of course, the Railways.

168. | suppose you have no knowledge if the Public Service Commissioner has any knowledge
of the religion of the men in the Service §—1I am quite sure he has not.

169. Mr. Gray.] You say that the Postal Censor is a Postal officer appointed by the Governor:
how is his salary paid %—1It is paid to the Department.

170. For the time being is he a Post Office official?—No; so far as the performance of
postal duties is concerned, if the whole of his time is taken up by his censorship duties the military
authorities pay his salary.

171. The Auckland Postal officer may have some time in which he can do Postal duties if
required —Yes. ,

172. Then, when he is not doing Censor work he is doing Postal work —Yes; but so far as
the Censor work is concerned he is accountable to no one.

173. Mr. Ostler.] Before the war broke out is it not a fact that section 27 of the Post Office
Act was never used}—I have no rvecollection of any case in which it was used; it was brought
iuto force for any contingency which might arise.

Mr. Ostler: There is exactly the same section in the English Act.

Ilis Worship: Have you no direct evidence, Mr. Ostler, in regard to the dissatisfaction whlch
vou say exists because of the number of Roman Catholics in the Service?

Mr. Ostler: The allegations are not made by me, but they are referred to in that pamphlet.
I am not in a position to answer that question just now.

His Worship: 1 merely asked out of curiosity. I have been in the Civil Service forty-three
vears myself.

A man

Avcrranp, Tumspay, 21st Avaust, T917.
James CuArLEs WinniaMsoN, Chief Postmaster, Auckland, examined.

1. Mr. Gray.] Your full name, Mr. Williamson —James Charles Williamson.

2. You are the Chief Postmaster at Auckland, in charge of the Auckland Postal District?
--T am,

3. By the way, what is the extent of your district?—It extends from North Cape down as
far as the other side of Lake Taupo, almost to Walouru, and across to Kawhia on the west, and
almost to the cast coast. There is a strip coming down called the Thames District on the east
coast.

4. In area about equal to half the aren of the North Island %—I should say so.

5. How long have you been in the Postal service I—Forty years on the Ist July last.

6. And how long have you been Chief Postmaster at Auckland 7—Since the 1st April last year.

7. Before becoming Chief Postmaster at Auckland were vou attached to the Head Office of the

General Pogt Office, at Wc]]mgton 9—Yes.

8. For how long #—About twenty-six years.

9. Eventually rising to the position of Chief Clerk, T think %—That was the position T held
before T left the Head Office.

10. What staff have you at Auckland %—Individually, or as a whole?

11. Take them in classes first %-—The letter-carriers’ staff comprises 90 men and 1 wontan; in
the mail-room there arc 60 men and 5 women: on the vest of the staff there are 139 men and
44 women : total staff, 339 (including mysell), of whom 165 or thereabout are connected with
the handling of correspondence; and in addition those in the registered-letter branch——probably
about 30; and in the counter delivery—say, about 4 or B.

9—F. 8,
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12. How many altogether engaged in he Close on two hundred.

What is the practice of vour office with reference to complaints of non-delivery or
detention of letters —The practice is to get as full particulars as possible, and then institute the
inquiry with the minimum of delay.

14. Do you desive to have particulars of complaints furnished to you as early as possible
after the happening of the event I—VYes.

15. It is prejudicial, you think, to proper investigation being made if particulars are with-
held or delayed +— Umlmtbtodlv

16. Why ¢—In conmdelmn compl.lmts a fair amount depeuds on memory, for the reason
that letters are not recorded, and if those complaints are made early the memories of the officers
who ave dealing with letters which mav have been the subject of complaint are very much fresher
than if the charges ave delayed.

17. That would apply more particularly to letter-carriers I—Undoubtedly.

18. What quantity of mail-matter is handled in your office at Auckland?——A return which
has been prepared for a pertod of twelve months

19, Mr Ostler.| Preparved tor this case I—Not necessarilv; it is taken from the retwrns which
are made out annually. Tt shows that, in the Auckland District, 26,849,017 letters were dealt
with.

20. Mr. Gray.] Take the case of the Auckland Chief Post-office #—In the case of the Auckland
Chiet Post-office alone there were 12,338,911 letters dealt with; 2,976,662 book packets;
1,389,167 newspapers dealt with in the Chief Post-office.

21. That is an average of over one million letters a month, exclusive of hook-packets and
newspapers i—Exactly.

22. For what year is that %—For the year 1916-17; it includes part of 1916 and part of 1917,

23. Up to the end of what month —1I should say. up to the end of March.

24. Your Chief Clerk would be able to speak more particularly ¢—Yes,

25. During that period what number of complaints have you had: have vou any record ¢—
Yes; this report shows that the inquiries for missing letters—and parcels, which T did not mention
before—were 1,486.

26. Are you speaking of Auckland or the whole distriet %—The whole district. The percentage
of inquiries to the number of articles dealt with is 0°0004.

27. For the whole district #—VYes.

28. A very small percentage, of course #—Exceedingly small.

29. Now, speaking of vour stadf genervally, are you able to say from the extent of your know-
ledge of them during the period of sixteen months whether thev are capable or the contrary —
I should say, on the w]mle they are a capable staff.

30. Have you cver had any occasion to investigate serious neglect of dutv?—Not to myv recol-
lection.

31. Let us pass on to this particular matter. Do you remember a recent communication
over the telephone from the Rev. Mr. Elliott—earty in July #—1I do.

32. Did he ring vou up —He did.

33. When ?7—1 understand that he rang me up before T got home at night to my private home
—T was told so when 1 reached there; and he rang me up afterwards—at 7 o’clock Thursday
night, the bth July.

34. Did he wake a complaint? What did he say !—He made a complaint,.

35. thaps vou will give us the conversation from yvour recollection of it?—May I refer
to a paper!? \

36. Is that a note vou made at the time —No.

37. Ave you able to give a general outline of the conversation #—Yes. Mr. Elliott, in ringing
me up, apologized for tmubling e at that hour—which, however, did not matter—and said
that matters were very serious, that there Lhad been some euvelopes delivered without contents.

38. Envelopes from whom—from his association or from himself %—I would not be quite sure
whether he mentioned his sssociation or simply said from himself. I agreed that the matter was
serious, and put the usual questions to him with the object of ende.woulmﬂ to find out when
they were posted, to whom posted, and all the other particulars. T asked Mr. Elliott also to
provide me with a list of the addresses—names of addressees—and, if he had any further posting,
to delay it and post the following night, so as to give time for nmlxlno allang,ements for checking
the posting going through. He agneul to both 1eque§ts——fha1 the lmt should be given to me, and
also that the posting should be held up.

39. Did the list arrive —The list did not arrive. .

40. Have you seen it yet !—I have never seen it.

41, The list not having arrived, did you take any action?—Yes; I waited the next day,
after going down to the office, for two or three hours, T should say, and then rang up Mr. Elliott
and told him that the list had not arrived, that it was required, and asked hin to see that it
way furnished. He faithfully promised me that it would be down not later than 2 p.m. that
day. 1 made special arrangements that when the list came to hand, if it came to the clerks’
room or the Assistant Postmaster, it should come to me at once.

42. You have never had the Tist yet +—No.

Mr. Ostler : Your counsel hay had it. f

43. Mr. Gray.] 1 have had it since this inquiry was opened. Have you, Mr. Williainson,
with the information that has been supplied to you since this inquiry opened, endeavoured to
ascertain what was the cause of delay, or alleged delay, in delivery of these letters?—To a very
linited extent, because the particulars had not been furnished, of course.

v
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44. But, so far as you have been able to ascertain, have vou some information as to a number
of these letters. (To Mr., Ostler.) Referring to a number of letters returned to box 912 for
various reasons, | propose to prove this particularly by the Chief Clerk. (To witness.) From
information supplied to you by your officers, Lave you ascertained, assuming the information
to he correct, that on the 13th July there were returned to box 912 at the Post-office fifty-seven
open envelopes containing white cards and eirculars all marked, ¢ Gone, no address ”’ #—I have.

45. Whose duty is it to put the note of the cause of the return of a letter on the outside !—
Fither the Letter-carriers’ Branch or the Dead Letter Office.

46. lifty-seven envelopes were returned marked “ Gone, no address,”” on the 13th July, and
no record was kept of the date on which those were posted -—No record was kept.

47. In practice, how long is a letter kept in the Post-office before it is returned to the sender
when the addressce cannot be found?—In the case of a ‘ special-request’’ letter the time is
usually seven days.

48. What do you mean by a ‘“special request’’ letter -—A request to return to a certain
address or box within seven days.

49. As these were?—7Yes.

50. In addition to those fifty-seven. did you find that there were a number of other letters
whicl were posted on the 3rd and 5th July, and later, which were also returned for the reasons
shown upon your list —VYes, that is so. v

51. How many other letters are there besides the fifty-seven shown ou your list?—I do not
quite understand the question.

52. There arce sixteen letters noted here, are there not, in addition to the fifty-seven —
That is so.

53. All letters date-stamped 3rd and bth July, and later 3—VYes.

54. And the reasons shown are various : you might read it yourself I—[List read.]

55. Ave these addresses taken from the cnvelopes themselves I—They were.

b6, So that these extra sixteen letters were vetwrned, apparvently, by letter-carriers for the
varlous reasons shown in these records —VYes.

57. Tell us what is the practice with regard to posting, stamping, and sorting letters. We
will confine ourselves to the posting at Dominion Road, the only place we have been told about.
Are the letters collected by mail-carts or anvthing of that sort -—The letters are taken out of the
posting-hox ou what we call the midnight clearance, starting about 11.30 p.m., by a chauffeur,
put into a’small bag, and taken to the motor-car and emptied into the large basket which the
car contains. After finishing the round the chauffeur brings them down to the General Post
Office and takes them into the mail-room, where they are then placed upon the stamping-table
that is close to the stamping-machine.

b8. Who takes charge of them when they are put on to the stamping-table ?—In the case of a
night cleavance the night clerk will take charge and face up—z.e., put the envelopes with the
stamps in one direction prior to putting themn through the machine. They then put them through
the stamping-machine, and afterwards the sorters sort them into the divisions. .

59. What do you mean by ‘‘the divisions ’’ #—There would be certain divisions for certain
letters—one for those for private boxes, another for those to be taken out by the letter-carriers,
who work in the room above, another division for those to be sent out into the country in the
morning wails, and so on.

60. What is the next process +—So far as the night clerks are concerned, they would be finished
with thew. The letter-carriers’ sorters would be the next to deal with them. The sorters who
come on at H a.n., at the same time as the night clerks leave, would come down from their room
upstairs on the first floor and take these letters sorted into their own division up to the letter-
carriers’ room.

61. How do they take them{—DPrincipally in a basket. The sorters would then take them
and sort them again into other divisions: each particular pigeonhole ov division would comprise
all the letters going to a certain carrier’s walk.

62. How mauy walks are there?—About seveuty-five, speaking from memory. The letter-
carrier takes the letters awayv to another part of the room, and then sorts them again so as to have
those to be delivered first close at hand.

63. He ve-sorts them into the most appropriate method for delivery 7—Yes.

64. Then what happens $—He puts them into his satchel provided for the purpose, and goes out
and delivers them. .

65. His duty ix, of course, to deliver them at the addresses shown on the envelopes --That is so.

66. If he cannot find the addresses, what is his duty #—To bring the letters back and submit
them to his officer in charge, with information as to the cause of non-delivery.

67. Have you any rcason to suppose that auy of your letter-carriers have for any sinister
purpose, vr from neglect of duty, not carried out their instructions with regard to the corre-
spondence posted in the first week in July —None whatever.

68. A number of envelopes have been submitted here in the course of this inquiry; you made
an examination of them, I think. We have been supplied with a list showing nine persons said
to have received empty envelopes. The first is Mr. Shackelford. We have been told that when
this envelope was delivered the flap was in some particular condition—the flap out, 1 think—
Mr. Mackrell’s evidence. Look at that envelope: what do you want to say about it?—I think
there is proof here that when that envelope passed through the stamping-machine the flap was out.

69. Will you say why?—When a letter passes through the stamping-machine it has to pass
between two rollers. The roller on one side bears the type—the postmark. On the other side
there is a plain roller which has bars and helps to bring the letters through the machine. Some-
times the ink gets on to the roller at the back. In this case I judge the ink has got on the roller,

and the ink is showing on the envelope.
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70. If the flap had been in, would any part of that ink bar have shown f—A certain portion
on the outside, but none on the inside-—the flap.

71. In your opinion, judging from that, are you able to say in what condition the envelope
was received in the post-office I—1I should judge it was received with the flap turned out.

72. Take the next on the list—the letter addressed to R. H. Fisher —That is a similar case.

73. A similar casc of stamping with the flap out {—Exactly.

74. Then the letter addressed to J. H. Hannan—anything to say about that 9—A similar
cage, only much more pronounced. * 1t will be seen that if the Hap had been turned in the mark
would have shown on the back of the envelope and very little on the flap.

Mr. Ostler : Mr. Hannan said the flap was out when he got it.

Witness: Mr. H. Symons : that is a similar case.

75. Mr. Gray.] Mr. Symons, I think, is the gentlernan whose envelope Mr. Elliott said he dealt
with himself—ocareful to see it was properly filled, &. You he

76. Any more of this batch %—No more.

77. That shows that four out of these nine, in your opinion, were posted with the flaps out?
-~That is my opinion.

78. 1t has been alleged that a number of envelopes were received by persons to whom they
were addressed bearing pieces of stamp paper on the backs: one or two examp]es have been put
in——you have two there, | think, one addressed to the Rev. Knowles Kempton and one to the
Rev. Reuben Bailey: you observe that each of those has a piece of gummed stamnp paper on the
baclk. [Is there anything therc to suggest to you whether that paper was put there before or after
posting #—-—

Mr. Ostler: Do you suggest that we put that on?

Iletness: 1 cannot answer that question definitely, but I think I can say that before these
letters I have in iy hand went through the stamping-machine the gummed paper was on

79. Mr. Gray.] Why do you say so?—The impression of the back-pressure roller is showing,
indicating that when the letters went through the stamping-machine the gumred paper was there,
because the impression appears on the gummed paper. If the gummed paper had been put on
after the envelopes went througli the machine the impressions would have shown underneath the
paper.

80. That applies to both I~-That is so.

81. The stamping is oue of the first processes after the letters are received in the post-office
—'P'he facing-up is done first ; then they ave put through the stamping-machine.

82. Are you satisfied in your own mind in respect of those two that when they reached the
stamping-machine they had the gummed paper on f—Quite.

83. Is there any trace, in your opinion, of those letters having been opened where the flaps
have been gummed down *—I do not think they have.

84. What do you infer from thosc circumstances—I infer that these pieces of stamp paper
were on the envelopgs when they weve posted, one of the reasons being that there would hardly
have been sufficient time betweon the letters being received in the post-office and passed through
the stamping-machine. That operation is done, as a rule, very qm(,kly

85. Do you see any reason why those letters—apparently dd. stamps,
should be opened in the post- office between the time of the chauffuu bnnglng them in and the
stampers getting to work on them %—No reason whatever.

(\’6. Is that kind of gumined paper familiar to yvou —Very.

. What is it +—Stamp edging—rthat is to sav, the portion of sheets of stamps on which the
st (mes are not printed.

88, And 1 supposc that persons posting a large number of letters would provide themselves
with large sheets of stamps ¢—That would be the custom, I should say.

89. And those generally bear the gummed edging 1—Yes.

90. Are the perforations showing %—Yes, on each one.

91. Is it reasonable to suggest that the persons engaged in the process of closing these letters
would put on pieces of this perforated gummed paper for the purpose of securing these flaps
down $——

Mr. Ostler : That is not a faiv question.

Hqes Worship : Does he say that they did

Mr Gray - Of course he cannot say.

Mr. Ostler: It is a question of comment.

His Worship: Leave it to the evidence.

92. Mr. G'ray.] There is another envelope: does that show the difference between an envelope
stamped with the flap in (m(l these with the flap out? Is therc not a back mark on it —The flap
in that case, I should say, has been turned in.

93. Ts not that an impression carried by the back roller %—That is so—showing when the
flap is turned in. The others, when the flap is turned in, would not show.

94. You have a complaint, T think from Mr. Garley, of non-delivery of his letter #-— Mr.
(Gailey,”” the name is.

95. I produced this in the course of the cross-examination of one of their witnesses. Did you
receive a complaint from a Mr. Gailey of the non-delivery of a letter %-—Yes; Mr. Gailey, Mount
Albert Road, Mount Albert; date of inquiry, 11th July. He complained that a letter addressed
to H. bvdney, box 912, at the Auckland Chief Post, umeglstued posted by himself, and stamped,
and containing a c(er was not delivered to the addressee. Inquiries were made, and the
following reply was sent to Mr. Gailey: ‘It has been ascertained that your communication to
Mr. bydney was duly received. The addressee states that the white card which was enclosed in
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the envelope is now with hlm and that in response to it two tickets were sent to you at Mount
Albert Road. 'l'hese you uow have; they were, I understand, contained in an envelope addressed
to J. Garley.”’

96. And 1s this the envelope, in which vou were informed that the tickets were contained,
addressed to Mr. J. Garley, not Mr. Gailey—address Mount Albert Road ?—Yes, to the best of
my belief.

Mr. Ostler: We are making no complaint. /

97. Mr. Gray.] 1 am showing this as an instance of incorrect addressing. You were able
to deal with that promptly because you got some particulars from the complainant ?—Yes. The
letter was posted on the 6th; we got full particulars on the 11th; the complainant got a reply
on the 20th.

98. Is therc not some envelope not stamped?—I saw in the course of the inquiry one of
the covers
99. 1s there unybody else who can speak specifically —1 think it was put in as an exhibit.

Mr. Ostler . That was not posted by Mr. Bilby. It is not one on which we depend. It was
vne posted subsequently by Mr. Dupree. 1 just produced 1t for another purpose.

Mr. Gray: Tt just shows what can be done.

His Worship: We all know that mistakes will happen.

100. Mr. Gray.] Have you had any experience of persons sending out large numbers of
civculars and not being carctul about stamping I—It has been reported there have been quite a
number of cases: o few of them have been taken out.

101. Name a few without giving the names of the offenders—in No. 1 case, 30,000 circulars, a
nuiber posted without address; in No. 4 case, 32,491 circulars, also a number posted without
address; 1n No. § casc, 3,832 envelopes, a number posted without contents; in No. 6 case, 4,017
envelopes, a number posted without contents; in No. 7 case, 6,603 circulars, a number posted
without address; in No. 9 case, 12,630 circulars, a number posted without address; in No. 10
cage, 9,858 circulars, a number posted without contents; in No. 19 case, 10,260 circulars, a
number posted without contents.

Hvs Worship: In every case we wust assume there is room for error occasionally, especially -
where they pass through a number of hands.

Mr, Ostler : Is that going to be put int

His Worshap: 1 do not think it is of any value.

Watness: Perhaps the case I have here will be of greater value.

102. Mr. Ostler.] Is that in Auckland $~—In Auckland since the 1lst June, 1917. On the 6th
August, shortly before 5 p.mn., there were 300 addressed envelopes without contents left in one
batch.  We ascertai at least, we surinised—that owing to some others having been presented
from a certain firm, these also belonged to them. We made inguiry, and got the minute back,
** The envelopes are ours; many thanks.”

103. Mr. Gray.| So that your office has the common experience—-—{

Iis Worship: Of the liability of people to make mistakes.

Witness: I may say, Mr. Gray, if it is admissible, that it is reported to e by a reliable
officer that the number of cases in which contents are not put in would probably ecxceed two
thousand in a ycar.

104, His Worship.] And wherever possible you correct these mistakes?—We have a special
tormn which we send forward to the addressees asking them to name the contents, so that, if they
become loose, we can return them.

105. Mr. Gray.] So far as you know, is cvery precaution taken to see that letters properly
addressed reached their destinations, and that letters, if open, or if the contents are absent, are’
noticed #—Very strict notice is taken. Woe even go so far as to refer these cases down to Welling-
ton, so that in case the contents reach the Dead Letter Office theve inquiry can be made.

106. 1 want to comne to the question of censorship : do you recollect receiving from Wellington
on the 19th December last an instruction that the literature of box 912 should be submitted to
the Censor i—Yes.

107. Pursuant to that instruction was an order put in the order-book #—Not immediately.
An order was sent down to the mail-room immediately.

108. An order in writing, I suppose {—A typed order with my name to it.

109. And sent to the mail-room to be posted up for information #—Yes.

Mr. Ostler: Have you a copy!

Mr. Gray: We will show you the original.

110. Mr. Gray.] Has that identical order since been taken from the mail-room wall and

pasted into the ovder-book +—That it my belief, Mr. Gray.

111. This you believe to be the orvder originally posted up and subsequently pasted into
the order-book —Some time before the 11th January, 1917. -

112. It appears to have borne a date, 19 over 12: if that is correct it would be the 19th Decem-
ber. The order originally bore your swna,Lme?—Nnt my signature; my name. One of my
clerks signed for me. The Chief Mail Clelk had the teleg1 am which arrived, and gave instructions
accor dlngly, as he was instructed to do.

113. You received instructions by telegram, a copy of which was put in, and you gave
instruetions accordingly —That is so.

114. Do you understand that this particular order was, at a later date, put into the order-
book and signed by the various clerks—I understand so.

115. Who could prove that?—Mr.  Rudd may be able to say so. The officer who was Chief

Mail Clevk then has been transferved.
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116. In consequence of some communication from Wellington did you renew the instruc-
tion —I did.

117. And was an order put into the order-book on some later date? Is this the order, dated
the 24th March, 1917 7—VYes, that 1s it.

118. It is a duplicate—carbon copy—of a typed copy signed by you, for your own filel—
That is so.

119. That is signed by all the officers, I suppose, who have to deal with mail-matter, as
indicating that it has been hrought to their attention ¢—Exactly.

120. We werce told yesterday by Mr. Morris that instructions were given to you from Wel-
lington on, I think, the 5th April%—Yes, that is so.

121. You appear to have anticipated that instruction: was it telegraphic !—No, by letter.

122. You received a letter from the Post Office, dated the 5th April: how came you to antici-
pate thap particular order #—"That is o matter which probably the Chief Mail Clerk can best answer,
because he received instructions from me to give the matter attention.

123. Mr. Ostler.] That is to say, he carried out the orders before they were given$—No; [
said that in consequence of orders from Wellington T gave that instruction

124. Mr. Gray.] Was there not some communication from Wellington prior to the 5th April?
—Yes.

125. A portion of the Head Office file had been referred to you, and in consequence you
renewed the instruction t—WRxactly; | deemed it necessary to renew it, because search made at
the time failed to trace the original instruction, and it was assumed-—errvoneously—that the instrue-
tion had not been given, whereas it had.

126. For rcasons which vou thought were sufficient, you decided to renew the instruction
on the 24th March before you got another specific instruction from Wellington, dated the 5th
April #—VYes.

127. The first part of this reads as follows: ‘¢ Literature distvibuted by the Committee of
Vigilance, post-office box 912, is to be submitted o censorship. The literature may probably be
identified by a request on the cover to return letters, &c., if unelaimed, to box 912, G.P.O.,
Auckland, or the cover may bear the words ‘ Committee of Vigilance.”’” That is a repetition,
is it not, of the order of the 19th December 1—1It is. ]

128. ““ Please see that all correspondence posted at Auckland, or detected in transit, is
submitted to the Postal Censor.””  Who is responsible for that addition -—I am.

129. Why did you think it necessary to add those two lines —The instruction as it came was
an instruction to me as Chief Postinaster. The addition was an instruction from me to my
officers.

130, In your opinion was it possible to identify literaturc as such, if that means pamphlets,
without examining Quite impossible.

131. Why %—Because literature may be sent in closed envelopes just as readily as in open
envelopes,

132. Now, since the revival of this order on the 24th March, has all correspondence, as far
as you know, known to come from box 912, or addressed to box 912, been submitted to the Postal
Censor I—1I] may say it has not.

133. How was that —From want of memory on the part of some of the officers.

134. Would that apply to the night staff or the day staff —It might apply to both, but it
Lappens to apply paltlcula} Iy to the nloht staff.

135. The night stafl is very small I—Two clerks.

136. On duty until 5 a.m. %—VYes.

137. Do you suggest that one of the numerous orders in this book may have been overlooked
or escaped attention 3—1I should say it was quite possible.

138. Box 912, however, has not. suffered from that lapse of memory —On the contrary.

139, Are vou able to sav whether the circulars posted on the 3rd and bth July, bearing the
address ““ Box 912, werce submitted to the Censor —"To the best of my knowledge and belief they
were not.

140. 1s there any one in vour effice who can say definitely %—One of the witnesses—Mr. Rudd
—Call 88Y.

141. You have heen informed by your officers that the circulars were not submitted. Do
you know anything about the submission of the closed envelopes posted on the Friday night I
understand 260 were submitted to the Censor on Satur day morning

Mr. Ostler : Surely that is the Censor’s evidence. He is speaking from what he does not know.

His Worship : Official reports made to him. They can be verified after.

142, Ar. Gray.| Fwo hundred and sixty closed envelopes submitted to the Censor posted on
IFriday night : anything else? 200 ou Monday. I would not say exactly about the numbers,
but 460 altogether on those two days.

143. We may take it, I suppose, that the holders of box 912 are not the only persons whose
correspondence is censored in Auckland $——

Hrs Worship (on being referred to by witness) : You are not asked to give particulars.

Witness: No, not the only persons.

144. Since the censorship has been established what has been the practice in your office with
respect to mail-matter coming through for persons whose names are included in the order to
censor —The mail-matter has been held up by the clerks who were doing the sorting, and, as »
rule, submitted to their executive officers, and then handed over to the Censor.

145. After that. have you any further concern with it#—None whatever: it immediately
passes from the control of the Department to that of the Censor.
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146. Now, the Censor in Auckland is Mi. Clouston, is he not 2—That is so.

147. He was formerly Censor in some other part of New Zealand, was he not I—I believe, in
Chiristchurch.

148, He has been for many years a Postal officer —That is so.,

149, And part of his time is engaged in postal duties in Auckland ¢—Yes.

150. In the matter of censorship have you ever exercised, or attempted to exercise, any sort
of control over hini+—Never.

IB1. Have you any knowledge of his methods —None whatever.

152, Has any communic ation of lis practice or instructions from the Chief Censor been made
by him to you?—-No.

153, Does Mr. Clouston informn you what instructions he receives from the Chief Censor —No.

154. Or his methods in dealing with correspondence I—No.

155. Or of the contents of any censored matter ¢—No.

156. Is there anything you wish to add? You have the separate reports there, I think, upon
the various instances of alleged non-delivery. Perhaps they could be better spoken to by M
Rudd —They could be spoken to by each witness.

IB7. Very well: is there anything else vou wish to say !~~Perhaps you might mention these
to His Worship as instances of mistaken complaints.

158. Just bncﬂ) tell us what they were, without giving the names?—One case was a com-
plaint made on the 26th July—quite recently—that a certain letter had not been delivered. It
was subsequently proved. on inquiry, that the letter had been delivered, but to a brother of the
addressee.  He put it in his own coat-pocket, and it was found about a week back. In another
complaint, dated the 14th July, it was stated by the complainant that he saw the address written
on the packet, and also that before he posted it he looked at the address. The article was missing
——eventually it turned up, and there was 1o address of any kind whatever on it.

159, These ave examples for His Worship of mistakes. You have had instances, I think, of
misaddressing to vourself #--A sender apparently copied my address from a parcel-card, and yet
he put down ““J. C. Williamson, Chief Postmaster, Wellington,”” instead of ‘‘ Auckland.” I
have another instance of a letter addressed ** Mr. Biss, (Feneral Manager, Post Office, Auckland.”
Mr. Biss left the Service in 1901 or 1902, and vet the letter got to its destination—that is, to
me, for whom it was intended.

160. 3+ Ostler.] How did it get to the correct address?—It got to the person for whom it
way intended.

161. Mr. Gray.] Do vou say it is not an uncommon experience for people to make mistakes
in addresses I—Not an uncomuion mistake by any means.

162. Mr. Ostler.] 1 understand you to say that on the 23rd March you caused an order to be
put in the order-book ordering the censorship of correspondence of the persons using box 912%—
That is so.

163. Can you produce the instructions that you had had up to that date, either from the
Military Censor direct or from the head of the Post Office %I had no communication from the
Military Censor at all.

164. All the communications come through the channel of your Head Office —VYes.

165. Will you produce all the instructions you had up to date 23rd March from the Head
Otfice - ~All that T have 1 can produce; but I have got to say that part of the Head Office file was
referred to me on one oceasion, and, of course, all the minutes on it and my replies were sent back
to the Head Office. .

166. Well, the Head Office file is here—Mr. Morris was referring to it yesterday. Will you
produce all the instructions you had from the Head Office up to the 23rd March, 1917 9—Yes.
That is the first one.

167. The first is o telegramn of the 18th December, 1916 [telegram read]. Had you any
turther instructions besides that up to the 23rd March, when you caused that instruction to be
put m yvour order-book —No.

[68. Do you not see that that instruction refers to literature, and 11te1 ature only +—Quite,

169. Do you not know from vour forty-odd years’ experience as a Post officer that a marked
distinction is always drawn between literature and postal packets not sealed, and sealed letters?
—No.

170. Pass me the Post Office Act, please. Do you really say—with all your experience as a
Post officer—vou do not know how sacred a scaled letter is held by every Post officer —I know
how sacred it ix held.

171. Do you not know that throughout the Act a distinction is drawn between a sealed letter
or packet and any other postal packet +—VYes.

Mr. Gray: You asked whether there was not a marked distinction between literature and
other sealed letters.

172, Mr. Ostler.] You remember section 30 of the Post Office Act: ‘‘ Where the Postmaster-
Gteneral or any Postmaster has reason to suspect that anyv postal packet (other thar a letter or
a letter-card) addressed to anv person (mthu by his own or any fictitious or assumed name), or
to any address without a name, posted in New Zealand or elsewhere, contains or is supposed to
contain any printed or written matter of any kind, or any enclosure of any kind . . . which
is of a libellous. blasphemous, indecent, or immoral nature "> You know that section #—

I do.
173. Does it not draw the greatest distinction between a sealed lefter and other postal packets

such as eirculars 2—Tt does,
174. And vou know that a sealed letter is a sacred thing, not to be opened by any Post

ofticer 1— Yes,



F.—8. 72 [J. . WILLIAMSON.

1756. You know that the Postmaster-General himself cannot open a sealed letter $-—Yes.

176. Then, without any instructions whatever to open the correspondence of this box you
ordered that correspondence to be opened }——

My, Gray: No, certainly not.

177, Mr. Ostler. ] The first part of your order is these words: ¢ Literature distributed by the
Committee of Vigilance, post-office box 912, is to be submitted to censorship . . . Vigilance.”
Now, so [ax, those were the instructions you got from the Head Office. Now, these words I am
going to read you say you added: ‘‘ Please see that all correspondence posted at Auckland, or
detected in transit, is sulniitted to the Postal Censor.”” Do you not see the difference between
‘““correspoudence’’ and ‘‘literature ”’ %-—No, because literature may very well be put up in
closed envelopes.

Mr. Ostler: It does not matter if it is; if it is in a closed letter you admit you know it is
sacred.

Mr. Gray: He has not said so. That is your explanation of it.

178. Mr. Ostler.] Do vou not know that cmwspondencc in a sealed letter, whether literature
or letters or anything else, is not to be opened on pain of dismissal —Do you mean, not to be
submitted to the Lensor?

[79. Not to be opened. Do you not know that is the law under which vou have been working
forty-odd yearst—1I do; but 1 fail to see the bearing.

180. Do you not know that in that order you went beyond the instructions of the Censor in that
you ordered correspondence—that is, sealed letters—to be submitted to the Censor —No, I do not
know.

181. I am afraid I do not understand English words, then. Now, subsequent to your giving
that order you received a further order from the Head Office: would you mind producing it—
about the Bth April, 1917 #—This is the original.

182. Tt is a memo. of the 6th April, 1917, from Mr. Waters, First Assistant Secretary
{memovandum read]. You have referred it to the Chief Mail Clerk for attention, and then
Mr. Rudd has put on a memo., ‘‘ The Assistant Postmaster; necessary action taken.”” Did you
put a further order in the order-book on receipt of that order of the Gth April?—I gave the
necessary instructions to my Chief Mail Clerk.

183. Did he carry them out by putting an order in that order-book f—He will be able to
say that.

184. You will be able to say: you have the order-book in front of you?—As far as I know,
he did not.

185. Why did you not answer the question at once: that does not look like frankness?—I
want to speak from my own knowledge.

186. I suppose Mr. Rudd would report to you that it was done?%—I have reason to suppose
it was not done.

187. Have you not looked through that ¢—1It is not indicated there.

188. You must have looked theve to see whether it was?-—No, not precisely.

189. Have you received since the bth April any subsequent instructions from the Head
Office with regard to the censorship of the correspondence of this box —No.

190. Is it not a fact that all instiuctions which come from the Military Censor to the Postal
Censor at Auckland are communicated through the Head Office to you, and by you to the Postal
Censor %-—No.

191. How, then, does he get to know them 9—That I cannot say.

192. Does he read the ovder-book !—It would be open to him to do so, though it is kept in
another room.

193. As a matter of fact, would he not have to sign this order-book, being a Postal officer?
--No.

194. What is the Censor’s nane %—Clouston. [Book examined and name not found.] .

195. Why did he not have to sign the order-book, being a Postal officer #—Because he would
not deal with correspondence as a Postal officer. It is our mail-room officers’ book. He is not
in the mail-room,

196. Referring to the first instructions given, which were pasted in on page 183 of that book .
~—that is to say, the instructions given that ¢ Literature distributed by the Committee of Vigilance
is to be placed on Chief Mail Clerk’s table. It will be identifiable by the request to return, if
unclaimed, to box 912 ’—referring to that-—that was the first instruction given—why on ‘the
Chief Mai Because the Chief Mail Clerk in ordinary course would be the executive
officer who would deal with it.

197. But the instructious you had received the day before were that that literature was to
be submitted to the Censor—that was the Military Censor. Should not the instructions have been
that that liteeature was to be submitted to the Censor?—It was not necessary to instruct the
subordinate officers to that extent; but the Chief Mail Clerk himself was instructed, and got a copy
of the telegram.

198. It was not necessary to instruct subordinate officers that this literature was to be sub-
niitted to censorship &—Not absolutelv necessary.

199. Why did vou find it necessary to do so on the 24th March +—It was a variation of instrue-
tions. Instructions are not necessarily always given in the same words.

200. On the 24th March you. followed the instructions; the day vou originally received the
instructions you did not follow them —This paper shows that I did.

201. T say you did not, because it says the literature was to be submitted to censorship; your
instructions were that it was to be submitted to the Chief Mail Clerk —Whose business it was to
send it to the Censor.
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202. There seems to have been some laxity there. Have you not an order in that order-book,
about the 6th July, on the subject of the censorship of the correspondence of this box —Yes, ‘that
is correct: ‘It has come under notice that a large number of envelopes containing circulars
superseribed ‘ If not claimed within seven days please return to box 912 are passing through the
post. A short time ago specific instructions were given that mail-matter so superscribed was to be
delivered to the Censor. 'This instruction has been ignored, and the officers at fault will be severely
dealt with.—J. C. Wir.raamson, Chief Postmaster, 8/7/17.”

203. Why did you find it necessary to put that in the order-book }-—Because I found the pre-
vious day that circulars had been passed and the previous order forgotten.

204. The day before, I think, Mr. Elliott had rung you up }—"That is so.

205. You did not sdy anything to him about the instruction you had to hang up these circulars,
I suppose I—To submit them to the Censor, you mean? No, I did not.

206. Is there not a further instruction still from the Head Office with regard to some of these
letters —A ddressed to the Chief Postmaster

207. I do not know whom addressed to3—No.

208. Why, then, did Mr, Morris say—I think it was Mr, Morris; I do not want to do him
an injustice—in regard to the letters-to the ministers that were held up over the week end, that
in that case the censorship was not lifted until Monday, 9th July? Were there instructions to
Iift that censorship —The instructions, I take it, to lift the censorship would be to the Censor
himself.

209. You know of them because Mr. Morris knew of them. You must have those instructions
there —The telegram was on the 9th July : that was the instruction to release.

210. T thought you told me just now that there were no instructions to the Post Office—that if
there were any instructions thev were to the Postal Censor 9—What I understood you to mean was
instructions to the Censor.

211. Quite so; but this is a telegram addressed to you personally I—Quite so—to release.

212. It is addressed to you, and it is dated the 9th July, 1917; and it says, ‘“ The Deputy
Chief Postal Censor informs me that the Censor has been instructed to-release the circulars of
the Vigilance Committec. Deliver in the usual way.”” You know perfectly well it is"a Post
Office instruction.

My, Gray: Pardon nc; that was not a Post Office instruction. Mr. Waters says, ‘‘ The
Deputy Chief Postal Censor——"’

Mr. Ostler : Here is the instruction addressed to Mr. Williamson himself.

Mr. Gray: That was plainly that the Censor at Wellington had instructed the Censor at Auck-
land, and consequently the Chief Postmaster was instructed to deliver in the usual way.

Witness: Otherwise the matter would go back to the Censor.

213, Mr. Ostler.] 1 understood you to say in answer to Mr. Gray that the eirculars had not
been submitted to the Censor —As far as T knew the circulars had not been submited to the Censor.

214. How does that square with Mr. Morris’s reply that the censorship was not lifted until
Monday, the 9th July =—Probably that is a matter that rests with the Head Censor.

215. Now you say yeu ave ready to swear here that no censorship was placed on those
circulars, and yet here is a telegram from Mr. Waters, “ The Deputy Chief Postal Censor informs
me that the Censor has been instructed to release the circulars.”” Do you still say, in face of
the contents of that wire that you received, that the circulars were not submitted to censorship ¢——

Mr. (ray: 1t was a misapprehension on the part of Mr. Waters.

Mr. Ostler : Mr. Waters made the mistake—not Mr. Williamson ?

Mr. Gray: T am not saying it was a mistake—it was a misapprehension.

216. Mr. Ostler.] Where does the Postal Censor do his work in your post-office I—In the clerks’
room,

217. A clerk’s roomn %—The clerks’ room.

218. That is, the Chief Clerk’s room#—Yes. It is the room where all the clerks of my par-
ticular office work.

219. In the room occupied by all the clerks +—VYes.

220. He does not have a private room to himself —No.

221. What are his hours on Saturdays?—From 9 to 12, or, I understand, as much more
as he likes to work. '

222. 1 suppose he does not like to work much more on Saturday afternoon I—1I could not say.

223. The work that he does is not done in secrecy—-I mean the other clerks can watch him at
his work —T could hardly answer that.

224. You have been in there, 1 suppose, and have seen other clerks there —Very occasionally
I have been in.

225. And seen him at work and other clerks there #—VYes.

226. Can you say how he manages to get letters open—what device he has %—No.

227. I suppose it would occur to you it is pretty difficult to get a letter open without steaming
it—without some steaming-device —Yes.

228. And also that between forty and fifty letters addressed to ministers were opened and
closed !—I do not know that they were.

Mr. Gray: Who has said they were opened? This is the first time it has been said.

Mr. Ostler : Mr. Williamson denies they were opened.

Mr. Gray : Except by themselves—the addressees.

M. Ostler: What is the value of a censorship if you do not open the correspondence?

Mr. Gray: Your clients have had the benefit of that.

229. Mr. Ostler.] You say you do not know of any device which the Censor uses to open letters
in the post-office %—I do not know of any.device which the Censor uses.

10—F. 8.
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230. Do you not think that if the Censor was at all an efficient officer he could have seen
by opening one or two of these letters that they contained innocuous matter, and sent them on in
time for Saturday’s

231. I know; but I am asking you, as a fair-minded man with forty years’ postal experience,
do you not think it would not have been a very
say anything for the Censor or against the Censor. I am ignorant of what he does.

232, 1s it not a fact, by regulations, that when through soine trouble in the post-office letters
arc delayed you pride yourself on getting out a special delivery?—A special delivery of any
delayed letter ¢

233. Yes, of letters de]aycd through something going wrong in the post-office —We do it on
occasion.

234. Upon every occasion you can %—7Yes, practically, if it is the Department’s fault the letters
have been delayed.

235. It must have been apparent to the person who examined those letters that they were
perfectly innocuous, and it was lmportant they should be out before Monday #—The Censor does
not report to me in any way whatever. I have no control over iim.

236. There is a Saturday afternoon delivery in the city,.is there not —No.

237. Not in any part of Auckland —No.

238. Only Saturday morning +—VYes.

239. Can you explain how it was that when the censorship of this correspondence was lifted
on the Monday some of the letters did not reach the addressees until Tuesday morning —We do
not admit that the Post Office was to blame if they did not reach the addressees until Tuesday.

240. Why not #—DBecause they were all sent out on the Monday afternoon.

241. How do you know that?—By an examination which the assistant officer in charge of
letter-carriers made of the cases and of the tops of the cases after the letter-carriers had gone.

242. What do you mean by ¢‘ the cases ”’ %—The letter-carriers’ cases in which they keep the
letters for delivery.

243. 1Is there anything on the letters indicating when they were sent out from the post-office?
—No.

244. Not at all?—Nothing. They were in time for the letter-carriers’ delivery, and they
were supposed to go out immediately.

245. What time do the letter-carriers go out in the afternoon #—Most at 2 o’clock.

246. Any before?—7Yes, there probably would be. There is a delivery. I think, at 12 o’clock.

247. Then did any go after 2 o’clock —No, not to my knowledge.

248. Then did not every letter there go out in time for delivery on Monday afternoon —Yes.

249. How is it that, at any rate, some of them were not delivered until Tuesday morning #—
Has it been proved that some of them were not delivered until Tuesday morning ¢

250. The Rev. Bailey gave most positive evidence that his letter was not delivered to him until

uusday morning {—The Department does not admit it.

251. 1 can quite understand how you get so low an average in the yearly return when a thing
like that is proved in the Court and you Cwill not admit it. M. Bailey gave evidence that he
himself received that letter from the postman on Tuesday morning. Some of them must have gone
out on the Monday morning, I suggest to you?%—I think not—unless they were passed and not
submitted to the Censor.

252, 1 just picked up the first one here and turned it over, and I find it bears the Takapuna
postmark, 9th July, 2 p.m. It could not have got that postmark on it unless it left the post-office
some time in the morning —1 can explain : the mail goes over at a quarter past 1 o’clock.

253. At any rate, we have your admission that every one of those letters was sent out from
the General Post Office in Auckland in time for the afternoon delivery over Auckland and suburbs.
Jan you explain why none of these letters bear the words ¢‘ Passed by the Military Censor ’’ ¢—No,
I cannot.

254. Do you not know anything about any regulation?—None whatever. It is a matter
entirely for the Military Censor. .

205. He can put it on or not, just as he likes?—As far as I know. As a matter of fact, I do
not know anything about it.

256. [ want to go on to the cases of empty envelopes. When a box is cleared at half past 11
on a Iriday night, at what time do the letters cleared from that box or that outlying post-office
reach the General Post-office here I—About half past 1 or 2 o’clock.

257. Where do they go first in the Chief Post-office -—They are placed by the chauffeur on the
stamping-table,

258. And when are they staraped—straight away{—If the night clerks have time they are
stamped straight away—that is the rule.

259. That might be the rule, but is it not the practice not to stamp them for two or three
hours #—Not to my knowledge.

260. How comes it, then, that the postmark on all those letters is 5 a.m. ?

Mr. Gray: Some are 3 a.m.

Witness: It is quite casily explained: after 1 o’clock the stamp is changed to represent 3.
Auything coming in between 1 and 3 would bear ““ 3 a.m.”” Anything coming in after 3 and
before b would be stamped ‘5 a.m.’

261. Mr. Ostler.] 1 will show you these envelopes which we have sworn evidence were posted
at 11.20 p.m. at the Dominion Road Post-office on the 6th July, and therefore ought to have
reached the General Post-office between 1 and 2 a.m.: you will see that every postmark there
is b a.m. [ministers’ letters] ™—That is quite so.
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262. Can you explain the postmark ‘5 a.m.” when they were posted at 11.20%—No, I
cannot ; but the clerks who dealt with them can probably explain. '

263. You will admit this: that letters can lie in the General Post-office for some hours before
the postmark is put on them #—Anything after 3 is marked ““5 a.m.”’

264. Take you on your own figures—I1.30 or 2 o’clock to slightly after 37—1I might suggest
a reason for it—— o

265. I am not saying that is wrongi—I might suggest a reason, only 1 think it would be
more satisfactory to get it from the officer who was responsible.

266. Just to go back a moment on the ministers’ letters: if the Rev. Frederick Warner is
prepared to swear that he got his letter out of his box at 9.30 Monday morning, would not that
show that some of those ministers’ letters were released on the Saturday?—It might show that
some of them were not handed to the Censor.

267. Surely that will not ““ wash.”” In that case that would have been delivered on Saturday
morning +—Has that statement been proved ? ) -

268. No. I am prepared to prove it, if necessary—it has only just been put into my hand.
I did not call all these, only Mr. Gray admitted some of them did not get their letters in the
morning #—1I would be in «a better position had particulars been furnished at the time.

269. Would you mind going on telling me what the practice is when the letters come in:
they are put through the machine, you say%—They are turned out on the stamping-table and
then put through the machine. After that they are sorted up by the night clerks into the
divisions.

270. The night clerks—what are they called -—That is the usual term for them. They are
ordinary Post Office clerks.

271. How many clerks work at that work at night ¢—Two.

272. They work together side by side #-——Not necessarily.

273. Do their duties take them a little apart? Is it not a fact that they work at different
tables —VYes, on occasions.

274. And the tables are so placed that they must work back to back —Yes. You are referring
to the stamping-tables

275. 1 am referring to the night clerks who do the sorting ¢—And stamping.

276. llow does tlic machine run-—by motor-power—electric power ¢—lilectric power.

277. Do they have to be fed by hand, letter by letter %—In one case it is fed by hand; in
the other case by a belt.

278. Are there two machines working —Two machines—not necessarily at once.

279. Do they both make the same sort of postmark —Practically the same.

280. Are you able to say by looking at these letters which machine the postmark was made
by +~—An expert would. '

281. Does not one man work one machine and one man the other #—They could be worked by
both men.

232. What 2s done is what [ want to find out. Is it the practice for one man to work one
machine and the other the other$—The practice is to work whichever machine might happen
to be vacant.

283. Does that mean that no particular man is in charge of a particular machine?—No;
uot at night.

234. I suppose the night clerks—the sorters—in the post-office are men of a good many years’
cxperience {—The senior man is. The junior man need not necessarily be.

285. Are the night clerks on there constantly or do they take week about?—7Yes, turn about.

286. How long %-The period is a week.

287. Can you tell me the names of the night clerks who were on duty for the week beginning
on the 2nd July and ending ou the 9th %—Mr. Linton and Mr. Comrie.

988. How many years’ experience has Mr. Linton had %I cannot say from memory; I could
get it from my records. '

Mr. Gray: 1 am going to call both those gentlemen.

989. Mr. Ostler.] Is he an officer of some years’ experience %—Oh, yes.

290. Mr. Comrie—what about him?%—He is a younger officer; I cannot give you his length
of service.

291. Is it not a fact that a sorter after some years of experience becomes very expert in
knowing whether a letter is received without contents %—That is so—or should become expert.

292. 1 believe 1 read somewhere about experts who were able to tell whether there were notes
—money—in a letter : is that common —It is fairly common.

293. Would there be any difficulty for a sorter of any experience when a letter contained
that circular and that card [specimens handed up] to discover whether it was empty ¢—You
mean, would he be likely o pass that envelope without noticing if it contained no contents?

294. Yes?—I would say it was likely in the rapidity of sorting.

295. .ow, what is the duty of a sorter if in sorting he discovers that an envelope contains
nothing——has no contents —It is his duty to make a suitable endorsement; it is then sent on
and the addressee asked for particulars of what should have been in it.

296. What is the suitable endorsement?—That might be ‘‘Received without contents’’ :
generally it is. '

297. Does he initial it %—FHe may do so.

998. Is there not a rule that he should %I do not know of any in that particular regard.
The rule says, ‘‘In the event of an apparent shortage in the contents a suitable endorsement
should be made, and the addressee’s attention dirvected thereto on delivery of the letter.”’
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299. Now, you have said it is extremely likely that the sorters would miss the fact that
these envelopes had no contents +—No; “‘ likely,”” not ‘‘ extremely likely.”

300. How comes it, then, that you are able to point to instance after instance where the
sorters discovered that the envelopes had been posted without cont@nts, and to direct the attention
of the posters to it: you read a list of fifteen or twenty%—Only one. That list was simply
a list of letters or circulars returned to box 912——

301. You read a list, then, of case 1, and it went on to case 19, I believe: how comes it,
then, that the sorters were able in each ut those cases to pick out the empty envelopes Thc
cases might have been a little exceptional in some instances, because they were in very large lots,
and they would be delivered tied up in bundles.

302. Would that muake any difference? I suppose the bundles are cut open and run through
the machine ?—They would llLCLb\(LI‘ll\ be handling a great number of the same kind, and if
any were without contents they would be picked up very easily.

303. Are there not several instances in those nineteen cases you gave us where the number
would be about the satue as this —7Yes.

304, If the sorters in those cases were able to find out that the eunvclopes were empty, why
not in this case too!——Because in the cases mentioned the bundles would be handed in and
dealt with at once; in the other case the correspondence would be mixed up with matter from
the posting-boxes.

306. In case 9 which you read out there were only twelve hundred-odd circulars posted
altogether —Twelve thousand.

306. What is the smallest nunber you have there I—Three thousand.

307. Is it a breach of a night clerk’s duty—is it regarded as a serious breach of his duty—
if he lets an empty envelope go through%—It is recognized that some empty envelopes must
inadvertently be passed.

308. Suppose out of two thousand-odd envelopes nine or ten were allowed to go through
by a night clerk, would you regard that as a serious breach of his duty &—The whole cncumstanceb
would have to be taken into account. If he were especially busy the matter might not be regarded
so seriously as if he were slack and able to give proper attention.

309. If he were able to give proper attention would it be seripus }—Fairly serious.

310. Very serious if ten empty envelopes out of 2,600 passed +—Yes.

311, Is it not the case that in none of these cases where empty envelopes were delivered
none were discovered by the night clerks$—-None of them, as far as I know, were discovered by
the night clerks.

312. Your counsel has supplied me with a list of letters which were returned because they
were wrongly addressed or not known to the letter-carriers. On one of those letters there was
an endorsement ‘‘ Received without contents ’—that is John Findlay. Who put that endorse-
ment on?—I am not in a position to say, but the officer in charge of the letter-carriers could
tell whose the initials were.

313. Well, it is ““J.B.”” That could not be either Comrie or Linton, could it %—No.

314. How could a man, not the sorter who received the letter—how could he tell 1t was
received without e It was veceived by him without contents.

316. That only means, therefore, that that is received by the person who puts the endorse-
ment on, without contents +—Exactly ; otherwise it would be *‘ Posted without contents.”’

316. It does not mean that it was received by the post-office without contents—Not neces-
sarily.

317. 1 understand your complaint to be that Mr. LElliott did not give you more facts on
which you could investigate these charges—That is so.

318. And until you got the information here you were not in a position to properly investi-
gate?—Not in a position to fully investigate.

319. Would you mind explaining, then, how it was you rushed into print the day after,
saying there could not possibly be anything wrong¢—7Yes. - I said ‘““a full investigation.” 1
made such investigation as was possible, and I had confidence in my staff.

320. The charges were made first on the night of the 11th July, were they not —VYes.

321. And I suppose you knew nothing of them until you read your Herald on the morning
of the 12th July +-—Of course, Mr. Elliott had previously told me over the telephone.

322. But did you know anything of the public chargesf—I think that was the first I heard
of them.

323. And yet in the Star of the same date you are reported to have said, ‘“ The charge by
Mr, Elliott is given emphatic denial by the Postal authorities. The charge of envelopes being
opened, the contenty abstracted, and the empty covers delivered is so absurd as to carry its own
denial. No officer of the Post Office, even the veriest vouth, would be so stupid as to abstract
the contents of a cominunication and deliver the envelope. Such action would simply invite
inquiry—the very thing the culprit would wish to avoid—and provide evidence of guilt. The
Rev. Mr. Elliott rang up the Postal authorities prior to the meeting in relation to the charge,
and was informed strict inquiry would be made immediately a list of the addressees was sub-
mitted. The list not being forthcoming a second request was made, and the list was faithfully
promised by a certain hour. The time passed, and no list was submitted. Mr. Elliott there-
fore has cut the ground from under his own feet by apparently purposely withholding the means
by which proper inquiry could be made. Notwithstanding this, such inquiry as was possible
showed that under the impartial postal system such allegations were utterly unfounded. The
submission of postal packets to a Censor appointed by the military authorities is one entirely
out of the control of the Post Office.”” You have read that statement ?—7Yes.
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324. Do you acknowledge that it is correct i—Substantially.

325. Do you suggest that between the time you read the Herald on the morning of the 12th
and the tinie you gave that to a Star veporter—what time, by the way, did you give this to a
Star reporter +—1I1 could not say—probably just before publication.

326. Three o’clock at the latest —Yes.

327. Do you say that between the time you read the Herald and 3 o’clock you had made
sufficient inquiry to enable you to say there could not possibly be something wrongi—1I do,
speaking as I was from a knowledge of my staff, and also from inquiries which my executive
officers had in the weantime been making.

328. But you made inquiries after your publlbhlng_, that statement—you pursued your
inquiries very much further i—I made a few.

329. A good many more than a few: you had detectives on the job, did you not!-—No.

330. Did you not employ the police to inquire into this matter —Which ¢

331. The matter of the charges made, of coursei—No. I will explain the whole matter. -
I was told it was reported that there were tickets of admission in the hands of some boys from
the Mount KEden district, and it was also reported that those tickets had come into their possession
from cnvelopes before they were posted. I immediately sought permission from my lHead Office
to employ a detective, seeing that the police could manage the matter probably better than the Post
Office. e made inguiries, und the vesult was that there was no truth in the report. So far
as the detective was concerned the matter ended, and there were no further detectives cmployed.

332, Then it is true you employed a detective?—Not in connection with the charges—in
councetion with the rumour that the contents of envelopes had been taken from the envelopes
before posting.

333. These envclopes related to this meeting—the rumour about circulars relating to this
Protestant Political Association meeting I—Yes, before they were posted, or supposed to be posted.

334. However, detectives were employed 1—A detective.

33b. Did not two detectives go up and interview a boy —Not to my knowledge.

336. A detective was employed with regard to a rumour you had heard with regard to this
series of circulars?—A rumour that tickets had been taken from emvelopes before the envelopes
were posted. :

337. Surely that did not come within your province at all—that was a police matter I—And
it was put inlo the hands of the police, was it not?

338. What did you have any concern about that for—before posting you would have no
concern i—If the rumour had proved true it would have helped in the elucidation of the mystery.

339. Now we arce ge‘uting at thc m'ystery: the detective was employed to enable you to make

J4.0 You were hoplng to say that the wntents had been extracted before the letters were
posted $——

His Worshep: He has already said so.

341. Mr. Ostler.] Did you not also employ one of your private detectives—a Postal official—
to go round and get some information for youl?—I do not understand what you mean by a
““ private 7’ detective.

342. Persons under your authority went and interviewed various people who you heard
had got empty envelopes. A Postal official went and interviewed persons who had complained
that they had received envelopes without contents—Mrs. Stainton and Mrs, Stuart{—That is so.

343. How did you know they had complai i —They com-
plained to the letter-carriers.

344. How did you know they had complained to the letter-carriers %—By information received
from the officer in charge of letter-carriers.

345. Then you did endeavour to get information from the letter-carriers us to whether com-
plaints had been received —I have said so.

346. You could not have done that after you said this in the paper —Why should I not
have gone on?

347. But 1 am pointing out there could not possibly be anything wrong{—Exactly; but
there was no harm making further inquiries.

348. Though you thought there was nothing wrong you went on making further inquiry?—
Yes; I went on making further inquiry when complaint was made by Mrs. Stainton and
Mrs. Stuart.

349. Were the night sorters on that night more than ordinarily busy%—I think they would
be on the first night—that is, 2nd-3rd July.

- 3560. Not on the second night?%—They might have been on the second night also.

361. Have you not iuquired to find out whether they were?—I know they were on the
morning of Tuesday.

352. Do you know anything about the other morning I—Not particularly.

353. Have you unot inquired —They will be here to give evidence themselves.

354. Have you inquired on that particular point —No.

356. Have you made any other inquiries from the sorters {—VYes.

356. Did you ask these sorters on duty that week whether they had let through any empty
envelopes i—Yes

367. What was their reply —To the best of their knowledge and belief they had not.

368. Did you take any other steps to ascertain whether it was the mistake of the letter-
sorters in passing empty envelopes?—No, I do not recollect that 1 did.

. 369. None at all —No,

i
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360. Quite sure?—I cannot recall.

361. I just asked because you did not appear to be quite certain. You have interrogated
all your letter-carriers 3—It has been done by my officer in charge of letter-carriers.

362. Did the Postal official who went to see Mrs. Stainton and Mrs. Stuart take a written
statement from them ?—1 do not think so.

363. Were they instructed to$—No; they were instructed to pursue the usual course in
such inquiries._

364. | want to ask you this: there iy a letter addressed to Mr. Shackelford there; that has
a note on it ‘‘ Received without contents. H.G.”” Can you tell me who ““ H.G.”” is?—One of the
letter-carriers.

365. Therefore what he means by that is that it was received by him without contents —
Apparently, yes.

366. There was also o letter addressed to Myr. Hannan. Mr. Hannan has told us he showed
it to the letter-carrier, who took it away and brought it back with those words, ** Received without
contents.”” Do you know who put those on -1 cannot make out the initials.

367. Do you not know what happencd about that letter from your inquiries: whom did the
letter-carvier take it to%—The inquiries I made, of course, were only the other day; and it seems
to hdve escaped the memory of the person to whom Mr. Hannan went—-—OhL, I was thinking of
Mr. Smith’s case.

Mr. Gray: We never heard of Mr. Hannan until My, Ostler gave us the list the other day.

Witness : 1 cannot say that 1 can recall Hannan’s case.

Mr. Gray : Woods was the letter-carrier.

His Worshap: What is your question {

Mr. Ostler: What 1 am asking is this: Who put that endorsement on that envelope of
Mr. llannan’s, and why was it put on?

Mr. Gray: I am going to call the letter-carrier on that round.

Witness : 1 could not say. 1 do not recognize the initials on the letter.

368. Mz, Ostler.] Did you not find out in making your inquiries from the letter-carriers,
which you say you made straight away, the history of that—who put it on?—As I say, I cannot
recollect very much about that letter of Hannan’s.

369. It has been brought to my attention that the interview you had with the Star repre-
sentative on the 12th July was in the morning, because it says ‘‘ Mr. Williamson this morning
made the following statement.”” That would not have given many hours to make these inquiries
before you were satistied therc was nothing in it #—No.

370. Would it be right for a Post officer, if 4 person came to the counter with an empty letter
and said that she had received it like that, to take it and mark it ‘‘ Received without contents >’
—No, it would not.

371. Did you hear Miss Smith give in evidence that that was done in your post-office —Yes.

372. That was wrong %—I made inquiry about that since, and no one will admit having seen
this lady except one young man, who referrved her to the elderly gentleman she spoke about. I
cannot ascertain who that elderly gentleman was.

373. It her evidence is true that was not proper conduct for one of your Post officers i—It
was not.

374. | suppose you will admit that there is ample opportunity, while letters are in the
post-office, for persons, if they are dishonestly inclined—Post officers—to extract the contents !
—There is opportunity.

375. As a matter of fact, you have trouble often, unfortunately, with dishonest officers —Not
often.

376. Have you not, since you have been in Auckland, had at least three cases?—I would
not like to mention the number of cases without consulting my records.

377. 1 could mention the names of three persons. I do not know that I will not be doing
an injustice. I will write them down.

Mr. Gray: How did you know?

Mr. Ostler : 1 do not think you are entitled to cross-examine me.

Mr. Gray: 1 an not entitled to ask for the information; but it is significant that you should
be in possession of it.

Mr. Ostler : One appeared in the public Court.

378. Mr. Ostler.] Was not one man recently sentenced to twelve months’ imprisonment for
admitting taking several letters {—In Auckland?

379. Yest—Since I came to Auckland?

380. 1 understand so¥%—I do not recall it.

Mr. Ostler: You will probably know it from being Chief Clerk in the Head Office.

Mr. Gray: 1 would point out to your Worship that although the Department has no desire
to keep anything back, this is not a matter relevant to the inquiry.

His Worship: Except that Mr. Ostler is concerned in showing laxity.

Mr. Gray: It only shows that you cannot absolutely cure dishonesty.

381. Mr. Ostler.] Read the contents, and answer if that is not true?—I know nothing of
these, Mr. Ostler.

382. Not one of the cases #—No.

383. But one of thosc cases only happened recently, and 1 understand the inquiry is still
proceeding : is not that so#—I do not know of it.

384. Is the Elliott Street post-office under your jurisdiction —1It is.
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385. Would you not know if an officer there extracted the contents of a letter and the inquiry

was still proceeding #—Yes.  Auckland South Central is really the official name for the office.

386. Has not a man in that office been suspended recently —Not to my knowledge.

387. Would you deny that that is accurate $——I do.

338. Is it not a fact that the Catholic Federation’s letter-box is absolutely free from censor-
, ship #—1I do not know that it is under censorship.

339. 1 may take that ay an admission that it is not, I think 9—1I think so.

390. ls it not a fact that there is no single Catholic priest or organization whose letters
are under censorship? [Applause.]

Mr. Gray objected to the question, and His Worship disallowed it.

Mr. Ostler.: T would like to point out that the question is a relevant one, because we have to
inquiu in this inquiry whether this censorship is in the interests of the Roman Catholic Church,
and it is relevant because, whereas these loyal Protestant bodies are censored, no Roman Catholic
priests or bodies in Auckland are censored.

His Worshzp disallowed the question, but after the adjournment allowed it to be put.

Inquiry resumed, 2.15 p.m.

His Worship : Before the adjournment I dlsallowed a question which at the time I did not
think was relevant or should be answered. During the adjournment I have reconsidered the
matter, and I have come to a different conclusion. I admit that I was wrong, and you were
justified in asking the question, Mr. Ostler. I have re-read the Commission: ‘‘And whereas
a further charge has been made by the said Reverend Howard Elliolt to the effect that military
censorship has improperly and in the interests of the Roman Catholic Church been established
over the correspondence of the persons using the said post-office box.”” You will have to limit
the question; vyou will consider that. I think it is quite within the scope of the inquiry that
he should answer shortly, and without reference to names or anything of that sort, whether any
censorship has been established over boxes or persons connected with the Roman Catholic Church.

[His Worship further remarked, alluding to the applause of the public, that his mistake was
contributed to by this disturbance, which was most unseemly and quite out of place in judicial
proceedings, and that he was accustomed to perfect quiet and peace in Court, and that if the com-
motion were renewed he would reluctantly have to order the room to be cleared, leaving it to the
reporters to place the facts before the public. He was not concerned with what they thought
regarding the persounel of the Commission. He felt everybody present had preconceived ideas
on the subject of the inquiry. Such demonstrations were most disturbing.]

Mr. Ostler: 1 would like to thank your Worship for the consideration given to the matter.
I hope your Worship will not blame me for the applause. I hope every one who sympathises
with the points | am to bring out will refrain from applauding.

Cross-examination of Mr. Williamson, Chief Postmaster, continued :—

391. Myr. Ostler.] Did I understand you to say that you took no steps whatever to find out
from the letter-sorters whether they had let these envelopes through empty?-—No, you did not
understand me so.

392. What did you say on that point —Inquiry was made of the letter-carriers.

393. Not the letter-carriers—I am talking about the sorters?—The night clerks? Inquiry
was made of the night clerks whether they had seen any envelopes going through without contents.

394. What was their reply I—The reply was, they had not noticed any.

395. Was that inquiry made by you verbally, or was it made in the form of a written order
to them to report %—It was made verbally.

396. There was no written instruction to them %—DNo written request.

397. Was that all the steps you took to find out whether they had possibly made a mistake —
—Practically, yes.

398. Why do you say ‘‘ Practically, yes”’ %—I may say they were, of course, closely ques-
tioned to give me the facts of all the circumstances surrounding the case.

399. Did it eceur to you to put some empty letters through the post to see whether they would
pass them It did.

400. Did you do it+—Yes.

401. You did? T thought you told us you took no steps beyond inquiring from them to
ascertain whether they would be likely to pass these letters. That is something new %—The empty
envelopes werc put through to see whether they would pass such empty envelopes without bringing
them under notice.

402. That is to say, to adopt the words of my friend Mr. Gray, you set a trap for them{—
Not necessarily.

403. How many empty envelopes did you put through the post?—-It probably would be
half o dozen.

404. Were they detected or were they not —They were not detected.

405. Can you produce those envelopes here {—Yes.

406. Who has them—I would like to see them !—[Witness explained that his bag with the
envelopes was on the way up from the post-office. ]

407. T will go on to something else at the present time. What has become of Miss Smith’s
letter posted back to box 912, containing an empty envelope, and not received—do you know?
—For the moment I cannot recall the case.

408. Miss Smith has sworn to posting a letter to box 912 containing an empty envelope
and a note, which was never received : do you know whether that was held up in the post-office?

—TIt was not as far as | know.
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409. Have you inquired from the Censor as to whether he has it I—No.

410. You see, it would naturally be held up and sent to the Censor as it was addressed to
box 912 7—1t ought to have been.

411. You have made no inquiries from the Censor as to whether he has that letter —No.

412. Rather strange.  Did you have any other complaints or inquiries about empty enve-
lopes, emanating from box 912, besides those of Mr. Elliott#—I do not recall any. It is possible,
of course, that some of my officers may have dealt with such inquiries,

413. Surely you would know whether it was so or not. Do you mean to say that you have had
no complaints brought to your notice of any other of these envelopes being empty —1I1 do not recall
any at the present moment.

414. You say you do not recall any: does that mean to sav there may have been and you
have forgotten them —No. 1In a large oftice such as ours, of course, the Chief Postmaster cannot
deal personally with every matter lnouwhf in front of him.

415. There may therefore have been sore other complaints which did not come to your know-
ledge —Exactly.

416. His Worship has allowed me to ask thxs question, and t will put it in a very short and
gencral form

Mr. Glray: 1f this relates to the censorship, I hope your Worship will hear me before my
friend assuines the question will be answered.

Ies Worshep: 1 shall tell him the form in which the question should be put: are you aware
of any censorship having been established in your office against any Roman Catholic correspond-
ence addressed either to an individual priest or to any Roman Catholic organization ?

Mr. Gray : 1 submit, with due vespect, that question should not be put.

His Worshep: Will you allow me first to quote the exact words of the Commission? [Clause
quoted.| It seems to me to be a matter of inference, and inference only; and the other side
to you are seeking to establish that, and if it can be proved that no censorship has been esta-
blished——

Mr. Gray: 1 submit that the allegation—that the proof that censorship has been established
over this box 912 will not necessarily allow questions to be asked as to whether censorship has
been established over the corvespondence of any other organization or individual. Your Worship
s empowered to inquire inte the allegation that this censorship has been established over this
particular box-—this particular box—in the interests of the Roman Catholic Church. Any
evidence showing that it has been so established is admissible. Your Worship has had the evidence
of the Solicitor-General showing the reasons which actuated him in giving the advice, and
tollowing upon it the genesis of this establishment. I say it is entirely irvelevant to inquire
whether the censorship has been established over the correspondence of any other individual or
organization, Roman Catholic or otherwise; and T submit your Worship is not empowered by the
terms of the inquiry to allow any (1ue%t10n§ on that point. Part of the Warrant which your
Worship has directs that ¢ Nothing in the said Warrant . . . or in this present Warrant
shall so operate or be so construed as to authorize any inquiry into the establishment, organ-
ization, authority, or practice of the system of military censorship existing in this Dominion
during the present war, save so far as any such matters, being relevant to the inquiry authorized
by the said Warrants, may be voluntarily and with due authority disclosed by officers of the said
censorship in the course of that ingquiry, and save also the inquiry hereinbefore expressly autho-
rized as to the grounds on which such military censorship has been established over the corre-
spondence of the persons using the post-office box aforesaid.”” T submit, therefore. your
Worship, that the evidence must, by the terms of the Warrant, be limited to evidence of
the fact that a censorship was established over this particular box, and of the reasons which
actuated the authorities—the Censor—in establishing that censorship; and that your Worship
cannot inquire, having regard to the terms of the Warrant, into the censorship of anybody else.

" The matter is of very great importance, of course. I am not making this objection in the
interests of the Post Office, because the Post Office has no connection with the censorship beyond
such as has been disclosed : the Censor is not accountable to the Post Office, and the Post Office
has merely to obey the directions of the Censor. I submit, therefore, that the question, even in
the form your Worship put it, tends to admit inquiry into the censorship of other individuals,
other organizations, and cannot be allowed by the terms of the Warrant.

His Worship: 1 have thoroughly considered the matter during the adjournment. T admit
the position is not entirely free from doubt. I foresaw difficulties with regard to the limits
of my inquiry into matters connected with the censorship; but I fail to see how a question like
this can in any way affect the interests of the Empire, and that was the point in myv mind very
strongly indeed. I am quite free to say I am a very strong Imperialist myself. 1 would never
admit for one moment, in the interests of anvbody, any question which might in any way inter-
fere with the interests of the Empire; but in this case it is quite different. This is the view I
talke—I admit the position is not clear from doubt: having to inquire into the censorship of
this particular box, it having been alleged it has been established in the interests of the Roman
Catholic Church, it is perfectly legitimate to allow a question such as T propose to put, and allow
anybody to make the inference they like. It does not follow that I will make that inference—
that it has been allowed in the interests of the Roman Catholic Church. They must draw the
inference whether it is peculiar or not-—whether the censorship has heen established in the interests
of the Roman Catholic Church or otherwise.

Mr. Gray: Suppose it is established—if it can be established—that the correspondence of
certain Roman Catholics is also subJect to censorship, does it necessarily follow either that the
prohibition imposed upon box 912 is in the interests of Roman Catholicism
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Hrs Worship: Not at all.

Mr. Gray: Or the contrary? I think, then, on the question of censorship, even supposing the
answer to be in the affivmative—supposing the Chief Postmaster is in a position to give the
information—the answer will not tend to show one way or the other. That being so, your
Worship, I submit it is not relevant to the inquiry, apart from the question of authority.

His Worshep: Again I say I will allow the question to be put. I have got to make certain
findings to His xeellency. I have not the faintest idea what the answer will be.

417. Mr. Ostler (to witness).] You have told us already the box of the Catholic Federation is
not subject to censorship —That is so.

418. Is there any Catholic organization whose correspondence is subject to censorship in
Auckland #——

Mr. Gray: Your Worship said you were going to frame the question—you would allow a
question in a particular form.

His Worship: 1 only did that with o view of limiting strictly the cross-examination by
Mvr. Ostler. I am not prepared to say his question is outside what was in my mind.

Mr. Gray: T wish to assure you T am not making this objection in the interests of the Post
Office, but 1 do happen to know the views of the gentleman who advised the Censor in this
particular matter, and it is only on that account I am asking your Worship to rule out any
information as to the acts of the Censor.

His Worship : Tt does not give them any information. Here is a box that has been censored,
and has correspondence in the interests of a particular body. They allege that the Censor is
exercising censorship over ‘their box in the interests of the Roman (atholic Church. Pre-
sumably the Roman Catholic Church has been free from any censorship of any sort whatever. 1
know the difficulty, Mr. Gray. I would rather the censorship had been kept out of this, because
I feel I might make a mistake, but T do not think so in this case.

419. Mr. Ostler.] The question I ask is this: Is there any Roman Catholic organization in
Auckland whose correspondence is censored in the Post Office I can hardly answer that in full,
but I can say there is no Roman Catholic organization in New Zealand whose correspondence is
censored in Auckland. .

420. That will do. I will pass on. Is there any periodical or literature emanating from
the Catholic Press which is censored in Auckland, such as the 7'ablet or the (reen Ray?——

His Worship: Strange to say, touching that Green Ray, 1 have got a letter here I received
only a few minutes ago. 1 will read it for what it is worth. [Letter read.]

Mr. Ostler: The Green Ray is printed for the proprietors by the Budget Limited, Bath Street,
Dunedin, and published by Albert James O’Ryan at 167 Rattray Street, Dunedin. The issue
I hold is the 1st June, 1917. The editorial is ‘* Dr. Mannix—and some Others.”” It starts off,
£ Dr. Mannix has said that * Murder is murder whether committed in Belgium or Ireland’’’;
and right through no one could read that paper without saying it is a paper printed in the
interests of the Roman Catholics. ‘

Hlis Worship: 1 cannot say, but it is a curious thing this statement should be made when you
say 1t is not correct. Ask the question, at any rate. ,

421. Mr. Ostler.] 1 will put it genevally. Is there any Catholie periodical that is censored
in the Auckland Posteoffice? Is the Tablet censored, for instance—they cannot .disclaim responsi-
bility for that—is that censorved %—No.

422, 1s the Green Ray?—No.

423. | have a paper which I do not claim to be a Catholic paper; it is a paper published in
Australia called the Woman Voter. Ever heard of it %—No, I have not.

424, The most disloyal and seditious paper I have ever read. Can you tell me whether that is
censored or not? I suppose you would have heard of it: do you know whether that paper is
censored in the Post Office 9—1It is not.

Mr. Ostler : 1 believe it is edited by a lady named Miss Adela Pankhurst in Australia.

His Worship: We have it now from the Chief Postmaster that no Roman Catholic paper
or organization is subject to censorship. '

425. Mr. Ostler (to witness).] Have you made any inquiry in your Post-office in Auckland
as to the proportion of Roman Catholics on your staff %—No.

426. 1 suppose you are ready to admit that there are a good many that are Roman Catholies?
~—1I am not: I do not know.

427. You are not prepared to deny it %—No.

428. Has it not come to your knowledge that there has been friction between them and the
Protestant members of your staff I—No.

429. Never —No.

430. You have told us that the average of errors in the Post Office according to that return
you prepared-—by the way, have you put it in in evidence{—is 0'0004{—The percentage of
inquiries to the number of articles which passed through the Post Office.

431. That, put into a vulgar fraction, is one inquiry in every 2,600 postal packets?

His Worship: You had better take Mr. Ostler’s arithmetic as being correct. '

Watness: 1 take your figures, Mr. Ostler.

432. Mr. Ostler.] Do you observe that in this case the number of irregularities which we
have alleged is between fifteen and twenty in 2,600 ¢—No, not quite.

Mr. Gray: 1 do not make it fifteen or twenty. You supplied us with a list of nine empty
envelopes, and three non-deliveries, and two late deliveries.

433. Mr. Ostler.] At any rate, I can show when the time comes the exact number. At any
rate, you will admit, Mr. Williamson, the number of alleged irregularities in this inquiry is
very much above the average %—The alleged irregularities, yes.

11—F. 8.
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434, On that list of yours which you have put in, of letters returned to the box, there is
one marked ‘‘ Mr. Howden, View Road, Dominion Road, Auckland "’ —Not specially named.

435. 1 have in front of me a letter addressed to Mr. Howden, View Road, Dominion Road,
Auckland, which is marked ‘“ Not found,”” and which, no doubt, is one of the fifty-seven returned
to the box: do you see that —Yes.

36. Can you tell me who marked it on the back ‘“ Not found >’ —No, but I should suppose
it was one of the carriers,

437, You do not know which one 2—No, but it could be ascertained; his initials are there.

Mr, Gray: 1t is suggested it 1s improperly addressed.

438. Mr. Ostler.] A letter similarly addressed was delivered to the proper place. Who wrote
the words *‘ Try Houten >’ 7-—Kuowing the practice, 1 should sayv that that was written on by the
carrier to whom it was first sorted—the View Road carvier—to refer it to some other carrier to
endeavour to effect delivery.

439. Ave yvou uware that a letter exactly similar to that was delivered a day or two after-
wards without any trouble?—May T revert to your former question? It has just occurred to
me that that means that Mr. How den was not known, and it might be Mr. Houten.

440. I just want to ask vou one more question: in case vou get a report from a senior
officer as to some irregularity, such as sorters letting through ﬁmpt}' envelopes, what methods
do you adopt in your office to check that report —A report from the public, do you mean ¢

441. A report from a senior officer, I said quite plainly—perhaps you did not understand
me—-us to some irregularity in the Post Office as to some member of your staff : what steps do you
take when you get such a report?

is Worship: You are in charge of your office—in supreme charge—and Mr. Ostler asks
vou what do you do with reports handed to you by a senior officer: do vou hold an inquiry or
take the recommendation of the senior officer

Witness . 1 take the recommendation of the senior officer.

442. His Worskip.] You do not hold an inquiry yourself -—Iixcept in very exceptional cases.
Of course, the whole of the evidence that has been taken is, as a rule, written down on the corre-
spondence, and in cases which are submitted to me I lave to judge from the minutes as to the
merits of the case, and if necessary refer to the senior officers again if I am not satisfied.

443. Mr. Ostler.] Can you tell me why you did not send your Postal official to Mr. Hannan{
You must have known when vou made the inquiry that, besides Mrs. Stainton and Mrs. Stuart,
Mr. Haunan complained.

Hrs Worship: He has said he does not recollect Mr. Hannan’s case being brought before him.

444, Mr. Ostler.] It was not brought before vou by the letter-carrier %—I do not think it
was. | do not remember. ,

445. Then, although you made inquiries amongst the letter-carriers, the case of Mr. Hannan
was not reported to vou?—Not specially.

446. Will you produce before this inquiry as soon as they come the letters which you put
through the post in order to see whether the sorters would pass them $—[LKight letters produced.]

447. Are these the names of real persons +—No.

448. Just fictitious names—Yes.

449. 1 notice that not a single one of those has the stamp postmark put by the machine: how
is that —On occasions the hand stamp is used.

450. On what occasions %—When there are only a few letters to be put through, or on days

when the stamping-machine may be in full use. .
451. What was the reason the hand stamp wuas used on those letters instead of the machine?
—That I could not say. .

452. Now, when were these writings put on the back: on the dates that they bear —On the
dates that they bear—that is so.

453. Well, then, these were not all posted at once—they were posted on different occasions?
—Yes.

454. You apparently employed two Post officers to do this—a Mr. Rudd and a Mr. Har-
wood }—That is so.

455. Then there were five put through on the lst August, were there not 7—Yes.

456. And three on the Tth August?—Yes

457. Now, not one of those letters would be subject to censorship, would it%—I think not,
Mr. Ostler. No, they are fictitious addresses.

458. Why do vou only think—vou must know ?—I was surprised at the question.

459. Is that all the letters put through for that purpose —Yes.

460. Upon the reports of Mr. Rudd and Mr. Harwood did you take any action against the
officers who werc responsible for putting that throughf?—Action was taken to call on one of the
otficers for explanation.

461. What name?%—Mr. Linton.

462. Were all passed by the same man —No.

463. Three are alleged to have been passed by a man named Comrie —Yes.

464. Five were passed by Linton —Yes.

465. Have you called on Corarie for an explanation +—No.

466. Have you called on Linton for an explanation 7—7Yes.

467. Can you tell us what Mr. Linton’s explanation is?—¢‘ The attached envelopes bear the
date-stamp impression of the Ist August, 1917, and the request for explandtion of my passing
same without contents dated 6/8/17, six days after alleged ovelslght Unless my case was
checked in my presence I refuse to take the responsibility of passing same,’
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468. Therefore the charge was brought against this man six days after the letters were put
through #—There was no charge, Mr. Ostler.

469. Whatever it 1s I—We simply asked him to explain liow he came to pass them.

470. You read an explanation by this man, and he said he only first heard of it six days
after they went through !—Yes.

471. Do you not think that was rather rough—to wait six days before being called to
explain #—I acknowledge it might have been a little earlier.

472. How long did Mr. Comrie have to wait —DMr. Comrie has not been asked.

473. Why not? Waiting for sufficient time for him to forget ¢—Not necessarily.

474. It is some tine since 1t was the 7th August —Yes.

475. Is that a Not in regard to passing without con-
tents; but in this case there was a ddifference of opinion between officers as to whether letters
without contents could be easily passed. It was a method to find out whether the opinion was
correct or not.

476. Would you mind letting me see the explanation of Iinton. ¢ These letters which were
posted without contents were passed by Mr. Linton on the primary case. Why were they not
endorsed !—1. S. Harwood, 6/8/17.”" All Mr. Linton’s were put through on the lst August—
that is five days afterwards [remainder of paper read]. He might have said seven days, because
it was the 7th August when it was sent on to him. What does that mean—‘‘ primary case’’?
ig that the frame at which he works f—Exactly.

477. Have you means of checking the cases of sorters —VYes.

478. You check it in their presence %-—Not necessarily in thelr presence.

479, He says, “ Unless my case was checked in my presence I refuse to take the responsi-
bility.”” Was he justified in saying that —To a certain extent he was.

480. Mr. Gray.] You are aware it has been alleged that envelopes have been passed through
without contents.  Did you direct that these envelopes addressed to these persons should be
put through solely for the purpose of finding out whether officers could pass empty envelopes
without noticing them —That was the sole reason.

Mr. Ostler: 1 do not want to suggest it was improper——

481. Mr. Gray.] You had no othér reason than to ascertain whether the thing could be
proved honestly, so to speak I—No.

482, My learned friend has asked you a number of questions about orders in the order-book,
alleged offences by persons in your employ, and this posting of letters, which seem to indicate
that some information has been derived from inside your office. Has any officer any authority
to communicate any information as to the working of the office without your instructions?—No.

483. Is not every officer under a bond—a vow-—of secrecy not to disclose any information {—
According to the regulations he is.

484, Does not every officer upon being employed in the service make that declaration —Yes.

485, And is he not requived to subscribe to some form of declaration to the effect I men-
tioned 1—That is so.

486. Then if any officer has communicated to my learned friend or to Mr. Elliott any infor-
mation as to the working of the office such as I have indicated he has committed a breach of his
oath ?

Mr. Ostler : What oath?

Mr. Gray: You called it an oath. ¢ Before any person can be employed in the Department,
either temporarily or permanently, declarations must be made according to the prescribed form.

Declaration by Post officer: I, A.B., do solemnly and sincerely declare that I will be
true and faithful in the execution of the trust committed to my charge, and that I will not
willingly or knowingly open, detain, return, or delay, or cause to suffer to be opened, detained,
retuxned or del(wed, any postal p.uket which comes into my hands, power, or custody, by reason
of my employment in the Postal service, except with the consent of the person to whom such postal
packet is directed, or in such cases as are or may be provided for by the Post and Telegraph Act,
1908, or by any rules or regulations to be made in pursuance thereof. And I do further declare
that T will not intentionally read the contents of any postal packet which I may lawfully open,
cxcept so far as may be necessary for the purpose of ascertaining the name and address of the
writer or sender, or for any other lawful purpose; and I will not divulge to any person whatever,
except so far as lawfully required, any of the contents of any such postal packet which may
come to my knowledge in course of opening and examining the same for any such purpose as
aforesaid, or any information which may come to wmy knowledge with respect to the business of
the Post Office Savings-bank. And I make this solemn declaration under the provisions of the
Post and Telegr aph A(t 1908.”

Mz, Ostler : That refers to letters—the opening of letters.

487. AMyr. Gray.] Do vou consider that an officer is true and faithful to the trust committed
to his charge if he supplies information to outsiders as to the working of the office 9—No.

488. There is a somewhat similar declaration, I believe, for Telegraph officers as to secrecy !
—Yes.

489. You have been asked some questions about the censorship: (To the Commissioner.)
Having regard to the questions which your Worship permitted my friend to put as to whether
or not thele existed a censorship of any Roman Catholic organization in Auckland or of any
Roman Catholic newspaper or organization, I propose, sir, to ask the witness whether he as Chief
Postmaster knows whether there is any censorship applied to any Roman Catholic holding any
official position in Auckland. I do not know, sir—I have no means of knowing—what the truth
is; but I propose to ask him that.
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His Worship: Quite so.

490. M»r. Gray.] You have been asked and have answered certain questions as to the censor-
ship of Roman Ctaholic organizations and newspapers: to your knowledge, has any censorship
heen applied in Auckland to the correspondence of any Roman Catholic official 7—I do not quite
understand the question.

491. When 1 say ‘“official ” T mean a Roman Catholic holding any official position in the
Roman Catholic Church t——

Mr. Ostler : He may be an alien enemy. T do not understand the question.

492. Mr. Gray.| Has the correspondence of any Roman Catholic priest in Auckland been
subjected to censorship #—VYes, it has.

493. Mr. Ostler.] Was that some one who has subsequently been interned as an alien
enemy f——

Mr. Gray: I will not ask that question. That tends to identification.

s Worship: 1 think [ am absolutelv prohibited from inquiring into details—merely the
hare facts.

494. Mr. Gray.] My attention has been drawn to another order in the order-book headed
*“ Confidential nature of duties’: ‘“No information regarding any letter which may come to
the knowledge of any officer through his employment in the Depar tment shall, without express
authority of the Seceretary. be hnm%hed to the Press or be given privately or made public by
i under pain of dismissal. . . . No information may be given respecting letters or other
postal matter, except to the addressees or to persons they nominate in writing. No officer may
make public any ofticial communication which he may receive unlesy he shall be officially directed
to do so. Members of Parliament have no privilege in these respects.”” That is a standing rule,
is it not, of the Post Office, with which every officer ix, or ought to be, fully acquainted I—Exactly.

495. To pass on again to the censorship i do you still say that in giving the instruction of
the 24th March you felt that it was not possible to distinguish between literature in the shape
of pamphlets and letters unless all correspendence was submitted to the Censor 9-—1I say it was not
possible to distinguish.

496. And in any case did vot the Censor in Auckland have instructions from his chief in
Wellington +—1 can onlv assme so.

497. You know nothing of the methods of working of the Censor I—No.

498. Have you ever attempted at any time to obtain any information from him as to how
he works or why #—No.

499. As a matter of fact. do vou know at what hours he is chiefly employed in censoring work ?
——I could not say definitely, but | have observed when I have been at work late myself that he
has been at work ou such occasions.

500. He works latc at night7—VYes.

His Worship: There is one point that struck me as an anomaly, and Mr. Morris will, no
doubt, take notice—that the Censor should T carrving out his duties in the same room as men
not under the same oath ax the Censor.

50L. Mr. Gray.] You say yvou have reason to believe there was no further order posted in the
hook after the 24th March. You got instructions from Wellington on the Bth April to attend to
this matter—a sort of renewal —There was no order put into the book after the bth April until
quite recently, in July.

502. You received instructions from Wellington, of the 5th April, which, as I said before,
vou seem to have anticipated owing to some reference to you of the official file; and on receipt of
the instructions of the Hth April you did not cause another order to be put into the book : why
not —Because the order was so recent.

503. You thought it not necessary to put another order seeing the order had been signed
by all the staff on the 24th March I—Yes.

504. Then on the 6th July you had another order put in the order-book draw ing attention
to the fact that some circulars addressed to box 912, or emanating fromn box 912, had gone
through without reference to the Censor +—Yes.

505. Why did you have that order promulgated 'I—Because it appeared officers had forgotten
the previous order, and I thought it necessary to remind them.

506. 1 suppose there is a great number of orders the staff are required to note and remember
if possible I—They average, I think, slightly over one every day—365 in the year.

507. A new order every day %—Practically.

508. You were asked by Mr. Ostler whether you had not received instructions from the
Head Office in Wellington on the 9th July to release the correspondence: did you receive any
instructions other than that the correspondence was to be delivered after the Censor released it?
—No.

509. Was it in your power, or, as far as you know, in the power of the Head Office, to control
the release of correspondence by the Censor i—As far as I know it was not.

510. Certainly not in yours?—Certainly not.

511. What Mr. Waters said to you was that the Wellington Censor had informed him that
the Auckland Censor had been instructed to release the correspondence, &nd you were instructed
to deliver in the usual way —VYes.

512. You werc asked something about bundles of circulars put in, some without contents,
the absence of which was noticed : do you suggest there is a difference between letters put in in
hundles and letters like these put in with others —1I do.

513. Do you say it would be easier to detect in the bundle than in & mixed lot of correspond-
ence +—There is no doubt about it.
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514. As an example of noting upon the envelope ‘‘ Received without contents,”” my friend
has handed to you the envelope addressed to Mr. John Findlay, which bears on the back *‘ Not
known; received without contents.”” Can you tell His Worship whether that envelope was posted
with the flap turned in ov turned out %—With the flap turned out, L should say.

516. Does it bear the mark of the back roller I—It does.

516. Quite as distinctly as those you produced this morning I—Quite.

517. Can you tell us why this letter has been stamped with a requisition for another 3d.
tequired and a postage-duc stamp affixed to it 9—1I1I it were posted as a circular with the flap turned
in it would go through ut the circular rate—penny rate.

. Mr. Ostler: If it was open, whether the flap was out or in, it would go through at the penny
rate.

Mr. Gray: It locks as though it had been closed.

His Worshap: What is the rule, Mr. Morris?

Mr. Yorris: 1f it was open and the contents could be classified as a letter it would be charged.

Witness: 1t might have been slightly closed and treated al penny-halfpenny rate. 1 think
that is the explanation,

Mr. Ostler: We have got a whole number like that, and we were told they were charged
extra because there was a request to return to the box : so that that will not do.

Mr. Morris: My attention has just been drawn to the fact that this letter was one returned
by the Dead Letter Office in accordance with the ‘‘ special request’’ enfaced upon it in the left-
hiand top corner ; and as such it is entitled to bear another }d. postage.

Mr. Ostler: Then Mr. Gray was wrong in his suggestion.

Mr. Gray : Exactly.

518. Myr. Gray.] You were asked questions about the statement you made to the Awckland
.S't(u; on the 12th July: what material did you have before you when the reporter called upon
you!

519. Mr. Ustler.] 1 understand you waited on the Star?—No; that is a mistake.

520. Myr. G'ray.] Had you anything before you except the statement in the /erald?—No.

h21. You read the Herald in the morning, and, I suppose, saw this account of the meeting of
Mr. Elliott, and his statements, and so on. I want to show what material the witness had before
him when he made this statement. [Extracts from Hereld and Star put in.] With regard to the
suggestion that you have cmployed detectives, my learned friend is putting in the correspondence
which passed between hLimsell and the Right llon. the Prime Minister, and between himself and
me since I have been in Auckland, and I wish therefore to put a question to the witness. [Follow-
ing read from Mr. Ostler’s letter to Mr. Gray of 16th August, 1917: ¢ | am instructed by the
Rev. Howard Klliott that he did state that he would supply the Post Office with a list of the
naes of persons who had received empty envelopes and of those who did not receive the circulars
posted. He learned subsequently, liowever, that the Postal Department was employing a detective
to take statements from such persons, aud, upon my advice, he subsequently decided that he -
would not furnish the list, as it might prejudice his chance of obtaining the necessary evidence
to support his charges.”’| * Such persons,”’ of course, means the persons mentioned before. Is
there any ground for the suggestion that you or the Department were employing a detective to
take statements from these persons who had received empty envelopes or did not receive the
circulars posted +—No.

522. Did you employ the detective to do anything more than inquire into a rumour that
some boys had been seen in possession of tickets $—No.

523. With regard to the statements of Mis. Stainton and Mrs. Stuart, who had complained
to the letter-carriers, were you following the usual course in directing officers to see those ladies?
—VYes.

H24. Did you employ any detective to wait upon either of those ladies —No.

Mr. Ostler : They did not say it was a detective: they assumed it was.

525. Mr. Gray.] Apart from those two persons, have you had any complaint from any indi-
vidual of non-delivery or abstraction of contents ¢—No.

Grongr Winniam Rupp examined.

Mr. Gray.] What is your name I—George William Rudd.
What are you?—~Chief Mail Clerk.
In the Post-office at Auckland ¥—Yes.
How long have you been in your present position —Six months.
. Where did you come from %—I have been here thirty years.
You have been promoted, then —Yes. .
. You have been thirty years in the Auckland Post-office, and during the last six months
Chief Mail Clerk —Yes. :
8. You are familiar, then, with the working of the Post-office I—Yes.
9. You heard Mr. Williamson describe the method of recciving, stamping, and sorting and
delivering letters : is that correct 2—Quite correct. ) ‘ .
10. Have you had auny specitic complaint brought under your notice of non-delivery of letters
in connection with box 912 %—No.

11. Or of the abstraction of contents—No. . o ’
12. Who dealt with the complaints of Mrs. Stainton and Mrs. Stuarti—The Chiet Clerk’s

\1'@01‘4*3:1\:)'—

room, upstairs. ) L )
13. By the way, Mr. Rudd, did you happen to be favoured with an invitation to the meeting

of the 11th July, or receive a circular—I received two.
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14. Both addressed to you?—VYes.

1. In the same handwriting —VYes.

16. Two separate letters —Two separate letters.

N 17. 1 suppose you have not retained the envelopes, not knowing this inquiry was coming ?
—No.

18. So you received two envelopes in the same handwriting, each containing the ecircular
with the white card —VYes.

19. Have you examined these envelopes, on which it is suggested there is evidenee of stamping
with the laps open #—VYes.

20. Do you agree that they show that these envelopes were staiuped with the flaps out +—VYes.

21. Have you any doubt about it %—No doubt.

22. Would you say the same of this one—Findlay-—which you have not seen before I—Yes.

23. With respect to this envelope which my friend Mr. Ostler produced to-day, addressed
to Mr. Howden, View Road, and on which there is ¢ Try Houten’’: do you know him?—VYes;
I know him by mght He is at the corner of Bellevue Road and Dominion Road.

24. This is not a correct address —Not quite.

26. What Jo you say to the action of the letter-carrier in writing ““ Try Houten >’ and ‘ Not
found ’ 1—1f that was sorted to the letter-carrier delivering in View Road he would have a hard
job to find that man. There is a View Road, and a Bellevue Road, off Dominion Road.

26, Then it was not unreasonable for the letter-carrier to havc returned it, the addressee not
having been found at that particular address #—Quite right.

27. Mr. Williamson produced eight envelopes which were put in, he said, to test whether
they could go through unchecked—unobserved : do vou know anything about them —1I do.

28. Tell His Worship how it came about i—The Assistant Postmaster asked me——

29. What is the Assistant Postmaster’s name?—Mr. Harwood. He asked me to test Mr.
Linton and Mr. Comrie with regard to envelopes received without contents. He gave me these
letters. Omne of the officers date-stamped them, and we placed them in front of Mr. Linton and
Mr. Comrie, and they passed them quite casily. We placed them with two hundred or three
hundred other letters, and they did not take any notice of them.

30. They passed thew for delivery at those addresses #—They sorted them up to these addresses.

31. Mr. Ostler.] Are those invented addresses9—Iour I know to be genuine addresses: they
are relations of mine. 1 do not know the other four.

32, Mr. Gray.| With respect to censoring correspondence, you know, I suppose, as every
officer in the office knows, that correspondence is sometimes submitted to the Censor ?—VYes.

33. Whose duty is it to send correspondence pursuant to such an order to the Censor i—It
is detected by the men sorting.

34. That is, if the correspondence of John Swmith is dirvected to be censored, any officer who
. sees a letter come through for John Smith is required to put it on one side for the Censor :
what does he do with it !—There is a special position on the sorting-case for letters addressed to the
Chief Postmaster. The head of the staff or the assistant head of the staff comes along and collects
them, and sends them to the Censor upstairs.

35. Have you anything to do with that —I amn in charge of it to see it is done.

36. Every officer who has passing through his hands matter which is directed to be censored
1s supposed to put it into a special case for the Censor I—7VYes.

37. Do you know whether or not any of the letters or envelopes bearing the superscrlptlon
“ Box 912, Auckland,” posted on the 3rd or Hth July, were submitted to the Censor ?—No, they
were not.

38. You know that !—VYes.

39. Do you know why it was not done I—The officer sorting forgot all about it.

40. 1 am going to call Mr. Linton. Was it Mr. Linton’s duty to see that all those bearing
that number were put into the case I—VYes.

41. T will ask him why he did not do it. Do you know whether any letters bearing that
superscription posted on the Friday night, 6th July, were submitted to the Censor ?—They werg
held up.

42. For the Censor 7—Yes. | '

43. Do you know how many %—I do not know.

44. Would Mr. Linton know %—He may.

45. Who should know ?—He should.

46, Of course, the Censor will know: [ thought perhaps you would?—No. On Thursday
night I rang Mr. Linton up from my home and told him to be very careful.

47. Was that in pursuance of any instruction #—Through the day I received instruction from
the Chief Postmaster.

48. That instruction Mr. Williamson has deposed to—that on the 6th July he put an order
in the order-book drawing attention to the previous order, and in consequence you gave a special
instruction to Mr. Linton I—Yes.

49. I do not know that it is a matter of very great public interest, but may I ask what
your religion is%—1 am a Methodist.

50. A Wesleyan Methodist—not a Roman Catholic 7—Yes.

51. My. Ostler.] Who was it suggested this letter test you conducted of these sorters—was it
vou I—No.

52. Who was it? . . .

[Witness asked if that was a fair question, and His Worship replied that everything said in
the inquiry was privileged.]
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Witness: Mr. Harwood.

53, How many letters did you post yourself in connection with this test—we will not call
it a trap i—Seven or eight.

h4. You posted them all, did you not #—VYes.

55. You first posted four on the Ist August I—Yes.

56. Where?%—In the office.

57. Did you post them in the box 9—I had them date-stamped.

58. Do you call that posting !—VYes.

59. Who put on them ¢ Posted without contents * f——

Mr. Gray: That was later.

60. Mr. Ostler.| As a matter of fact, they were not posted—they were just date-stamped by
voul—Ag a matter of fact. they were posted ; the\ were placed on the table and date-stamped.

61. Not put through a postmg aperture ‘l——No

62. Nevertheless posted —Yes.

63. Four addressed to genuine people =—VYes.

64. And four of them were posted 1—Yes.

boY Therefore four of them are genuine postal packets within the meaning of the Post Office
Act—Yes

66. T suppose you are aware vou are liable to two years’ imprisonment if you touch a postal
packet !—You don’t say! I do not know.

Who instructed you to tamper with those in the course of post?-——-

MI‘. Gray: 1 do not think my friend is entitled to use the word ¢ tamper’’ in regard to
letters posted with a specific purpose.

68. Mr. Ostler.] Who instructed you to take those out of the post when they were in the
course of post to genuine people ¢—The Assistant Postinaster.

69. And vou stopped.them in the course of post —VYes, N

70. You have taken the statutory oath, I suppose +—Yes.

71. Do you not think that is rather a breach of the oath +—No.

72. You have stated that in your belief when some of those letters passed through the post-
marking-machine the flaps were open I—Yes. *

73. Does that necessarily prove that the envelopes were empty I—No.

74. They may just as well have been full as empty I—Quite so.

75. How do you happen to know the name of Mr. Howden : is he a pretty well-known man?
—That is right; he ix a neighbour of mine.

76. Any postman would have no more difficulty in finding Mr. Howden than any other man?
—1I do not know. Lots of postnen are returned soldiers.

77. But the Post Office vather prides itself on cmeking nuts like that—much more difficult
ones 7—It did before the war.

78. It does not pnde itself upon it now, you say ?—It does to a certain extent.

79. Having been in the Auckland Post-office so long you would be aware that there are a great
wany Catholies in the Postal service there —7There are one or two.

80. Do you intend that to be a genuine answer to a fair question—do you mean that to be
taken literally =—1Tf vou like. I do not know how many.

81. TIs it not a fact that they are roughly in the proportion of one-third ¢—I do not know.

82. Do vou deny it +—If you said it T would not deny it.

83. Have vou known of friction occurring between Catholics and Protestants in the Post
Office —What do you call “‘ friction ¢

84. Surely, Mr. Rudd—you are beginning to make me think vou are not answering my
questions frankly %—It all depends on what you want.

85. Have you known of any trouble %—How long ago?

86. Say, within the last two years %-—No, nothing within the last two years.

87. Without mentioning any names, do you know a man who is Postmaster close to here [name
written down]: ever knowu of trouble between him and the Chief Mail Clerk who preceded you?
-—No, 1 cannot say that I do.

88. Do you know that that man who is Postmaster at that place is a Catholic?—Yes.

89. Do you know that man [name written down]? Where is he now—He is Assistant Post-

master at [place named].

Mr. Gray: But that identifies him.

90. Mr. Ostler.] Do vou not know of trouble between those two —No.

91. Do you admit that it ix possible, between the time letters are posted at a post-office like
the Dominion Road post-office for distribution about Auckland and the time they ave delivered,
for the contents to be abstracted in course of post ¢—VYes, I suppose so.

Mr. Gray : There is time, of course.

Mr. Ostler.| Who collects the letters from, say, the Dominion Road post-office through
the night 9—A chauffeur with a motor-car.

93. They are bupdled into bags?—Yes, small bags.

94. And necessarily they undergo a certain amount of rough treatment!—Yes, and shuffling.

95. Would it not be the easiest thing in the world for a flap to come out of an envelope in
the shuffling —1I should say so.

96. It would be the easiest thing in the world for the flaps to come out and the contents
vemain there —That is quite possible.

97. After the night clerks have sorted the letters they go upstairs and there they are re-sorted !

—Yes,
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98. Ii the sorters upstairs find that the sorters downstairs have overlooked an empty envelope
their duty is to mark it, I suppose !—Yes.

99. The letters go from the mail-room after the sorting by the night clerks to the letter-
carriers’ sorters —Yes.

100. Therefore every letter goes through two sorters’ hands 9—There is the mail-room sorting,
the letter-carriers’ sorters, and the letter-carriers: that is three.

101. Is it not a fact that not only were none of these envelopes marked as received empty
by the mail-room clerks, but there was not one marked by the sorters upstairs as received empty !
—As far as I know. '

102. And the first intimation we have of the letters being received without contents are the
two or three letter-carriers’ endorsements that you have seen¢—I heard only on the Thursday
from Mr. Williamson.

103. As far as shown on the envelopes the only intimation is one or two made by postmen?
—Yes.

104. Mr. Gray.| You have alveady demonstrated by the fact that these letters passed through
the post- unobserved that envelopes not very substantial in quality could be passed unnoticed.
Would your observations apply also to envelopes of this kind, which are at least as thick as these
others 1-—Yes.

105. Would it, in vour opinion, be easy for envelopes like this to pass through the hands
of sorters without it being noticed that they were empty ¢—VYes.

106. Now, you say there would be plenty of time—it would be quite easy to abstract the
contents of envelopes between the time of receipt from Dominion Road and distribution by letter-
carriers, because the letters would be in the post-office for some few hours in the early morning?
—Yes,

107. A man would have the opportunity +—VYes.

108. Are you not entitled to rely upon the common honesty of officers of the Post Office I—
We do.

109. You must necessarily do so?—Yes.

110. Have you had any reason to suspect the honesty of employees of the Post Office in Auck-
land other than in those cases where infuiries have been made and the offenders brought to book?
—No.

111. Lapses are liable to occur, and do occur, in every large post-office —Yes.

112. Is there any reason to suppose that the officers of the Post-office, Auckland, are less
honest than officers in any other post-office —They are an honest lot, T know.,

113. You told my friend that the contents of an open envelope such as this, even with the
flap turned in, might very well be shaken out in the course of handling, sorting, and so on:
would that be very remarkable—would it show or imply any want of care or honesty on the part
of the Post Office officials ¢-—No.

114. It is probably not likely to happen, I suggest, with the flap turned in $——

Mr., Ostler: Surely it would be the duty of the post-office to return the contents to the box.
Tf they were shaken out they would be in the post-office somewhere.

115. Mr. Gray.] There is a rule, is there not, in the Post Office rules requiring that all matter
which is identifiable must be returned to the owners —7Yes.

116. That is, of course, if it is observed +—Yes.

117. My learned friend suggested that you were committing a breach of the law in allowing
these test letters, addressed to existing persons, to be detained in the usual course of post. Was
there any intention in posting these envelopes that they should reach the addressees %—No.

Mr. Ostler: They are postal packets. I do not know what your Worship would say if
Mr. Rudd were brought before you on a charge of a breach of the law.

His Worship: 1 do not know, of course.

118. Mr. Ostler.] Can you explain why at least two of the postmen, when complained to, were
able to say that the envelopes contained notices of an Orange Lodge meeting?—No; I do not
know anything about the postmen.

Miss Epirrn Branprorn, Counter Officer, Post-office, Devonport, examined.

1. Mr. Gray.] Your name, Miss Blandford {—Edith Blandford.

2. You are counter officer, 1 think, at the Post-office, Devonport —VYes.

3. You know Mr. Lowe —Yes.

4. Do you recollect Mr. Lowe calling and making some inquiry of vou in the second week in
July —Yes.

5. I think he brought an empty envelope to you and showed it to you $—Yes.

6. What did he say to you?—He asked me if T could tell him the name of a certain boxholder
—1I do not remember the number.

7. He showed you an envelope with the number on it, and asked who the holder of that box
was 1—7Yes.

8. Did he ask you anything about a list?—I said we had no list, and i# we had I would not
be allowed to give the number. '

9. What else %I handed it to the head letter-carrier.

10. Mr. Lowe says that you said when he produced the envelope, ‘‘ Oh, we have got a number
of those here.”” This is what Mr. Lowe said: ‘“T went straight down to the post-office to ask if they
could tell who box 912 belonged to. The young lady at the counter said, < Oh, we have a number
of those here,” and she showed me what they contained—she showed me one of the full ones.”’
Now do you recollect him producing the envelope —Yes.
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11. Did you give him any information about those in vour possession $—I showed him one
circular.

12. Froin an open envelope —7Yes; I do not know whose it was.

13. Was it from an envelope bearing the same superscription -—Yés.

14. Did you have a number of envelopes bhearing that superscription —I saw them on the
table; I did not handle them.

Mr. Ostler: A number !

Mr, Gray: Yes.

15. Mr. Giray.] What were they doing on the table -—They were waiting to be redirected.

16. Did they then bear wrong addresses?—1 did not look at any of the addresses. The head
letter-carrier was redirecting them, and ’rhey were in front of him.

17. What did Mr. Lmve say after su;lnu the form ov circular —He said, ““ 1f it is only printed
matter [ will not trouble any further.’ T offer ed to give him an inquiry form, but he would
not, take it.

[8. Did you read the circular$—No.

19. Mr. Ostler.| Did you know, Miss Blandford, when Mr. Lowe came in and showed you the
ermpty envelope—did you know the contenls of the other circulars™—No; [ had not seen them.

20. How are you able to tell himi you had many of the same sort in the office —I saw them
Iving on the table.

21. After he asked the question }—Yes.

22. And you took one and showed him ?—I showed him thatl it was printed matter—that is all.

23. And you vourself did not know what the printed matter was about I noticed that there
was something typed at the top about the Protestant Political Association. 1 did not read any-
thing else.

‘ 24. Were some of the other envelopes that passed through vour post-office empty 11 did not
see any others.

25. You cannot tell whether they were empty or not 7—No.

Davip Georci Haves, Post Office Chauffeur, examined.

Mr. Gray.] What is your full name{—David George Hayes.

What are you &-—A chauffeur in the Post-office at Auckland.

What are your duties %—I am on the night clearance.

What are your duties %—Driving the lorries to collect mails.

Were you on night duty in the week beginning the 2nd July I—VYes.

And in pursuance of your duties did you collect letters from the Dominion Road post-office
mnmgst others, and take them down to the Post-office $-—Yes.

7. What time did you collect the letters at the Dominion Road post-office t—About 12 o’cleck.

8. When did vou finish vour round and get down to the Post-office -—About 1.15 or 1.20.

9. When you took the letters out of the Dominion Road post-office what did you do with
them 7—Put them in a bag, took them to the car, and emptied them into a basket.

10. All letters, T suppose, are put into that basket 9—7VYes.

11, And when you took thermn out of the car at the Paost-office what did vou do?—Took them
out of the car into the office. and put them on the sorting-table.

12. Who took charge of them %—Mr. Linton.

I3, Was that practice followed every night during that week —Yes.

14. It was necessarily followed on the 3rd and 5th #—VYes.

15. Did your duty so far as those letters weve concorned end there 7—Yes.

16, Was there any act of interference with any of the letters you took out of the Dominion
IRnad post-office hetween the times when you took them out of the pillar and when you put them
on the sorting-table? —No.

17. Did you examine any of the letters —No.

18. Did you do anvthing more than was necessary to take them from one receptacle and put
theni on the table #—No. .

19. As you did not handle them, I need hardly say you did not abstract any of the contents
of any of these letters I—No.

20. Mr. Ostler.] Do vou go by vourselt an these rounds at night 7—7Yes.

21. No other officer with you %—No.

22. When you get to a post-office such as Dominion Road post-office, are the letters alveady
made up in a bag or do you bundle them in #—I bundle them in.

23. T suppose you have got to look pretty sharp to finish vour round —VYes.

24. Ts there any record kept of the time you clear each bhox at night —Not each box. A record
is kept of the time we come in and go out.

25. Iow is that record kept : is it kept in the General Post-office 9—7Yes.

26. Do you have to sign some book ?—Yes.

27. Have you looked at the hook to see what time you arr ived on that night #—No. T generally
arrive at the same time.

28. You then sign the book to say what time von did arrive9—T sign to say what time I wene
out on the second round.

29. Then you do not sign to say what time vou hring those letters to the General Post-office?
—-No.

Mr. Ostler (to My Williamson) : Have vou loaked up the book ?

Mr. Gray: Yes.

i2—F. 8,
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Mr. Ostler: s there any objection to producing the book ?

Mr. Gray.: No.

30. Mr. Ostler.| All you have in that book is the time you left on the second round 1—TIt is the
time we left for the first and then for the second.

31. Were the Dominion Road letters brought in in the first round —VYes.

32. It was about ten or fifteen minutes past I you got in on the first round —VYes.

33, Mr. fray.| It may have been thought, in view of the question I asked the First Clerk,
that I made a deliberate omission. May T ask, are you a Roman Catholic? Or what is your
brand of religion ~—A Presbyterian.

Anuxanner Linron, Clerk, Chief Post-office, Auckland, examined,

L. Mr. Gray.| What is your Christian name, Mr. Linton 7—Alexander.

2. You are onc of the night sorters, I think ¢—TIn churge, sir.

3. How long have you been in the Auckland Post-office —About fifteen years.

4. How long in the Postal service —Nineteen years.

5. How many vears have you been engaged in or connected with sorting —Pretty well all
that time—fifteen years.

6. You may consider yourself an expert by this time i—VYes.

7. We have been told that on each night, including the 3rd andsthe Hth, in the first week
in July Hayes, the chauffeur, brought in correspondence collected by him on his round, and put
it on the table and handed it over to you: is that correct ?—Yes.

8. Let us speak of the early mornings of the 3rd and 5th July: do vou rvemember those
mornings —7Yes.

9. The chauffeur came in about a quarter past 1%—7Yes,

10. Do you recollect that amongst the correspondence there was a large number of envelopes
bearing the superscription of box 912%—There was a large number bearing a superseription
which I did not notice.

IT. I suppose you are used to seeing them, and did not take any notice of what it was?—I¢t
is a regular thing to have such corrvespondence.

12, It is a frequent thing to have letters going through your hands with some sort of super-
seription such as this?%—Yes.

13. Your attention was not particularly directed to it +—No.

14. Were all those letters stamped and forwarded to be delivered in the usual way?—In the
course of facing-up they were put aside and collected, and put through afterwards. We haves
a nmiethod, and if we have a lot of correspondence for Auckland we put it aside, and put it through
the machine and send it upstairvs. In the course of facing-up I noticed these. We put them aside
and sorted them after the general clearance——

15. You noticed there were a large number of circulars bearing penny stamps and having
a superscription on the front, and that many of them weve for places outside the city. and would
therefore not be deliverable by letter-carriers. You say vou put them aside, as far as you could,
until the general clearance had been disposed of =—Yes, that one particular clearance.

16. Then these were stamped and sent upstairs?—No, not sent upstairs—placed in baskets
and left to be handed over to the morning letter-carriers’ staff. Prior to these going through
the machine—that is the practice with a number of circulars—I opened the flap of one.

17. What for ?—I[for cxamination to see whether they could pass under the penny rate. 1
noticed when I opened it it was a lodge notice and a card. [ naturally took it there was no
embargo.  Had the words ¢ Vigilance Committee *’ appeared T would at once, I think, have recog-
nized they were subject to censorship. :

18, The notice < Box 9127 did not convev anvthing to you%—We sign so many orders we
do not remember any partienlar number, but we remember the text. That is the sole reason I
let them go through.

19, Tt was either o lack of recollection or some lack of oversight on your part that allowed
all these cireulars to go through and not be submitted to the Censor %I will not say that.

20. The strict order had not bheen complied with?—1In regard to the word ‘¢ Vigilance” it
had.  ““The literature may probably be from . . .7 Had I noticed the word * Vigilance ”’ I
would at once have held it up. I think the text of the order would have flashed through my mind.

21. Did vou observe whether any of the envelopes were empty or not —Not as far as I have any
recollection. T do not remember any.

22, Ts there any test enploved by vou or your assistants to see whether circular envelopes, or
envelopes presumably containing cireular matter, are filled o1 empty %~—Only in the course of
sorting. - You hold a bundle of probably twenty letters in your hand; you take them by the
corner; that finger presses on them, and you can feel the contents in them. If T in sorting felt
that letter, and the letter was thin and the contents weré not in. T would mark it accordingly.
On this particular night T do not remember any in that way.

23. You know now, having had an experiment tried on you, that letters can be passed that
were empty +—No; T refuse to take that as a test: it was not a genuine test.

24. You may be right?—TI am perfectly right. This test was told me as a test. If that test
wag aboveboard—TI was in the room—why was T not called to that case with the Assistant Post-
master and the Chief Postimaster——

25. What vou suggest is that vou weresnot responsible for the passing of these letters I—How
do T know [ did not put then in the ‘“taxed” pigeonhole, where we put letters for outside
Auckland
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26. You may not have been respounsible for those.  You are not piepared to accept that as
a falr test —No.

27. Iy it possible in sorting a large numnber of letters such as these for the sorter to pass
unpt\ envelopes --—He may, one or two.

23, Out of 2,500 %1 should not say there would be many nissed.  The comunication 1 had
with the Chief Postinaster in-his room was that several hundreds were reported to have gone through
—he was not aware of the Tacts then s I said I would take an oath several hundreds had not gone
through.

29. One gentleman said “ thousands "7 #—That would mean one in ten out of the number
pusted that night.

30. Who assisted you on these that night or morning ¢—Comvrie. .

31. And all letters that came in were dealt with in the ordinary way 1—Yes.

32, Did you take anything out of any of the envelopes ¢—No.

33. When did you go off duty —5 a.m.

34. Is there any reasonable probability of any of the contents of these letters having been
abstracted or of any letters having been opened dlurlng, the time you were on duty up to 5 a.m. 9—
No, none whatever.

35. I understood you to say you put many of these letters aside —VYes.

36. Did any go through mixed with other correspondence —There may have been one. [
would not swear tc one.

37. There were not more—1 think not. ‘They were all the same size and thickness, and it
is much better for us to put them through as circulars separately.

33. Would you ordinarily get a number of letters from other people in envelopes of that size
and shape #—1TIt all depends on the class of correspondence : invitations usually go through in square
envelopes.

39. It is quite probable a number of square envelopes came in—not wholly in connection with
box 9129—VYes.

40. You have been speaking about what happened on one of these nlg,htb wag the same pro-
cess gone through on both nights or mornings #—As far as I remember.

41. You :ewllmt a large number of these envelopes on two mornings —Yes.

42. Do you recollect a number of letters coming through with the same superseription on
thewn on the Friday night, the 6th July, or on the Saturday morning !—VYes.

43. They were closed, were they not ¢—7Yes.

44. And they were stamped —7Yes.

45. What did you do with them %—According to instructions issued by Mr. Rudd, I detained
them. The instructions told me to stop all correspondence with the superscription ¢ Box 912.”
As each clearance came in they were put aside; they were date-stamped after all the clearances
were received in the office. 1 will not say they were date-stamped at 3—perhaps it was at. b, after
all the clearances.

46. What does the date-stamp ‘3 mean?—They would be posted up to 3 o’clock; all
after that would be stamped 5 o'clock.” 1f we were putting a clearance through at 3 o’clock
we would wait until they went through. Practically they would go through at the same time
as thc last clearance received. .

1s 1t p()sxll)le for a letter to come in at half past 1 and bear the date-stamp ‘5 a.m. ”’ 'l———
No, 5 a.n’’ 5 any after 3 would bear ““5.”’

48. This would mean they were stamped some time after 3 and before b %—7Yes.

49. After stamping what did you do with them *—I placed them on the bench alongside the
stamping-tachine, and handed them over to the incoming officer, Mr. Cotter.

50. Did you give him any instructions?—I told him that according to instructions received
they were to be held up and submitted to the Censor.

51. That ended your connection with them —Yes, ‘

52. Do you remember how many there were—A bundle about that long—anything from one
hundred and fifty to two hundred.

53. Some blue, some white envelopes, with the “ Box. 912 stamp on them —7Yes.

b4. Mr. Ostler.| How long havg you been a letter-sorter f—About twelve years, I should say.

55. I suppose with twelve years’ experience you would become pretty expertf—7Yes.

56. 1 just want you to say what was in these envelopes: you say you opened the flap and had
a look 2—There was a card and that circular,

57. There are about twenty. Would you mind taking those in your hand? Is it possible that
sorting twenty filled envelopes all the same size, and all containing that card and that circular,
vou would pass an empty one?—I hardly think so. You go by the weight. An expert sorter is
so accustomed to the weight of urculars, all the same Welgjht and the same thickness. It is a
matter of opinion. My opinion is that T would not.

58. Suppose by any chance you should miss one or two: is there any further check in the
Post-office I— There should be.

59. What check 1—The letter-carriers’ sorters.

60. Where they are sorted agdin —Yes.

61. Are those letter-carriers’ sor ters fairly expert in sorting —They should be.

62. Are they men of some years’ experience -1 believe so.

63. You have mentioned in reply to Mr. Gray that you do not accept those eight lctters being
put through the post as a fair test of your ability to detect empty envelopes: would you mind
telling me why?—Yes. In this particular instance all the letters with ‘“ Box 912"’ were sorted
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together.  They were kept separate, and therefore you would know the weight of each cuvelope,
and should the contents be missing you would more easily detect the empty envelope than in the
general sorting of letters.

64. The wholé of these were put aside aud forwarded together —7Yes.

65. Whereas those would be mixed up amougst t—1 am to assume they would be placed
among ovdinary letters in front of me—I have no idea whether thick or thin letters.  The size or
weight does not compare with these. Therefore 1 consider the lest was nob a genuine test.

66. On the night you arc to assume those went through the Post-office ho-w many thousands of
letters went through your hands #—Which night?

67. On the morning of the Ist August—at 9.15 a.m. on the Ist August—how nany thousand
letters would go through your hands on that morning —Not many at that hour of the morning:
the postings had not started.

68. Was it a busy morning %-—1 have no recollection.

69. Mr. Williamson has produced the Post-office file in which you were asked to explain why
the attached envelopes were not endorsed *‘ Posted without contents ™ : those ave the four in front
of you!—1 understand there were only tvio attached at the time. The pin-holes are proof.

70. Wag this your explanation: ¢ The atiuched envelopes bear the date-stainp Impression
of the Ist August, 1917, and the rvequest for cxplanation of my passing same without contents
dated 6/8/17, six days after alleged oversight. Unless my casc was checked in my presence I
refuse to take the responsibility of passing same ”’ {—Yes.

71. ls it usual when o sorter is asked to explain the passing of cipty cnvelopes that they
should wailt six days—Not in a test case.

72. Do you know of any such test case having been conducted by the Post Office before, in any
connection ¢—In connection with other matters, yes.

73. Mr. Gray.| With regard to the sorting of these letters, you say you had to exanine one
and satisty yourself it contained printed matter +—VYes.

74. Having examined one, you assutned all the rest were like it ¥=Yes. 1 nay have examined
two or three.

75. You were satisfied from your examination of two or three that all the letters were of the
salne character ¢—7Yes.

76. You therefore, I suppose, felt under no obligation or necessity to make any examina-
tion of the rest¥—No; that is the usual examination.

T7. In your reply to the request to explain the passing of these notes you practically decline
to admit error on your part?—I do not decline; but it is quite possible in the ordinary course
of post, but hardly possible in the case of a number of circulars.

78. Your answer is tantamount to a refusal to admit an error of this sort?—No; 1 said
there was the possibility of one or two, but not one in ten or one in twenty.

79. It is not an unusual thing for tests to be made when vccasion arises to see whether matter
can go through in that way and the officers are performing their duties? You have known of
tests, perhaps not of the same kind %—Yes; but not under the same conditions as minc.

80. Have you any idea how my friend Mr. Ostler came to know that a tgst Lad been applied
in this case?—I have no idea.

Mr, Ostler: 1 did not know until T asked Mr. Linton, and Mr. Linton told me. It was some-
thing I stumbled on in the course of cross-examination.

Douvdras Sipyvey Avruxanpei Comriz, Cadet, Post-office, Auckland, cexamined.

1. Mr. Gray.] What is your full name

2. You are in the Auckland Post-office —Yes.

3. What is your position there %—Cadet.

4. How long have you been there —1In this Post-office, about nine months.

5. How long in the Postal service —-Nearly five years.

6. Were you on the night staff assisting Mr. Linton on the nights of the 2nd and 4th July
and the carly mornings of the 3rd and Bth #-—Yes.

7. Do you recollect the chaufieur Hayes bringing in the letters collected on his round 4—VYes,

8. And putting them on the sorting-table —VYes.

9. You heard the evidence of Mr. Linton —Yes.

10. Did he give a correct description of what was done with the letters after they came in?
—Yes.

11. Did you yourself examine any of these letters which bore the superscription ‘‘ Box 912°71¢
-—We both examined them.

12. For what purpose #—To see if the postage was correct.

13. That is, to see if they complied with the regulations ¢—Yes.

14. Did you observe what the contents were !—I knew it was from a lodge.

15. You sap it was printed matter $—7Yes.

16. How many did you examine ¢—One.

17. Were you satisfied from your examination of one that all the rest with this post-office box
meutioned on the front were of the same kind, and that it was not necessary to examine any more {
—-Yeu.

183. Who else does the sorting? How many would he examine—I could not say how many.
Mr. Linton would know of those. I was sorting while he was putting some through the machine.

19. Were you both busily occupied until 5 a.m. $—7Yes.

20. 1 must ask the question, I suppose: did you handle any of the contents of these letters!
—No- ‘

ler Comrie.
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21. Or remove any #—DNo.

22. Do you know that cight envllopes addressed to various persons were put through the
post +—No; I do not know that ughL were put through.

23. Did you know that any were put through #—Yes, | know of two ol them. 1 sorted two
away, and I got a report afterwards.

24. Do you know that those two envelopes were elupty 1 kuow now.

25. How came you to pass them —1 caunot say. 1 do not remember the letters.

26. But you are satistied they went through your handsf-—1 took the Chief Mail Clerk’s
word for it.

27. So that if you really did sort those letters you allowed them to go through—I do not
sy improperly—you allowed them to go through empty #—Yes.

28. Mr. Ostler.| 1 understand you to say with vegard to those envelopes containing the
cireulars you put them through the machine to get the postmark, and Mr. Linton did the sorting !
—He put some through the machine, too.

29. He prmolpaliy did the sorting #~1 did a fair amount of it, too.

30. When you get o bundle of letters all the same size and all containing the same contents—
all containing a card amongst other things—is it likely you would not notlcc if any of them were
curpty +—I should think | would notice.

31. How many years’ experience have you had as a sorter {—About two years.

32. And you think you would notice whether one of those envelopes was empty —I think 1
should,

33. Did you mark any one as being empty $—

34. Or Mr. Linton {—Not that I know of.

30, Were you asked to explain why you had let through two empty envelopes l—Yes

36. Were you asked in writing to cxplain $—Yes.

37. And your explanation was in writing %—VYes.

Mr. Ostler: I understood My. Williamson to say this worning he way never asked for un
cxplanation.

Mr. Gray: 1 think Mr. Williamson said the explanation was verbal.

Mr. Willvwmson ¢ 1 had no kuowledge.  If he was, I had forgotten.

Mr. Ostler: At any rate, you werc asked. (Lo Mr. Williamson) : Would you mind producing
the writing ? ’ :

Mr, Willsnson : Ll is not heve.  [4 will probably be in the office. 1 will get it. [Produced
later. :
d-lb Mr. Ostler.| How long after the event were you asked! Apparently these letters are said
to have been posted on the Tth August how long after were you asked to explain {—I think, the
sale morning. v
Mr. Ustler : 1t is very curious—one left six days and the other asked the same morning.

Joun Roserr Herp, Messenger, Post-office, Auckland, examined.

1. Mr. Gray.] What is your name ?—John Robert Herd.

2. What are you%—A messenger in the Post-office, Auckland.

3. How long have you been 1n the service i—About two years.

4. Were you in the Post-oftice ou night daty on the nights of the 2ud and 4th July and the
carly mornings of the 3rd and 5th — Yes.

5. What were you doing—We were laking the mails to the bouts departing and bringing
the mails from boats arriving, and when we had finished our duty we went into the mail-room
and helped face up the letters.

6. Who was the other ¢—Brady.

7. Whom did you assist in doing that {—Mr. Linton and Comrie.

8. You were assisting to get the letters ready to put on the stamping-machine ¢-—Yes.

9. Did you have anything to do with them after that?—No.

10. You did not handle them beyond facing them up? You know nothing about whow they
werefrom or whom addressed to I—No. -

11. You did not handle them in any way, or the contents ~—No.

12. Mr. Ostler.] Are you often in the mail-room in the performance of your duties?—Almost
every day.

13. Does it sometimes happen that the contents of circulars fall out about the floor #—I have
not seen any.

14. Have you seen no instance at all —No.

15. Have you not after a mail has been sorted seen instances of matter fallen on the floor
which had fallen out ?—Only newspapers.

16. Suppose you found matler lying about the floor, what would you do with it%—Pick it
up and give it to the senior officer on duty in the mail-room. , ‘

17. That is your instruction I—7Yes.

18. You did not see any contents of envelopes strewn about the floor either on the morning
of the 3rd July or the 5th —No.

19. You say you were engaged in the duty of taking mails to departing boats and bringing
mails from arriving boats -—Yes.

20. Do you do that with a motor-car ¢—No.

21. How do you carry the mails%—On a post-office truck.

Mr. Gray: In sealed bags.

22. Mr. Ostler.] Quite so. They have been made up. , Is the truck pushed right down to
the wharf from the Pust-office 2—Yes.

'
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Lavnoer Enric Brapy, Messenger. Post-office, Auckland, edamined.
1. Mr. Gray.] What is your name ¢—Launcet Ervic Biady.
2. You are a mc\\'senger in the l’ost-oﬁice at Auckland 7—Yes
e been in the Departnent five years.

4. Huw 1011” h(lVL you been 11 tlw Aycekland office #—A little over two years.

b. Is it pmt of your duty at night to do what the last witness said he was doing —VYes, it is
part of our duty; we get our own \vml\ done fivst.

6. Were you engaged in the early mornings of the 3rd and 5th July in taking mails to
steamcers and bllll”lllé mails from 5terum,15“l—*WL have mails pretty well every night. 1 cannot
swear to those nights.

7. Do you recollect whether vou were doing any work in the mail-room on those mornings!
—We have to sweep the mail-room every worning.

3. Did you have anything to do with the facing-up of the letters ¢—Probably we did.

9. Did you have anything to do with the handling of the letters other than seeing they were
faced the right way for the machine —No.

10. Did you examine any of the letters to see whom they were for or from what source they
came !—No; it is not part of my duty.

. And 1 understand you did not handle them 7—No.

12, Mr. Ostler.] You heard the last witness*—1I did.

13. You have swept up the mail-room every morning —Yes.

14. Do you ever find contents that have fallen out of letters when doing that?—No, I have
never done so in the mail-room.

I5. And you Lave been in the mail-room how long ¢—Two years

16. And never on oune occasion have you found the contents of a lettey on the floor, or the
contents of a letter containing a circular —No.

17. For the purpose of facing up letters, of course, you must handle them 7—Yes.

18. Do you work at a table when you are facing them 19— Yes.

19. Assisting one of the sorters, I suppose l——YLs, usually the two of them.

20. Is it a fact that there are two tables at which they work in the mnail-room #—There ix
one facing-up table and there is a machine on both.  There is another table with a machine on, too.

21. Does it not sometimes happen that one sorter iy working at one machine and another at
the other -—I have never seen it. :

22. Do they usually work on one machine ’l—’Yc'. usually.

23. And they sort at a great rate, 1 suppose —7Yes.

24. And their attention is lhltllld“\ wholly ou their work —Yes.

25. And they leave each of you to go about your work of facing them up just as closely!?
—They are u\ua]l) there fucing up with us.  We are not allowed to Iacc up by ourselves.

26. What do you mean by that %—There must be a mail-room officer in the room.

27. Explain how vou do this facing up ¢—We pick the letters up and place them all in the
one position.  They are in a heap on the table. We pick them up and spread them out, and put
them facing up the same way. )

‘)8 Mr. Gray.| 1 take it, iu facing up like this your work is supervised by a senior officer !
—Ye!

29. You are not allow ed to do any facing up unless the senior officer is with you —No.

30. May 1 take it that in the mornings of the 3vd and 5th there was only one table in use!?
—Yes, while T was there.

Jamis Courrniy, Clerk, Chief Post-office, Auckland, examined.
Mr, Gray.| Your name 3—James Courtney.
You are in the Post-office in Auckland $—7Yes.
How long have vou been there! yvears.
How long have vou been in the Postal service —LFourteen years.
What are your duties #—Postal sorter.

(). Hid you come on duty in the early hours of the 3rd and 5th July —VYes.

7. What time did you comne on +—O0n the 3rd, 1 believe, Lalf past b, and on the bth at 5 o'elock
1 ani not quite sure : T could tell from the time-book.

3. What were your duties when vou came onf—1 was on a particular line making up all
mails for over the water and Kaipara line. That wus the first duty. I would have to sort the
correspondence for those places. '

9. When you came on, was there corrvespondence in the sorting-room? What would have
happened to the correspondence sorted by Linton and Comrie up till 5 o’clock in the morning?
—They would put it in the basket ready for the letter-carriers to take away to their own room.
Whether the correspondence. would be in the room or not would depend upon whether the letter-
carriers had come on duty. Whether it was in the room I could not say.

10. Are you able to say whether you handled any correspondence when you came on duty
that was taken out by the letter-carriers on those two mornings %—1 could not say.

Mr. Ostler : No questions,

TOha Lokl =
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AvuckraNp, WrbNesDAY, 228p Aveust, 1917,

J. €. WILLIAMSON, Chiet Postmaster, Auckland, further examined.

1. Mr. Gray.] You were asked yesterday by my friend Mv. Ostler whether certain officers had
not been convicted of certain offences or charged with certain offences, and he supplied you with
the names of three individuals. Have you since investigated those cases and looked at the files!
—I have, and I think I stated at the time that I did not recall the cases—for a very good reason.
In one case the officer was sentenced to imprisonment; but that happened in June, 1914, about
cighteen months before I came here.  In the case of another officer, his conduct was inquired into.
He was not suspended; it was found he had not taken the letters he was charged with taking,
and one of the Public Service Commissioners held an inquiry and completely exonerated him.
In the case at Klliott Street, a cadet there was dismissed for taking a few stamps from parcels.

2. And those arve the results of the three cases specifically referred to by my friend yesterday
with the names of the officers supplied to you?—That is so. In the second case | was absent from
Auckland, and somebody else took action.

3. That will account for your absence of recollection —Quite.

4. You were asked yesterday to produce Comrie’s explanation of those letters passing through
the post : is that it %—That is the explanation.

5. He is called upon for an explanation: ¢ Mr. Comrie.—The attached letters were sorted
by you thix morning. Pleuse say why thw were allowed to pass and not marked ¢ Posted without
contents.’—J. Carlaw, 7/8/17."" My, Comrie’s explanation is: * Have no explanation to make.
Regret oversight.——I). Comrw 7/8/17.7 You will observe he is called upon for explanation on
the Tth \upust and Mr., Ostlm remarked that Linton was called upon on the Tth to explain
the passing of letters by him on the Ist. Can you explain why there was such a delay, and no
delay in Comrie's caset—As T said yesterday, it was a matter of opinion, of course, whether
envelopes without contenty w ould or would not be passed by the sorters. Tt was ascertained that
Linton had passed those produced yesterday W1thou‘r contents, and it was desired to see whether
the clerk who had been on with him would vr would not be likely to do the same thing. Before
asking for the cxplanation of Mr. Linton this second test was made. Of course, that other test
could not be made if it was known in the mail-roont it was going to be made. Therefore the
asking for an explanation was held back

Mr. Ostler.| In addition to the names | have given vou, do you know anything about a
letter-carrier you had dismissed just recently %—VYes.

7. Is that the name [slip handed to witness]?—I see the name.

X. Do vou know anything about Lim ?—We had one temporary letter-carrier——-—

9. Is that his name %I would uot like to say. T cannot recall the name just at present.

10. That was for interfering with letters. was it not?—The case T am veferring to was one
in which letters were detained-—not delivered at the time they should have heen.

11. How long ago was that %-—Probably four months ago.

I2. T am not blaming you: these things must occur —1I quite understand. .

13. There was one question | omitted to ask. I askgd Mr. Morrvis if he had not had a
complaint that 200 petitions in favour of six-o’clock closing were posted at Morrinsville and over
a hundred had bheen alleged to have been abstracted in course of post. My, Morris said he had
not heard about 1t : have you$%—Yes.

14. Those petitions were alleged to have been posted at Matamata +—That is so.

15. It is a complaint by the New Zealand Alliance that over a hundred were abstracted
in course of post I-—That 1s the allegation.

16. About that stamp paper—I omitted to ask vou a question about that: do vou suggest
that that was not put on while it was in the custody of the Post Office or the Military Censor #—I
suggest it was not put on while in the custody af the Post Office.  As far as the Military Censor
is concerned, I cannot say.

Mr. Ostler: Curiously enough, this letter was put into my hands this morning. The writer
complaing that on the back of the envelope———

My, Gray: BExcuse me, | think this persin ought to be called. My, Ostler ought not to read
the words of the letter. )

My, Ostler - T was merely going to say what information had heen given. Tf necessary I will
call the witness. A complaint that on the back of an envelope whiclh she had received there is
4 stamp-edging paper sealing it down. dated the 19th August, 1917. I would like to read just
the words of the letter: I wonder—— 7"’

Mr. ray protested. My learned friend is attempting to nake evidence of a kind for his
client : if the witness could be called——

17. Mr. Ostler] 1 want to ask Mr., Williamson if stamp paper iz not sometimes put on
envelopes while in course of post #—Not to my knowledge. I have never heard of it.

18, Ar. Gray.] With regard to the Morrinsville statement, that, vou say, is still under inquiry!
—Yes. \

19. And so farv the truth or falsity of the complaint has not heen determined 2—Tt has not heen
determined.
G. W. Rupp further examined.

Mr. Gray.] T forgot to ask about your qualifications as a letter-sorter: what cxperience
]mve vou had as a letter-sorter 9—A lifetime,
2. 1 understand vou were for some time engaged as a Mail Agent in the San Francisco
mail-service : how long #—Six or seven vears.
3. In the course of that agency did vou have ample opportunity of exercising your skill
as a letter-sorter —1I did,
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4. What number of letters would you be accustomed to handle on a trip —On a round trip,
about five hundred thousand or six hundred thousand.

5. In your opinion is it possible that a man sorting a large number of letters quickly can
detect readily whether the envelopes he is sorting are full or empty 9—No.

6. Why do you say so%—At the speed he cannot detect it. A good sorter sorts at the rate
of five hundred letters in eight or ten minutes. _

7. Are Comrie and Linton good sorters i—ILinton sorts about five hundred 1n twelve minutes.
Comrie is not so good.

8. Do you think it would be possible for Mr. Linton, sorting at that speed, to detect merely
by the pressure of his finger and thumb whether the envelopes were full or empty —No. -

9. Mr. Ostler.] If that was the case, Mr. Rudd, what was the value of this beautiful test you
took part in—this test by which you slipped a few odd letters through #—Muy. Linton passed them.

10. Mr. Linton was told he passed them seven days afterwards, you mean. Do you mean to
tell me, Mr. Rudd, that a letter-sorter of u number of years’ experience taking a bundle like that
could not tell whether one was empty {—At the speed he was sorting—five hundred in eight or
fen minutes——-—

[1. Did you not discover one empty in that lot #-—I will start again. [Bundle sorted.] No.

Mr. Ostler: So much for your skill as a letter-sorter. There was one 1 emptied on purpose.

Mr. Gray: He was not looking for it.

Mr. Ostler: You found it after you knew.

Witness: 1 found it the second time.

12. Mr. Gray.] Your practical demonstration has showed that you, an expert letter-sorter,
missed one letter in the packet —Yes.

3. So it is reasonable to suppose any other expert letter-sorter might do the same thing!?
—Yes.

14. In regard to the test applied to Mr. Linton, was not that test applied because it was
alleged he had passed empty envelopes and he repudiated the idea #--Yes.

Huca Gamery MoCrea, Head ‘of Mail Staff, Chief Post-office, Auckland, examined.

Mr. Gray.] Your namel—Hugh Gamble McCrea.
You are head of the mail staff 9—Yes.
How long have you been in the office %—Thirty years, speaking from memory.
In Auckland all the time —Yes. ’
How long have you been head of the mail staff I—Eight or ten years.

6. Do you recollect coming on duty on the morning of the 3rd July?—I de not recollect
unless I see the time-hook.

7. Or the morning of the Hthé—I cannot tell. [After consulting time-hook witness said he
came on duty at 7.10 a.m. on the 3rd and 4.50 a.m. on the 5th July.]

8. In regard to the 5th : would that be before the night staff left 7—Ves.

9. Was anything special done to any of the letters in the mail-room after you arrived ?—
Nothing special.

10. Just the ordinary course followed 3—Yes.

I'l. Have you any reason to suppose that after you came on duty at ten minutes to 5 any officer
tampered with any letters in the mail-room —No.

12. Mr. Ostler.] After you came on duty the letters went upstairs, I suppose—The letter-
carriers’ sorters would take the carriers’ letters upstairs or send them up on a lift,

13. And there they would be handled by other officers —7Yes,

14, You do not know what happened to them there 3—No.

3. Do you happen to know where the Postal Censor works?—In the Chief Postmaster’s
Chief Clerk’s room,

16. Are there any other persons in that room where he is working 4—Yes.

17. Is he ever in the course of his duties called away from his work 2—Yes, I think so. I am
only speaking from memory.

I8, Tt would be natural he would have to go a short time away for various things. Does he
work at a table hy himself —VYes.

19, How many years’ experience have you had in the Post Office I—Over thirty-seven vears,

20. Does it ever happen that the contents of an envelope are found after sorting in the mail-
room —On very rare occasions it does.

21. What then is the duty of Postul officers with regard to those contents ?—They send the con-
tents to the Dead Letter Office. ‘

22. And the Dead Letter Office, | suppose, returns them to the sender if they find ont who.
the sender is %—That is so.

23. Did you on the morning of either the 3rd or 5th July observe any contents of envelopes
on the floor %—No. :

24. Would you have observed them if they had been there I—1I would have.

25. Have you been most of your time in the Auckland Post-office I— Yes.

26. How many years in the Auckland Post-office —About thirty-two, I think.

27. Can you tell me whether there arc a considerable number of Roman Catholics in the
Postal service in Auckland %—No, T cannot.

28. T suppose you know there are some I—Yes.

29. Have you ever known of trouble between the Protestants and the Catholies, or hetween

A Protestant and a Catholic, in the Post-office -——What do you mean by ¢ trouble *’ 1

e N
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30. Well, friction between them —No; I cannot say there was friction.

31. Have you ever known of instances of friction? [Two names handed up—as to Mr. Rudd.]
Did you ever hear of trouble between those two men I—1I never heard of trouble; I know there was
a little difference. : o

32. Mr. Gray.| Have you any reason to suppose it was on account of religious matters?— -
Well, religion was brought into the question.

33. 1 suppose one may expect to find that in every place where there are a large number of
men employed belonging to different religious persuasions ¢—Yes.

34. Nothing special in it ¢—No—rvery mild.

35. You work in a voom below the Chief Clerk’s room 9—1I do.

36. Ilave you occasion very often to go into that room —Not very often.

37. And you do not know much about the Censor’s working or his habits I-—No.

WirLiam CorrEr, Assistant Head of Mail Staff, Chief Post-office, Auckland, examined.

1. Mr. Gray.] What is your name —William Cotter.
2. What are you /—Assistant head of mail staff in the Auckland Post-office.
3. How long have you been there I—A little over three years.

4. How long in the Postal service *—Twenty-six years.

5. Did you go on duty in the early morning of the 3rd and 5th July ?—Yes, at 5 o’clock.

6. Were you then in charge of the mail staff #—VYes, until 7 o’clock.

7. Was the sorting of mail-matter then completed by the night staff?—VYes, it was all com-
d

8. Where was it%—The primary cases were all cleared, the correspondence for the private
boxes was in the divisions, the counter letters in their divisions, and the letter-carriers’ corre-
spondence was in baskets ready to be sent upstairs.

9. What was done after you went on duty: was the ordinary routine followed %—VYes.

10. No special treatment of correspondence ¢—Nothing at all.

11. Did you see anything lying on the floor which would indicate thai anything had fallen
out of envelopes %—No; there was nothing on the floor.

12. Have you had experience of sorting !—I have had a fairly wide experience.

13" Would you mind looking at some of these envelopes—fhey are the ordinary square
envelopes: T dare say you are familiar with them %—VYes.

14. I think they are all of the same character. Can a sorter, no matter how expert, sorting
a large number of letters of that shape and size tell accurately whether any envelope is empty !—
Well, it iy possible for him to allow an occasional letter to go through, I should imagine, if he
is working very quickly.

15. Well, letter-sorters, I suppose, who have a lot of correspondence to deal with do not
waste any time over it —No; they have to exercise speed.

16. Would you say from your experience that it is not an uncommon thing for a man to pass
an envelope with nothing in it without noticing the fact{~—It has happened. I do not say it
is & common occurrence. ]

17. Supposing a mail-sorter were sorting 1,250 letters of that character 1—It is more likely
to happen then.

18. Which had come in by the morning collection and were being sorted in the early hours?
—-Under the conditions under which these letters arrived, I should say it is more likely to happen
than when the letters are mixed. In this case most of the letters would be for the letter-carriers’
delivery. There would be a good run for the same divisions in the sorting-cases. A man would
go through his work much more quickly, and there would be more likelihood of his passing them.

19. And you must take into account that the 1,250 letters would not be the whole mail?—
When that arrived in the office the majority would be lying in the same direction and faced up
together, and therefore the man would deal with them at the same time.

20. Would he be justified in supposing that they were all of the same character and would not
require any special attention %—Yes; he would work quicker.

21. Mr. Ostler.] Have you had a look at these letters?—I have seen these [on the table].

22. Some of those are empty, some full. You have observed that those that are full have
a considerable amount of filling—a bit of cardboard and a sheet. They vary—different weights.
Take that bundle into vonr hand: those all contain circulars and cards as far as I know: do
vou think it likely that with three sortings, as we are told happens in the Post-office, they would
be likely to miss the fact that there were empty envelopes I—It is not likely, but it is possible.

23, Anything is possible in this world; but it is not likely 7—1It is not an everyday occurrence.

24. Do vou think that you, with your experience as a sorter, and sorting letters like that
all by thewselves, would have overlooked the fact that there were nine or ten cmpty ¢TIt is possible
[ may have done so, if there was a good run of letters mostly for the same pigeonholes.

25. These, of course, were addressed for all the localities in Auckland, were they not?—They
were mostly for Auckland and its suburbs.

26. They would not all go into the same pigeonhole, would they ¢-—Practically.

27. You say it iy possible: do vou think it is probable 2—Well, it is fairly probable. T con-
sider that is the only explanation 1T can give.

28. How many yeurs have you been a sorter #—I have been in the service twenty-six years.

29. Mr. Williamson has told us it would be a serious offence under certain circumstances if
a sorter missed as many as ten empty envelopes in two thousand %—I am explaining how it may
have occurred ; T do not say a man is blameless.

30. Mr. Comrie was warned because he let through two envelopes like that in mixed corre-
spondence. There is the minute warning him and blaming him for committing some offence.
You think it possible; but I do uot think you would like to say it is very probable &-—It does not
often occur.

13 —F. 8.
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Taomas CornwrrnL, Clerk, Chief Post-office, Auckland, examined.

Mr. Gray.] What is your name —Thomas Cornwell.

What are you?—Clerk in the Post-office.

What are your duties: are you in the mail-room }—VYes.

Are you a sorter %—Not at present.

Have you had experience in sorting $—7Yes, a good deal.

. You have heard the evidence of the last witness, Mr. Cotter. What do you say as to the
probability of a person passing a number of empty envelopes out of, say, 1,250 or thereabouts of
matter like this where some of the envelopes are thicker than others ¢—I should say it would be even
chances either way.

7. Then you would not condemn a sorter if in the early hours of the morning, a little while
before going off duty, he raissed a few letters in that way?—No; we are all liable to make mistakes.

8. You were not on duty in the early mornings of the 3rd and 5th July%—Not as far as I
can recollect.

9. Mr. Ostler.| What do you think of the probability of three sortings taking place and ten
envelopes being missed empty: would it still be an even chance either way?!—I should say the
chance would be smaller the larger number of hands they went through. The letter-carriers would
have a better chance than cither of the previous two.

10. You would admit the chance becomes smaller the more hands it passes through %—1It must.

I1. We were told by the last witness it does not often occur that ten envelopes out of 2,000-odd
are passed by the sorters and they do not notice they are empty: would you agree with that?—
I do not know how many complaints were made about them being received empty.

12. Would you agree it does not often occur that so many are passed all in the same sorting '—
[ should think it does not often occur.

13. Mr. Gray.] Would the fact that there were a very large number, apparently all of the
satme class, coming from the same persons, and containing the same matter, affect the sorter’s
methods %—7Yes; one can sort faster if they are sorted into only three divisions instead of twenty
or so in the sorting-case—if he has a good run.

14. Would Le be apt to be a little less particular in his oversight if he believed he was sorting
a very large number of the same class9—1It should not be likely to make him any less careful.

15. Would the thickness of the envelopes have anything to do with determining his vversight?
—It is very much easier to pass an ewpty thick envelope than an empty thin one.

16. We have here eight envelopes——

Mr. Ostler : This does not arise out of my cross-examination.

17. Mr. Gray.] We have here eight envelopes passed by letter-sorters, all of which were empty:
they are not as thick, are they, as these other examples—the later examples are thinner than
the circular matter #—VYes.

Cyrir. Davip Keang, Clerk, Chief Post-office, Auckland, examined.

Mr. Gray.] Your name}—Cyril David Keane.

What are you —Postal clerk.

In the mail-room at the Auckland Post-office I— Yes.

Are you accustomed to sorting —VYes.

I want you to tell His Worship what your opinion is as to the likelihood of an expert sorter
engaged in sorting a large quantity of mail-matter in the early morning hours

His Worship: Ask his experience.

6. Mr. Gray.] What experience have you had %—FEleven years and a half in the mail-room.

7. A good deal of that time in sorting +-—Yes.

8. Are you an expert sorter '—As good as they have got there.

9. Will you give me your opinion as to whether it 1s reasonable to suppose that a sorter like
vourself would pass a number of empty envelopes under the circumstances described—that is,
a very large number of letters apparently the same size and apparently circular matter from the
same source %—1It is possible I would let them go through without having contents. 1 do not put
my hand all over the envelope. I may just pick it by the corner like that [illustrating the method].

10. Will you give an illustration : to begin with, how many letters do you take into your
hand 4—A good handful.

11. How do you sort%—There are cases for letter-carriers; other cases for different localities.
There are sixty pigeonholes. Say 1 get a run for carriers—1 just put them in like that. I
would not take hold of the letter; 1 would take hold of the corner.

12. In point of fact, is there time to examine, in a lavge quantity of mail-matter, whether
the envelope is full or not #—There is time. [t all depends how fast you want to sort.

13. Well, if the letter-sorters are going off at 5 o’clock and there is a lot of matter to handle,
there is not much time to waste I—It is not necessary they should sort it.

14. If they do sort it I—VYes.

16. Is it not a point of honour in the office not to leave work to other men ¢—-Of course, every
one tries to do what he is allotted to do.

16. Mr. Ostler.] It sometimes happens, then, that when the sorter’s time to go off comes he
has not quite finished the sorting of that mail #—Exactly.

17. He does not have to finish the sorting that he starts, but he leaves off at his time and
the other man takes it up —Yes—that is, if he is not finished.

18. 1 am glad to know that we have as good a sorter as there is in the office. Would you
mind taking those in your hand and sorting them as quickly as possible, and tell me Low many
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are empty.  You are not going as quickly as possible?—I am looking for the empty ones. When
I am sorting 1 am not looking for them. ‘

19. How many empty ones did you find —1 think I have five. There may be more. _

20. The hest sorter in the office has picked two empty ones and two full ones?—That is what i
SAV.

21. Mr. Gray.] But that is not the way in which you actually sort?—Of course not. I was
looking.

CuarLes Epwarp James, Clerk, Chief Post-office, Auckland, examined.

L. Mr. Gray.] What is your name —Charles Edward James.

2. Are vou in the Auckland Post-office —VYes.

3. How loug have you been there?—In the Post-office, about twelve years; in the mail-room
here, sixteen months.

4. Are you engaged in sorting —VYes.

5. Do you call yourself an expert sorter -=—Oh, no; just ordinary.

6. As an ordinary sorter it often falls to your lot to sort a good deal of mail-matter +—Yes.

7. Do you agree with the last witness that in sorting a large quantity of mail-matter it is
(uite possible for the sorter not to observe that some of the envelopes are empty —Quite possible.

8. In sorting have you time to make a special examination, by feeling or otherwise, to ascer-
tain whether open envelopes have anything in them —It all depends on the amount of work te be
done.

9. Would you expect it could be done when, with all the other city correspondence, there were
1.250 circulars of this kind to be sorted in the early hours of the morning #—1It is quite possible
some would he missed and some stopped. ‘

10. Were yvou on duty in the early Lours of the Bth July—[After consulting the time-book
witness said he was not on duty ou the 3rd, but was on the bth.|

11. At what time did you go on duty on the 5th ¥—5 a.m.

12. And you were engaged in the mail-room ?-—Yes.

13. Was the ordinary routine followed that morning ¢—As far as I remember, yes.

14. You do not recollect anything out of the ordinary being done with the correspondence?

15. Just treated in the ordinary way. Do you recollect anything lying about the mail-room
floor %—No. .

16. Mr. Ostler.] 1 suppose it does not often occur that a batch of letters like these pass through
all the sortings which take place in the Post-office without any being marked by the sorters
‘“ Received without contents ’’ #-—I should not think so.

Frep Harry Busn, Letter-carriers” Sorter, Auckland, examined.

. Mr. Gray.] What is your name}—Fred Harry Bush.

. You are one of the letter-carriers’ sorters in the Auckland Post-office I—That is so.

. How long have you been engaged in those duties %—About five years.

. Will you kindly tell His Worship what the routine is with regard to the sorting for the
letter-carriers in the carly hours of the morning?—The letter-carriers’ sorters who come on for
that particular duty come on duty at 5 a.m., and the one who arrives in the office first of all
clears the letters from the mail-room and sends them up through a lift. He goes through the mail-
room, takes the matter for the letter-carriers’ sorters and sends it up through a lift to the letter-
carriers’ sovters’ room. He then goes to the letter-carriers’ room upstairs, removes the letters
from the lilt, aund after the necessary preliminaries——in the way of signing the attendance-book
the letters are sorted by the men on duty. They are taken out of the lift and put on the table.

5. As a matter of fact there are two letter-carriers’ sorters{—Yes-—three; but at present one
is not doing sorting. The letters are separated by the mail-sorters in the mail-room into two
divigions—-city and suburbs. One of the letter-carriers’ sorters takes the city letters and sorts
them, and the other the suburban division.

6. And are they sorted into all the carriers’ walks?—Yes—thirty-eight walks for the city
division and thirty-five for the suburbs.

7. And each letter appropriated to its particular walk /—VYes.

8. Is any examination made during that process of sorting as to whether envelopes are full
or empty --—Not. unless attention is attracted to those envelopes by the feeling or appearance of
them being thin and liable to be empty.

9. Would you mind taking that bundle into your hand. There are two kinds—one thick
white, and one not quite so thick, blue. '

M7y, Ostler : Both the same quality.

10. #r. Gray.] Would it be impossible for a letter-carriers’ sorter in sorting a very large
number of envelopes of that kind to miss seeing that some of them were empty —It would be quite
possible that he would miss noticing they were empty, considering the quality of paper, unless a
flap was not turned insidg the envelope, as this is; then attention would be atbracted—’—at least
it would attract my attention. ’

11. Suppose some of these letters had been posted with the flaps out, would it be certain to
be noticed in sorting rapidly —I would not like to say absolutely certain, but I believe I would
notice it.

12. You pay attention, do you not, to the addresses on the front?—More particularly that.

13. You have no reason to turn it over and look at the back 7—I have
finger at the back feels something unusual. ve no reason unless my
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14, Such as the edge of a flap, for instance —Yes.

15. Could it miss feeling that ¢—It might.

16. You do not think it likely %—1I do not think it likely.

L7. 'Take that one, for instance. You see a mark there: we have been told that represepts
the mark of the back roller of the stamping-machine. Do you agree!—It certainly agrees with
what I have seen of the stamping-machine.

18. That obviously, then, was posted with the flap out?—I would certainly come to that con-
clusion if it came under my notice.

19. And that has gone through the post #—Yes.

Mr. Ostler : The point is, we say it was full. ) ) )

20. Mr. Gray.| That is not the question. That went through the stamping-machine with the
flap out, and unless the lelter-carrier noticed it and tock the trouble to tuck it in, it would have
gone right through in that way —Yes. ]

21. Is it not quite possible it would go through the letter-carriers’ sorter’s hands without
notice %-—An envelope of that size—it is possible.

22. Mr. Ostler.] 1{ when you are sorting you find a number of circulars have been sent
through the post with the envelopes open and the flaps out, but still the envelopes have contents,
I suppose you do not stop to tuck in all the flaps #—No. .

23. You would leave the flaps: your business is to see, as you sort them, that they contain
something !—If my attention was attracted to them in that way 1 would certainly examine them
to see they had contents. )

24. And if you found they had contents, and had the flaps open, you would not waste time
tucking them in : it is no part of your duties, is it ?—No.

256. 1 understand you to say that if an envelope comes through your hands like that empty
and with the flap out it is not likely you would miss it #—1It is not likely.

26. Mr. Gray.] Though it is quite possible it would be donei—It is possible, but-not likely.

27. I want to ask a question that does not arise out of the cross-examination : do you recollect
that an English and soldiers’ mail came to hand by the Main Trunk between 6 and 7 a.m. on the
morning of the 3rd July —I do not have any clear recollection : 1 have been told of it.

28. Assuming that a heavy English mail was expected by the morning train between 6 and
7 o’clock on the 3rd July, would not a special effort be made to get ready for it—to clear the
mail-rooni and elear all the mail-matter before it arrived ¢—It is only under exceptional circum-
stances that the sorting is not clear in the letter-carriers’ branch when the Main Trunk train
arrives.

29. We must take it that it almost always happens that all the matter has been disposed of
before the mail comes in between 6 and 7 o’clock $-—Yes.

30. Then we must suppose that the letter-carriers’ Sorters are very busy before the Main
Trunk train conmes int%—They are fairly busy, but, except under special circumstances, not hard
pushed.

31. Would you have any time to interfere with the contents of letters if you were so disposed !
—No, I do not think so.

WinrLiaM ALBERT ABERCROMBIE, Letter-carriers’ Sorter, Auckland, examined.

Mr. Gray.] Your namel—William Albert Abercrombie.

You are a letter-carriers’ sorter in the Auckland Post-office ?—Yes.

. How long have you been engaged in that office I—-About thirty years.
How long in your present duties %—About ten years. ,

5. We have heard from the last witness the process adopted for sorting letters. Did you go
on duty at b o’clock on the morning of the 3rd July +—Yes.

6. You were not on early morning duty on the 5th I—No.

7. In the early morning of the 3rd was the usual process of dealing with mail-matter adopted ?
—Yes.

8. Who were engaged in sorting $—Myself and Mr. Bush.

9. No otheérs —Not till after the Main Trunk came in.

10. Before the Main Trunk came in had you disposed of all local matter —Yes.

11. Then only you and Bush were engaged in dealing with that ¢—7VYes.

12. Wag anything special done with it—anything out of the common —No.

13. For yourself, are you able to say whether there was any interference with any of the
letters —No, none.

14. Are you able to say from your experience as a sorter whether it is possible or impossible
for sorters to miss seeing that the contents of envelopes posted as circulars are full or empty —
It may be possible to miss them if the envelope is stiff and thick.

I5. HNow would you describe these square envelopes—they have been handled a good deal i—
It is quite possible to put one in like that without contents and not notice it.

16. You would pass that kind of paper more readily than thinner stuff —Yes.

17. Would you pass it as readily as that, for instance —That is fairly stiff, too.

18. One is as liable to pass as the other —Yes.

19. Mr. Ostler.] Did you have instructions to hold the correspondence of box 912 for the
Censor %—No, T do not remember it.

20. You never had instructions #—1I might have, but I do not remember.

21. Did you sign any of those orders in the order-book after having seen them ~—ro

Mr. Williamson : They do not sign it. ' :
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29. Mr. Ostler.] You do not remember having been given any such instructions +-—I do not
remember it. : )

23. Of course, 1 can quite understand it is possible for one of the sorters to miss an occa-
sional letter without coutents; but do vou think it likely that these letters should have passed
through all the sortings that take place iu the Post-office and at least ten have been missed?

Mr. Gray: Nine, I thnk.

Mr. Ostler: You produced another-—Findlay—on vour list.

Waiiness: If the envelopes weve stiff they inny have been passed.

24. Mr. Ostler.] Do you think it likely from your experience in the Post-office over a con-
siderable number of years?—If they contained anything bulky L think it would be noticed if
there was a thin one amongst thetw.

25. They all contained a bit of pasteboard and that sheet. Do you not think it is likely,
seeing they contained as much ax that, that you would have noticed $—-—- :

Mr. Gray: Had he not better take an envelope? There are full and empty ones in front
of him.

Witness (after handling envelopes) : One is much lighter than the other, and I think it would
have been noticed.

Hevny Grisary, Letter-carrier, Auckland, examined.

1. Mr, Gray.] Your named—Henry Gribble.

2. You arc a letter-carrier in the Auckland Post-office #—I am.

3. How long have vou heen there +—Seven years.

4. In the Auckland Post-officc?—dJust {en years altogether in the Post-office; seven years
letter-carrying.

5. You are familinr with the handling of mail-matter given you for delivery ¢—VYes.

6. What was vour round in the week beginning the 2nd July #--(After consulting time-book.)
On the 3rd July, Queen Street in the morning from 8 o’clock-—Queen Street, Elliott Street, and
Darby Street. The same round on the 5th July.

7. Do vou recollect delivering a letter to Mr. Mackrell, in Smith and Caughey’s Building 1—
Bradford Building in Elliott Street? Yes.

8. Do you recollect delivering a letter addressed to Mr. Shackelford—the letter which you
gave to Mr. Mackrell 2-—Yes. '

9. Is that the letter +—VYes.

10. You vemember it ?—Yes.

11. It had not then, of coursc, got these extra stamps and postmarks?—No; I know it by
the endorsement ““ Received without contents ’” in my writing.

12. Are those your initials f-—Yes.

3. When did you make those marks?—Dinmediately after receiving it from the sorting-
case when I arrived. The runs arc in different streets.” It seemed to me to be light, with the
result I looked at it, and finding it empty 1 immediately directed the attention of one of the
superior officers to it, and endovsed it. That was before I went out on my delivery.

14, Ave you able to say whetlier, when you got it, the flap was turned in or out?—That I
cannot say.

15. Do you khow aboul these marks: what do they indicate?—They indicate, I think, the
stamping-machine.

16. What do vou say from looking at it now I should no doubt say the flap was outside
the envelope when it was pul through the stamping-machine.

17, And it would not he likely to be interfered with by anybody before being delivered to
the letter-carriers #--No. '

18. It would be nobody’s duty to turn in {he flap +—DNo.

19. Did you make o report to any officer of the fact that it was received withoul contents?—
Immediately 1t camne to my notice I took it to Mr. Bleakley.

20. Was he in charge of the letter-carriers?—At that time.

21. When a letter 1s veccived in that condition, is it your duty to take it out as you get it—
in the state in which vou get it%—That was my reason for taking it to a responsible officer. I
asked what should be done. T was told to endorse 1t ‘‘ Received without contents,’” and then
deliver the cover. .

22, Had you any couversation with Mr. Mackrell, the person to whom you delivered it?—I
told him, ““1 have a letter herce; I have endorsed it ¢ Received without contents.’ ’

23. Mr. Ostler.] I suppose you occasionally have empty envelopes when you go your rounds
to deliver %—On very rare occasions. . | ' ‘

24. 1 suppose you would be likely to reruember so few cases -—It may be.

256. How was it you were able to recollect this instance so well —You get into the way of
handling full envelopes, and immediately after handling one the other appeared to be light.

26. Do I understand that you letter-carriers sort them up yourselves into convenient order
for distribution : is that part of your duty ?—1It is.

27. And you do that in the Post-oftice before you start —VYes.

28. At what time in the day did you receive this letter 7—I could not say the exact time, but
it was before the 8 o’clock delivery.

29, Would it be after half past seven ¢—That I could not say.

30. Might it be #-—It might and it might not.

31. You say you reported it to Mr. Bleakley 7—VYes.

32. Before you left the Post-office i—Immediately on discovery.
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33. And you showed him the letter #—1 showed him the envelope.

34. What was the use of delivering an empty envelope —Well, if an envelope is addressed
—anything that bears the address of a person and has a stamp on it would be delivered to that
address.

35. Whether empty or not #--1 take it so.

36. Did he instruct you to put on ‘‘ Received without contents” —He told me to endorse
it ¢‘ Received without contents.”’

*37. And you delivered it }—Yes.

38. Did you have other circulars of the same sort to deliver on that morning %-~That I could
not say. ’

Sg. These circulars which had the same endorsement, ‘“If unclaimed within seven days
please return to box 912 " 1—-I may have had. T did not notice the request. My attention in
putting up my round was in regard to the addresses on the envelopes.

40. Did you not notice when delivering the letter to Mr. Mackrell that it had those words
on $—No.

41. And you did not notice whether others which you had to deliver had the same notice on?
—No.

BerTrAM RicHARD SwAyNE, Letter-carrier, Devonport, examined.

1. Mr. Gray.] What is your name —Bertram Richard Swayne.

2. What are you I Letter-carrier, Devonport.

3. How long have you been there %—1 have been in the service close on two years; letter-carrier
three months.

4. Do you remember delivering a letter to Mr. Lowe —I have no recollection whatever.

5. Mr. Lowe has told us that he received an empty envelope. Are you the only letter-carrier
at Devonport %—No; there are five others.

6. Do you know Mr. Lowe’s place of business!—Yes;- I serve it morning and afternoon.

7. You are the man whose duty it is to deliver letters to Mr. Lowe—VYes, if addressed to his
shop ; if addressed to his house another boy delivers them. .

8. Did you at any time take anything out of an envelope addressed to Mr. Lowe?—No; nor
any other envelope.

Mr. Ostler: No questions.

Henry Leonarp Wess, Letter-carrier, Auckland, examined.

1. Mr. Gray.] What is your name?—Henry Leonard Webb.

2. You are a letter-carrier in the Auckland Post-office —7VYes.

3. How long have you been a letter-carrier ¢—Five years.

4. Do you remember delivering a letter to Mr. Bertie Smith, plumber, Mount Eden, in the
first week of July 1—I cannot remember any special letter.

5. Would you be the proper person to deliver letters to Mr. Smith, the plumber, at Mount
Eden %—Does he live at Croydon Road?

6. Yes¢—I would be delivering to-him at that time.

7. Between the Ist and 12th July %—VYes. .

8. Have you any recollection of delivering to him any letter with an empty envelope I~—No.

9. It is hardly necessary to ask you, but if you delivered to Mr. Smith any envelope like
this [produced], did you ever take the trouble to see whether the contents were in or not —If it
were open like that { ‘

10. Yes; suppose the flap were turned in like that ?—It would be impossible to examine, 1
think.

11. How many letters do you carry out, on an average, in the morning7—It would depend
upon what mails were in. :

12. Can you not tell on an average?—About three hundred, I suppose, on an ordinary day
—that is, for one delivery. :

13. Would you have time to examine every letter in delivering and see whether what looked
like a circular envelope had its contents?—Well, we had a big English mail and troop mail that
particular day:

14. Which day ?—At the time those letters were delivered.

15. We do not know the exact date Mr. Smith got his letter. Leave out the question of.the
English mail and troop mail. You say the average number would be about three hundred:
would you have time to examine every letter and see whether an open unsealed envelope had any-
thing in it or not —No. .

16. Mr. Ostler.] 1 suppose you are not prepared to deny that you did deliver an empty enve-
lope at- Mr. Smith’s house if the lady who works at the house is prepared to say that you did?
Would you be prepared to deny what she says%—No; I do not suppose I could.

Marmin TurNER, Letter-carriers’ Sorter, Auckland, examined.
1. Mr. Gray.] What is your name —Martin Turner.
2. You are one of the letter-carriers’ sorters in the Auckland Post-office —Yes.
3. How long have you been engaged in that duty —About eleven years.

4. You went on duty, I think, on the morning of the 5th July: perhaps you want to verify
it by the book #—Yes. ,

5. At what time did you go on ~Five o’clock.
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6. Would you immediately commence to clear the carriers’ correspondence?-—I would get the
letters in the mail-room, in the first place, in a basket. o

7. You come through the mail-room below; put the letters in an electric lift—they are
already in o basket !—Yes.

8. Then you go up to the letter-carriers’ sorters’ room yourself{—Yes; | would put them
into the 1ift, go up to the room, switch on the power—that would bring them up—put them on
the table, and go on with my work.

9. On that morning who was sorting besides yourself }—Mr. Bush. _

10. Then you proceeded to sort the letters into the walks for the letter-carriers !—FExactly.

11. How many carriers are there —There were thirty-five walks in the suburbs and thirty-
eight in the city.

12. In sorting letters for the carriers would it be possible to overlook the fact that some
open envelopes bearing penny stamps had nothing in them{—If the flap was turned inside—a
lot depends on the envelope.

13. Look at that one¢—1It is possible to pass that when you are busy.

14, And if it is possible to pass one I suppose it is possible to pask more than one{—VYes.

15. Would it be possible to pass half a dozen out of about fifteen hundred of the same kind?
—Yes.

16. Was all the mail-matter sorted out for the carriers in the letter-carriers’ sorters’ room
before the arvival of the Wellington mail on the morning of the 5th?%—I could not say that. As
a rule, we have everything ready waiting for the Wellington mail, to go on with a rush when
that comes in.

17. Is there usually a good deal of mail-matter to sort before the arrival of the Wellington
mailt—There iy usually a fair amount: at the beginning of the month there is more; at the end
it slackens off. At the beginning there are invoices.

I8. This was the beginning. We have been told there were about 1,250 of these letters that
morning : that would be a fairly bulky mail%—A fair amount.

19. Was any special treatment accorded to letters on that morning —I do not remember any
on that morning—the usual course.

20. Do you call yourself a good sorter 3—About the average sorter.

21, Well, if you urc dealing with many hundreds of letters, getting them ready, putting
them into the appropriate cases or walks, you have got to sort fairly rapidly %—If there 1s a lot
of work we sort faster. Sometimes theve is a lot to be done, and we are rushing it through.

22. If there is u rush is there any time to examine letters —If we were on the lookout for
any letters to be censored we would go more carefully.

23. Were you on the lookout for letters for box 912 that morning —1I do not think so.

24. Mr. Ostler.] That is to say, you had no instructions to hold letters for box 912 for
censorship 3—There were instructions, but I de not think it was that morning.

25. You think it was later %—Yes.

26. Quite right; it was on the 6th. Do I understand you to say the letters you take upstairs
to do your sorting are not always in the basket%—They may not be quite finished. They leave
them in the case, and we go down afterwards before the south mail comes in, get the letters and
papers, and everything to be cleared.

27. In answer to Mr. Gray you said that if the flap was turned in it was possible for you
not to notice that an envelupe was empty. Suppose the flap is open—suppose it is turned out—
what then t—If it was sticking out you might catch hold of it when sorting; if it was pressed tight
against it you might not. ‘

28. If it was like that?—It is quite possible. There is a lot in the envelope. A lot of
envelopes business people send out are quite thin—it is very easy to notice if there is nothing in
them ; but an envelope like that is rather thick.

29. We have been told—by Mr. Bush, I think it was-—that it would be hardly possible to miss
an emnpty envelope like that?—If the flap was sticking out you would be likely to notice it, but
it would be qyuite possible to pass it.

30. Do you know in your experience of any case where out of 2,000 envelopes at least ten would
be passed through empty ?-—1 have known where people have been posting large numbers of circulars
not sealed up and empty envelopes.

31. But they would be discovered —Not always.

32. Do you think it likely that with the three sortings these letters underwent in the Post-
office ten envelopes out of 2,000-odd could be passed through unnoticed 9-~I think it possible.

33. Do you think it likely =—Yes.

34, I think you are the first sorter who has been bold enough to say that in this room. What
is'your experience t—Twenty-three years carrier, eleven years sorter.

35. How long engaged in the letter-carriers’ room 9—The last eleven years, in the old office and
the new oflice.

Huen Groree Woobns, Letter-carvrier, Auckland, examined.

1. Mr. (ray.] What is your name ¢—Hugh George Woods.
2. You are a letter-carrier in the Auckland Post-office —VYes.
3. Do you recollect meeting Mr. Bilby on the Karangahape Road 9—7Yes, I do.
4. And having some conversation with him —VYes. :

5. Tell us, please, what the conversation was?—1I do not remember exactly what it was; but
Mr. Bilby came to me und asked me if T had had any of the empty envelopes. I treated it more
as a joke than anything and passed off some remark, *“ Oh, perhaps.”” He said, ““ Will you give
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me the name and address of some of the people?”” T said it would not do, and passed off laughing.
That was the only conversation I had with him,

6. Is it correct that he said to you, ‘‘ Did you deliver any of those empty envelopes?’’ and
that you said, ‘“ Oh, there were several on tlie Tound’’ %—I do not remember having said so; I
may have done so. At the time there were many inquiries, and I may have said, ‘‘ Yes, dozens
of them.”’

7. If you said it, did you treat it as serious information ¢—I was treating it jokingly.

8. Had he any reason to suppose you were treating it seriously ?—I was laughing the whole
time.

9. By that time there had been a good deal of tallt about delivering empty envelopes: you
were treating it as chaff I—There were so many foolish remarks, I was treating it all jokingly.

10. Did you deliver a letter to Mr. Hannan ¢—Yes.

11. Would you know it if you saw it ?—7VYes.

12. TIs that it%—That is it.

13. Whose memorandum is that at the bottom, ‘¢ Received without contents ’’ —Mine.

14. And your initials%—7Yes.

15. When did you put that on it?%—I do not remember when ; but it was the second delivery
—after it was returned to me. It was delivered in the morning at his shop; and at midday
Mr. Hannan showed it to me. )

16. Were you there again at midday—the second delivery?—Yes; and Mr. Hannan showed
me this envelope, and asked me if T knew anything of the contents. I.told him I did not, and

he told me to take it back and see if T could get anything. T showed it to Mr. McCullough, the -

head of the letter-carriers, and he said all I could do was to endorse it ‘‘ Received without con-
tents.”” T did that and delivered it.

17. When it was delivered the first time—in the morning—to whom did you deliver it?—
To Mr. Hannan himself, as far as I remember.

18. Your attention was not then drawn to its condition —No. -

19. Then why did vou put the note ‘° Received without contents ’’ 9—-I took his word for it.
He said he had not received them. T took it back to the office and explained the position, and
Mr. McCullough said all T could do was to endorse it.

20. Are vou able to say whether the flap was in or out when you delivered it?—I did not
notice.
21. Is there anvthing on it now to indicate whether it was in or out %—I should say it was
out—by the stamping-bar.

22. Do you know Mr, Jamieson, of Hinemoa Road, Grey Lynn %—T know him.

23. Is he on your round —VYes.

24. Did you meet Mr. Jamieson on the street some little time ago?—1I heard he said we had
a conversation ; I do not know whether we had or not.

25. He told His Worship that he had a conversation with a postman on the 22nd July. He
said, ¢“ Delivering empty envelopes?”’—jokingly.

Mr. Ostler: Was that jokingly!

Witness - As 1 said, there were so many remarks passed at the time I do not remember ; there

were so many cases. ) ' )
26. Mr.” Gray:] If Mr. Jamieson proposes to treat it as serious, what do you say’—I do not

remember it. . .
27. Mr. Ostler.] 1 suppose you are not prepared to deny Mr. Jamieson had that conversation

with you ¢—I cannot deny it. ) o .
98. With regard to Mr. Bilby’s conversation, this is the way he puts it—I want to know
whether you will deny this—Mr. Bilby says first of all you delivered to him a letter, which you gave

him : do you remember that #—VYes. .
99. Then he said to you, ““ I suppose it is not empty ? ’—1I do not know what the conversation

was. _ '
30. He says you then said, *“ No; T don’t think so.”” 1 suppose you will not deny that ¢—I

do not remember anything of it. ' . '
31. Mr. Bilby says he then said, *“ By the way, did you deliver any of those empty envelopes? ”’

-—I remember that. ‘
32. Mr. Bilby says you said, T had some on my round ’’ #—I cannot remember.
33. He then said, ¢ Whom did you deliver them to?’’-—I do not remember.
34, You then said, ‘“1t is not advisable to say anything about it’’ ?—I said something to

that effect. ) . )
35. Have you not received instructions as to what to do when an addressee complains that

an envelope is empty #—In what respect ? :

36. Is there no rule in the Post Office as to what to do. when an envelope is said to have been
delivered empty ?-—I should say that they have to go down and make inquiries. :

37. How long have you been in the Postal service 9—In the letter-carrying close on two years.

38. How long in the Postal service %—=Six or seven years.

39. Do you not know of a regulation which provides for an official stamp being put on the
letter 2—No, T cannot say that I do.

40. Do you know this rule: “ Any lettcr or packet observed to be open or imperfectly sealed,
excepting, of course, any article obviously intended to be sent open, must be carefully fastened
or refastened with the authorized gummed label”’ #—

Mr. @ray: This was interided to be sent open. The rule does not apply.
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WMr. Ostler: My, Hannan has said it was delivered open.  The officer wha discovers such an
article must immediately bring it under the notice of a vesponsible officer, when the contents Irylust»
he verified in the presence of each. and the authorized label affixed and endorsed < Found open’ or
“ Tmpertectly scaled.” ””

Mr. Gray: That does not apply.

My, Ostler: 1t was my mistake.

Fanesr Herserr Tavnor, Letter-carriers’ Sorter, Auckland, examined.

1. 3r. Gray.] What is vour name %—Ernest Herbert Taylor.

2. You arc one of the letter-carviers’ sorters in the Auckland Post-office 7—Yes.

3. How loug have you occupied that position f—Three years permanently. .

4. The time-hook 1s there: can vou say at what time you went on duty on the morning of the
Srd July 1—A¢ 5.10.

5. What other sorter was there —Mr, William A. Abererombie.

6. Was Bush there that morning, too —Yes. )

7. Did vou personally sort the letters from the tables into the various letter-carriers’ walks{—
I did. .

8. Did you observe anyv envelopes such as these which were empty —1 vemember sorting a
lot of letters that morning, 1 could not say whether any were empty or not.

9. Your attention was not attracted to any empty envelopes ¢—No, not at all.

10. You recollect sorting o lot of civeular matter with penny stamps on —Yes.

[1. Would it he possible, in sorting a large amount of mail-matter of this deseription, for
the sorter to pass envelopes whieh were empty 7—Yex; T think they would in a case like that.

12, Why ““in a case like that " 7—Oun the Ist of the mouth, and having to get the local mail
through before the Main Trank arrived.

13. Would the fact of twelve hnndred letters of this kind being with the ordinary matter
help to make vou more busy 1=—VYes,

14. Would it he possible for the sorter to pass envelopes which had the Haps out7—No. I
would not have passed them Like that.

[5. Not if vou had noticed them.  But in sorting a large nwmber do you say it would not be
possible to miss seeing the Haps out of eireulir matter 4—T could not miss, T think.

16. Lven thouglh they lad come up from below stamped in that way. Can you say what con-
dition that one was in when it cine upstaivs 9—That one was out, by the looks of it—by the appear-
ance the flap was out.

17. What do vou say about that [another specimen]{—That was in.

[8. Does that indicate that the mail-voom staff of sorters had passed it below —Yes.

19, And are they herter or worse at sorting than you people upstairs?—That is a hard ques-
tion for me to answer. I have never worked in the mail-room, so could not say.

20, Was anything vunusual done with the letters on the morning T have spoken about 7—Not
to my knowledge.

21. Ax far as vou know was anvthing taken out of any envelope$-—Nothing at all.

92, Mr. Ostler.] Is it not a fact that the mail-room officers are genervallvy senior officers—men
longer in the service 7—No; that is not so. '

23. At any rate, T suppose they would not put men on in the mail-room unless they have had
sonie little expericnce sorting letters as letter-carriers. or so ont—7Yes; they start them off as
cadets 10 the matl-room,

24, Do they ever start them off in the letter-carviers’ branch unless they have had some little
experience 4—Not in sorting.

25. Do the eadets in the mail-room do the sorting ¥— Not until they have had a certain amount
of experience.

26. You said that on the Tst of the month you were busy : this was the 3rd of the month —We
eall it the first of the month until about the 10th.

27. In the early days of the month move letters go through than towards the end —Yes.

28. Can you remember whether it was specially busy on the morning of the 3rd July —VYes.

29. It wan?—-Yes,

30. More busy than it would have been, sav. on the 3rd June?—No; just an ordinary lst of
the month busy time.

31. And 1 understand you were able to have everything cleared up before the southern mail
cante in #—Yes.

32. Would you have any time to spare after clearing up and before the southern mail coming
in?—O0n that particular morning?  That I could not answer.

33. Could you auswer it by reference to any time-book 2—-After, say, the 10th we have about
ten minutes.

34. There cannot be a great lot of difference between the time taken to sort in the early
days of the month and the later days?—There is this difference: after the 10th one of the two
iy allowed to cowe on duty at 6, the other at b.

35. In both cases—whether before or after the 10th—you are nearly always able to stop
before the southern mail comes in%—TIt must be a very special day if we cannot.

36. Do you think it likely that these letters would have gone through all the sortings that
take place in the Post-office and it still not be detected that there were some empty envelopes I—
I do not quite get that question.

37. There is a sorting in the mail-room, a sorting in your department, and also a letter-
carriers’ sorting——three sortings. Do you think it likelv these letters would have gone through
those three sortings without it being detected that some were empty $-—I think so.

14—F. 8.
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38. On what grounds #—The envelopes being so thick.

39. And the contents were thick too, were they not?—Yes.

40. Is there not a considerable difference between one of those envelopes empty and one filled
with a double sheet? Those were the contents—pretty thick. Ts there not a considerable difference
hetween one filled entirely and an empty envelope such as you have in front of you!—Not a great
deal of difference.  When sorting vou would never notice the difierence—if you were sorting them
pretty fast.

41. Do you know of instances where so many letters have been passed under similar circum-
stances in the Post-office —Emptyv? No. ,

42. Mr. Gray.] Do vou think it remarkable that out of 2,500 circulars like this nine or ten
should have been so passed by the sorters empty #—I should not think it remarkable at all.

Winniax McCuriover, Senior Letter-sorter, Auckland, examined.
b

1. Mr. Gray.] What is your nawe {—William McCullough.

2. What is your position %—Senior sorter in the letter-carricrs’ departinent in the Auckland
Post-office. »

3. How long have vou been a sorter {—Sixteen years.

4. You were not on duty on the mornings of the 3rd and Bbth July, were youf—Not until
T aan.

5. When you went on duty at 7 o’clock was all the mail-matter then clear }—Yes.

6. All clear in anticipation of the southern mail %—VYes.

7. Tt is perhaps hardly necessary to ask you now, but in view of your experience as a sorter,

(.
is it reasonable or unreasonable to pass an occasional empty envelope out of a very large number
of envelopes supposed to contain circular matter ---Quite reasonable a few would pass.

8. Have the sorters, in point of fact, time to examine every letter in detail to see if it is
empty or full I—We do not.

9. Have you seen that envelope before—that envelope addressed to Mr. Hannan? Woods, the
letter-carrier, it was who took back this envelope for some instructions: do you remember the
occasion —I do not.

10. Mr. Ostler.| Woods, you say, did not bring that letter to you for instructions{—1I do not
remember. :

11. You would have remembered it, I suppose, if he had #—Yes.

Freperick James AsurcroMsik, Clerk in Charge of TLetter-carriers, Auckland, examined.

1. Mr. Gray.] What is your name —Frederick James Abercrombie,

2. What are you %—Clerk in Charge of Letter-carriers.

3. Were you on duty on the morning of the 3rd July? Do you vemember what time you went
on duty? There is the time-book +—At 7.10.

4. By that time was all the mail-matter cleared in anticipation?—Yes; everything that had
come in up to the time of the Trunk mail, which arrived a minute or two after.

5. Would the letter-carriers’ sorters be careful to have all the matter. cleared, knowing that
an English mail was coming in —VYes.

6. There was a big Knglish mail, was there not?—-Yes, two hundred bags, soldiers’ and
English.

7. And that would reach the Post-office before 7 o’clock #—Yes, about 7.

8. Would you say the carriers’ sorters would be busy that mnorning —They would.

9. Would there be any time to interfere with the contents of letters even if they had so
desired —I do not think so.

10. One carrier has told us that on his round there would be about three hundred letters on
an average for one delivery %—Can I have his name?

Mr. Ostler : 1t was Webb.

Witness: Yes; he would have fully that. '

11. M+, Gray.] Do some have more than that{—That is about the average for most of them, I
think. That pavticular morning they would have more.

12. On account of the English mail coming in —Yes.

13. With a large number of letters like that, would it be an unreasonable thing for a carrier
to miss noticing that a civcular such as this had nothing in the envelope?—1It all depends. An
odd one or two might easily pass on a busy morning such as that.

14. How many walks are there?—Seventy-three walks.

15. We have been told that for the early morning sortings of the 3rd and 5th July there were
about 2,500 circulars posted in addition to ordinary mail-matter. Would it be an unreasonable
thing if nine or ten of those circulars were passed by letter-carriers in seventy-three walks?—I
do not think so.

Mr. Ostler: They were not all posted together.

Mr. Gray: No; on the two mornings.

Waitness: As far as I understand, no carrier has delivered more than one without contents.

16. Mr. Gray.] But even if nine or ten cases occurved, would that be an unreasonable thing,
having regard to all the eircumstances ?—I do not think so, having regard to the stiff paper of
the envelopes. On an ordinary morning a carrier might detect it: one or two did: Gribble
detected it. ‘

17. On a busy morning they might he excused for not detecting it 9—VYes.

18. Mr. Ostler.] Are the letter-carriers supposed to know the contents of circulars contained
in envelopes +—No.
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19. Can you tell me how a letter-carrier was able to tell a lady named Mrs. Stuart that her
etpty envelope had contained a notice of an Orange Lodge weeting #—No, 1 cannot. ’

20. Can you tell me how another letter-carrier was able to tell Mrs. Stainton and her two
daughters that an envelope had contained a notice of an Orange Lodge meeting *—No. _

21. s that explainable on any other ground than that he had looked in%—The carrier denies
that he made such a statement.

Mr. Ostler: We have three witnesses, and you have one.

Mr, Gray: 1 am going to call him yet.

22. Mr. Ostler.} The only way he could have known was by looking inside?—Some other
carrier might have known the business they were on and have told him.

23. Then either he or some other carrier must have been having a look. If he said that, that
would be the only way 9—1 cannot say how he knew. )

24. Mr. Gray.| Mr. Ostler suggests the only way was by looking inside, or by another carrier
having a look inside: might not another carrier have been told that by an addressee I—Some
carrier might have been interested in the movement. I do not know that.

WiLniam Crarnies Buuiory, Letter-carrier, Auckland, examined.

1. Mr. Gray.] What is your name {—William Charles Elliott.

2. A letter-carrier in the Auckland Post-office —Yes.

3. Do you remember delivering a letter to Mrs. Stainton at 16 Norman Street on the 3rd
July 9—Yes. ‘

4. Did you notice anything special about the envelope when you delivered it to her%—No, 1
did not.

5. Did you have a conversation with Mrs. Stainton in the afternoon about the letter —She
just remarked that I had left an empty envelope with her letters in the morning.

6. Anything else —Until then I did not know it was empty.

7. Did she produce the envelope to you ¢—She held the envelope up to me.

8. Did you tell her what was in it+{—1I did not kunow what was 1n it.

9. Give us the whole conversation -—She asked me if I had any idea what was in the envelope,
and she described the envelope as marked ¢ Box 912°’; and I said I had a number of them on the
round to deliver this morning.

10. What did you mean by ‘‘a number of fhem ’’I—A number of those envelopes with that
stamp ‘‘ Box 9127 on.

11. Did you tell her what the contents referred tol—Well, 1 did. 1 said it was something
to do with an Orange Lodge.

12. How did you know it had to do with an Orange Lodge i~—Because one of the carriers had
one addressed to him.

13. And he had shown it to you I—Yes.

I4. You inferred that the letter to Mrs. Stainton was of the same character I—VYes.

5. Had you looked inside any envelope %—Not at all.

[%. When you said you had a number of that sort, you meant with *‘ Box 912’ on them /— Yes.

17. Did you mean you had a number empty —Certainly not.

I8, Have you had any conversation with Mrs. Stainton since that day —No, not at all.

19. My, Ostler.] If Mrs. Stainton says you told her you had s number on the round which
were empty, would you deny that —Yes. :

20. Would you still deny it if her daughter swore the same thing 1—1I deny it. .

21. Would you still deny it if Mrs. Lockie, another daughter, also swore the same thing f-—
Yes; [ deny it. ‘

, d22. What was the name of this letter-carrier who had this letter addressed to him 9—Mr.
Rusden.

23. Can you tell me hig initials%—No; I do not know his initials.

His Worship: The Post Office could supply those, I suppose.

24, Mr. Ostler.] Is it H. Rusden %—I think it is.

25. Where was it you saw him—He opened it down in the office before we went oub in the
morning. :

26. In your presence only ¢-~——No; there were other carriers there.

27. Was there any conversation about it between you i—No, nothing at all.

28. How did you know what was in his letter -—Because he showed it to us.

29. Did he say anything when he showed it to you #—Nothing particular.

30. He must have said something. Is he deaf and dumb?—I do not know that he is deaf and
dumb.  We did not have a lot of conversation—we were busy that morning.

31. But surely he said something -—He had sent for it to go himself, 1 suppose

32. Did he say anything about sending for it to go himself %—It was for him—it was
addressed. ’

33. What did he say about it%—He did not say anything about it. We have no time for
conversation in the morning.

34. What part did you look at when he showed it to you —Simply saw it. He had it in
his hand ; he opened it there. )

3b. The envelope only 9—No, the contents.

36. What were the contents I—1I cannot tell just now. I did not take much notice.

37. What did you see on the contents —I do not remembei-.

38. How did you tell it was an invitation to an Orange meeting +—That was what [ gathered.

39. Was there a ticket in the envelope’—I do not know; that was what he sent for, I believe.
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40. The envelope that was delivered to Mrs. Stainton was delivered on the 3ed July. Thal
was merely a request to her and other people at the same time to send for tickets. The tickets
were not sent until after that. So that will not do, vou see. Was it tickets that Mr. Rusden
had sent for that he showed you +—VYes.

41. He could not have had tickets sent to him until some days after that?—That was what
I saw.  That was how 1 knew.

42, On the same day yvou delivered that envelope to Mrs. Stainton did she not complain to
you about it —7VYes.

43. On the same day +—VYes.

44, Was it not on the 3rd July -—1 do not know.

45. It she swore that it wax, would you deny that 41 do not know what day it was,

46. Would vou deny it was the 3rd July 7—1 do not know what day it was.

47. 1 am sorry to be persistent, but I want to find out exactly what you were shown by
Rusden —His tickets.

48. His tickets for admission to the mecting -—Yes.

49. How many i—I think there were two. - .

50. Now, if I can prove that no tickets were sent out until a day or two after the 3vd July.
what then? Have you not made a mistake #—I have not made a mistake. That is all 1 know.

Mr. Ostler s There was not a single ticket sent out, 1 am informed, until the 6th July.

Myr. Gray : Kxcept these so-called invitation cards.

Mr. Ostler: They are invitations to people to apply for tickets.

51. Mr. Ostler.] What shape were the tickets you saw {—Square, I think.

52. Quite sure -—I did not take much notice of them.

53. How did you know they were tickets —DBecause he told we.

54. I thought you said he did not speak I—T did not say he did not speak.

55. We are beginning to learn what he told you.  Let us hear what he told you.  What did
he tell you?—They were tickets for the meeting.

56. Do vou remember whether they were anything like that [bell-shaped ticket Leld up for
inspection]—VYes; they were like that.

57. Quite sure!—Yoex.

BS. Ar. Gray.| Way there anything to direct your attention specially to the shape of the
ticket, or what was on it, bevond what Rusden said ¢ —No.

59. You gathered the information, from what he told you or showed you, that this had some-
thing to do with an Orange mecting I—That is so.

60. Did you sce the words * Orange Lodge " or * Orange meeting ™ printed on the tickets!?
—No; 1 did not go near enough.

61. Did vou see anything like that [cireular held up for inspection]t—No, I did not.

62. You believe it was a bell-shaped ticket, and two in number $—Yes,

63. Have you any pavticular reason foy remenibering those circumstances I—T1 should net
have reembered had not Mrs. Stainton asked me and 1 told her.

4. Quite so; and what you told her was derived from what was told or shown to you?—VYes.

LaNcinor AMeprosk Bensawix, Letter-carrier, Auckland, examined,

L. Mr. Gray.] What is your name f—Lancelot Ambrose Benjamin.

2. Letter-carvier in the Auckland Post-office --—Yes.

3. Do you remember delivering a letter to Mr. Henry Symons, Hillside Crescent?—I have
no recollection whatever. :

4. And vou have no recollection I—No. _

5. He says you delivered to him this envelope: have you any recollection of it?—None what-
ever.

6. And that he kept it the better part of a week and then sent it back to the Post-office.
You hLave no recollection, and your attention was not drawn to its condition $—No.

7. In what stutec was that envelope when it was stamped-—with flap in or out?—T1 have no
recollection whatever of having it, so I cannot tell.

8. Can you tell by looking at it %—1I cannot tell. T am not an expert at that.

9. Do you sometimes reecive from the letter-carriers’ sorters envelopes which arc not closed ?
—Some tiwe or other 1 might have.

10. Do you ever have envelopes minus the contents —I have no recollection of receiving any.

11. Do you examine them to sec whether the contents are in or out?—I1 am generally busw'i; I
have no time to examine that. ’ )

12. You deliver them as you get them —Yes.

Mr. Ostler: No questions.

Joun Grecony BainLey, Letter-carvier, Auckland, examined.
1. Mr. Gray.] You are a letter-carrier in the Auckland Post-office 7—VYes.
2. Do you recollect delivering a letter to Mr. Thomas Smith, Mount Lden, about the 3rd
July #—No; 1 have no recollection at all.
3. Is Mr. Thomas Smith, Mount Eden. on your round —VYes.
4. And you have no recollection =—No.
5. And therefore your attention was not drawn to any particular letter on the 3vrd July —No.
6. Is it your experience that letters bearing penny stamps arve somietimes given to you for
delivery with nothing inside them #—DNo; I have never had any before. ' '
7. Do you examine the letters to see whether they are filled or not?—No; we get too many.
8. Then you trust your letter-carriers’ sorters to look after that side of 1t!—Yes. :
9. You deliver the letters ay you get them from the sovters i—Yes.
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Doxar.p TurNER. Letter-carrier. Auckland, examined.

Mr. Gray.] What is your name I—Donald Turner.

_’ What are vou b—bLetter-carrier in the Auckland Post-oftice.

3. Is the Rev. My, Garland on yonr round i—VYex,

+. What is his addvess —Remuera Road.

3. Do you vecolleet delivering o letter at his house a few dayx before the 11th July I—1 do
not kuow the exact date-—Dbefore the meeling.

6. Do you recollect delivering a letter at his house a day or two before that ?—VYes.

7. Do you remember on what “dute you delivered it 9--Noj; | cannof say exactly.

8. Was your attention drawn to any letter bearing the mark *‘ Box 9127 101‘ M. Garland?
—Na. I remember the letter for hiut.

9. Where did vou deliver it —-In his letter-box,

10. Where is that #-—At the entrance.

(1. How tar'from the house —About thirty paces.

(2. You rememher delivering that letter from box 912, in his letter-box 7—~Yes.

13, At what time of the day id vou deliver it %—~About 2.20 p.m.

14, 2.20 in the afternoon could not be called the worning. Are vou quite sure it was the
afternoon —Yes. '

15. And vou do not remember the day of the weck ——No.

(6. T Mr. Garland savs he veceived this letter—and, therefore, that vou delivered it-—on
Tuesday morning, would that be correet i—TIt was the afternoon I delivered it.

17. You are quite sure!-—Yes.

18, Mr. Ostler.] When were you first asked to recollect about this letter
of weeks ago.

19. That is to say, about the beginming of August —VYos.

20, That is to say. you were not asked to recollect until a month after you delivered it t—Yes.

20, Is this the only letter thie Rev. Garland has had in @ mouth 9—No.

I cxpect he has a good wany. does he not 9—7Yes,

23, Ilow could you remember it ?—These letters were sorted up just before I went out—-three
or fpur, if T remewmber right. :

24. Did you know (m\t}nng about them %-—No; 1 did not know what was in them.

25, Did vou know thev had becn censored lettcul——No, they were just given to me and 1
look tlncm out.

26. Waxs there anything vemarkable about the letter to draw your attention to 1tf¢—It just
liad ©* If uncladmed return to box 912.7
27. Did vou remember that 7—Yes.
28. But surely that is on a great many letters you deliver I—-Not on a private envelope like

About a couple

that,

20. About how many letters would vou say vou had delivered since then to the Rev. Mr.
Garland #—A couple of hundred-—fully that.

30, Probably more?—VYes; very likely more.

310 Yet vou say that on heing called upon a wonth later to recolleet it vou could remember
the date upon which you handled ane particulior letter 7—Yos.

Mr. Ostler - It is a good thing to be blessed with such a fine menory ax that.

32, Mr. Groy.} You have delivered quite a numnber of letters sinee then to him f~-Yes,

33. Have vou delivered any letters bearing that superseription “* If unclaimed rveturn to
hox 9127 4—Not that T remcmber.

34. Is that the only letter !—Yes, to my knowledge.

35. Do you feel sure that your attention was drawn at the time to that notice ““ Box 912, »
and that is wh\ you remeniber 1—Yex. It was just before I went out to catch the car,

Fruprricx Jouy Rosuman, Letter-carriev, Auckland, examined.
[T (:ml/] What is yoar name $—Frederick John Roscman
2, Letter-carrier in the Auckland Post-office I—VYes,
3. Is Mrs, Wiseman, 3 Fiuch Street, Morningside, on your round 7—VYes.
4. Do you recollect having auy letter for delivery to Mrs. Wiseman on the 3rd or the 5th
P : .

July No recollection wt all.

5. Do you rvecollect whether you had any letter for delivery to anybody bearing this stamp
upon it, ¢ Return to box 912 "7 #-—VYes,

6. You remember seeing that direction before—7Yes.

And vou had some letters like these for delivery to persons on your round —VYes.

3. Have you any recollection of having any such letter as that for delivery to Mrs. Wisemnan !
—Nbo recollection. . '

9. If you had any such letter are you likely to have opened it o1 tampered with it in auy wary,
or taken the contents out of it #—No. T

Roperr Wit Roaw, Letter-carrier, Auckland, examined.
Mr. Gray.] What is your name i —Robert White ho:m.
2. Letter-carrier in the Auckland Post-office 9—Yos.
3. Do you remember delivering a letter to Mrs. Stuart at Point Strect. Mount
oallv pdrt of July —1 have no z'ecollectlon of delivering that letter.
Was it l)dlt of your duty to deliver letters to her about the 3rd or Bth July ¢—VYes.

liden, in the
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b. Do you remember receiving any letters for delivery to persons on your round, something

like these, with the notice on them to return to box 912%—Yes; quite a number.

6. Do you recollect having any such letter for Mrs. Stuart ¢-—No.

7. She has told us she received an cipty letter with the flap inside, and that when the letter-
currier came she spoke to him about it, and that the letter-carvier said nothing was taken out
and nothing put in—it was something to do with the e had a number like that.

Had you any conversation with Mis. Stuart i—Yes.

8. Was it in the morning %—Yes; the molnmg alter the delivery, I think—or two days after.

9. The date of delivery—you mean the previous call at her house?—No; | think she said [
delivered the letter in the morning, and the conversation took place the following worning.

10. What did she say 7—she said, ““ Postmau, you delivered a letter here with no contents’’;
and showed ne an envelope with a notice like that. I looked at it. 1 said, “* I never took it;
1 never interfered with it.””  But in o case of circulars it Is quite possible for a letter to be posted
without contents, and I gave an cxample—one party wddressing,. one party posting the envelope,
and no letter inside.

11. You told her you had quite a number like that: what were you referring to when you
suid, *“like that 7’7 Did you mean a number of empty envelopest—No; letters with the ‘‘ special
request ’’ on the top.

12, Quite so-—letters with the special request to return to box 912. And you explained how
it was possible for the contents never to have been put in at all —VYes.

13, Did you tell her what the eircular referred to%—I have no recollection of doing so.

14, Did you know what the civcular referred to?--I did.

15. How did you know %—I heard a letter-carrier say, ‘‘ 1 have got one of those envelopes,
*Box 912"

16. When was this%—"This was in the afternoon after the delivery. He said something about
the Orange Lodge, and that was all 1 knew,

L7. What is that carrier’s name —Rusdeu,

18. If you had any information other than that about the contents of the cireular, was it
derived frow your looking inside the letters {—No.

LY. Mr. Ostler.| Were you in this Court when Letter-cavrier Elliott gave his evidence }—The
first part of it.

20. Were you in when I eross-examined hinmi$—You were just at it. 1 did not hear the
whole lot. T left the building to stop Mr. Rusden.

21. Is Mr. Rusden in the room §—No.

Mr. Ostler : 1 would ask that he be kept out while [ eross-examine this man. |Arranged.]

22, Mr. Ostler.] How many deliveries do you bave a day to Mrs. Stuart’s place i—Two.

23. 1 think she told us it was on the 3rd July that the empty envelope was left !—No, the
carly part of July.

Mr. Gray: The Saturday or the Monday before the mecting.

Mr. Ostler.] She says that when the postman came round again she asked why she had
got a letter with nothing in it, so that it must have been the next delivery after the delivery of
the empty envelope?—1 myself think I delivered the envelope on the Saturday morning—I am
not certain about the date. I think I was asked about it on the Monday morning.

25. When do you say you saw Mr. Rusden and were informed about the contents of this
envelope 4—1It was either in the afternoon or the Monday, as I say. I could not tell vou the day.
| think it was when I was sitting sorting the letters after the delivery took pldcc-~atte1 the
morning delivery on Saturday. No; if the delivery was on Saturday it would be Monday.

26. Are you pretty sure it was Saturday you delivered this circular to Mrs. Stuart?—No, I
am not.

27. 1f so, I would point out that it could not have been posted later than Wednesday night?
—1I said I was not sure when it was.

Mr. Gray: Mrs, Stuart said she received it on the Saturday or Monday before the meeting.

28. Mr. Ostler.] She was wrong. What [ waut to get is where, and how, and when you heard
from Rusden about the contents of that envelope ?—'R,usden was not talking to me personally. 1
sit here and Mr. Rusden sits therve, next to me, sorting letters.

29. Who sits on the other vide of you —19 suburbs and 20. 'There is Mr. Rusden, myself, Mr.
Brambley, and then Klliott.

30. When the letter-carriers are surtmn letters and they come across one addressed to them-
sclves, they take it out then and theve?— “That is quite a common occurreunce.

31. Mr. Rusden said—what %—1I heard him make a remark that those circulars were solething
to do with the Orange Lodge.  That is all T heard.

32. Isthat all he suid —That is all T heard. .

33. Did you not say wheu giving your evidence to Mr. Gray that Rusden told you he had got
tickets -—Not told me: 1 never mentioned tickets.

34. How did the conversation come up i—There was no conversatlon between him and me.
1 do not know whom he was making the remark to.

35. Did he make it loudly so that every letter-carrier could hear#—No, just in the ordinary
way of talking.

36. Were you sorting at the time letters similar to these I—I could not say what I was sorting
at the time,

37. Can you say when this wasf—No, I cannot; but T think it was in the afternoon, as it
were, or the next dehvery after the delivery of those lettels

33, Then it was not before vou had deliver

No.
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39. Did you not say in answer to Mr. Gray that Rusden said he had got a letter¢—No; 1
" said that I Lheard one of the letter-carriers making a remark that he had got a letter,

40, -And when vou were asked you said Rusden ?—7Yes.

41. Yoy heard Rusden remark he had got a letter —Yes.

12. Did he show you the letter =—No.

43. Did he open any letter in the presence of the letter-carriers 2-—Not in my presence.

44. Did vou see any ticket like that #—No.

45, You just heard hint remark he had got a letter; and what else?—Those circulars had
something to do with the Orange Lodge; those circulars were Orange Lodge circulars.

46. You did not see him open any letter at all —No.

47. Was Klliott there all the time #—1 did not notice,

13. You said he was sitting next 7—I could not say.

Mr. Gray: He was speaking of his usual position.

49. Mr. Ostler.| Do vou meau to say vou do not know whether Elliott was there or not f—
You have to turn reund and look.

50. You have a spell oceagionally, I suppose i—7Yes.

b1, Well, in one of those spells did you not have time to look and see?—You come down on
an English mail and sce if there is time.

You apparently have tite to have a talk sometinies -—Sometimes.

53, Ior instance, Mr. Rusden was able to make some few remarks?—Understand me: a
man can make a remark and work just as fast.

54. Am I to understand that vou did not see whether Mr. Elliott was there or not, although
lie sits next to you—No.

55. All the time you were in the vroom you did not see%—We pass, perhaps, a hundred times
a day.

96, Mr. Gray.| Do you mean that was the position usually occupied by Elliott 9—VYes.

97. And that was the seat usually occupied I—Yes.

Purur ELnis, Letter-carrier, Auckland, examined.

{. Mr. Gray.] What is your name $—DPeter Ellis.

2. You ave a letter-carrier in the Auckland Post-oftice ¢—VYes.

. What round are you on #—On Richmond—-33 suburbs.

1. 1s the Rev. Reuben Bailey’s house, Richmond, on your round !—It was.

5. In the first week in July i—-Yes; has been for some time.

6. Do you recollect in that week having any letters to deliver with the notice to return to
hox 91241 recollect the letters, but I do not recollect Mr. Bailey’s particular oune.

7. Here is a letter addressed to Mr. Bailey, which he has produced in Court, and says was
ilelivered to himn: have you any recollection of that particular letter —No. | recollect having
quite a few with that particular mark: I do not remember that particular ome. 1 deliver quite
a lot of letters to Mr. Bailey.

8. Do you know when vou reccived for delivery the letters bearing that particular mark -
[ could not say the date.

9. Do you recollect when you delivered this letter to Mr. Bailey ¢—No.

10. How many deliveries do you make in Richmond daily*~-Two. I leave the office at 8
aud 2. ['would get to My, Bailey’s about half past 9, and 3 o’clock in the afternoon.

t1. Not before half past 9%—Per haps betore; it would depend on the mail.

12, It a letter were handed to you in the Post-office before 2 o’clock for delivery, when would
vou take it out #—TIt would be delivered that afternoon.

13. 1t Mr. Bailey received this letter on the morning of Tuesday, when would you say it was
handed to you for delivery $—On Tuesday morning.

14. You have no recollection of this particular letter 2—No.

15, Thig letter bears the postmark ‘‘ Auckland, 7th July, 5 a.m.”” In ordinary course I
xuppose that would go out in the first delivery —7Yes.

16. If it was held up for any purpose and released for delivery before 1 o’clock, it would go
out m the afternoon delivery of the same day 3—Yes.

Do you know anything about letters being held by the Censor in Auckland 7—No.

Jlr. G/ray: It has not come within your purview. )

Nriowonas BEriram Haronn RuspeN, Letter-carrvier, Auckland, examined.

1. M. G'ray.| What is your name —Nicholas Bertram Harold Rusden.
2. A letter-carrier in the Auckland Post-office -—Yes.
3. Did you receive an invitation or anything in the natuve of an invitation from box 91217

4. On what day did you receive it 9—1I could not say; I am not certain of the date.

h. How did you get it !—It was handed to me by the carrier on our walk.

6. You got it through the post$—Yes.

7. In an envelope addressed to yout Y—Yes.

8. Have you seen any more like it —VYes.

9. Bearing the words ‘“ Box 9127’ #—Yes.

10. What did the envelope addressed to you contain %—It contained a notice of the meeting.
11, Anything else 9—If 1 wished to attend, to apply for tickets.

12. Would you mind looking at this clrcular was it anything like that 7-—Yes.

13. Was there anything enclosed with it #—A card, I believe.
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14. Took at that [square card held up for inspection]—That is correct.

15. You say that what you received was a cireular like this with a card like

16. In poiut of fact, did you apply for tickets -—7VYes.

17. And get them %-Yes. ' J

18. Did you tell any of the letter-carriers you had reccived an invitation of any kind #—Yes.

19. Whom did you tell —The carriers who sit near me.

20. What names 7—In particulir Roan, Elliott, and Benjamin.

21. Would they all he able to hear what you said on the subject —T think so.

22. What did vou tell them !—I did not tell them anything particular. | just mentioned I
had received an 111v1l,at10n

23, Received w itation,

24. What were you lefenm”’ to—The letter T Lind received.

25. When did you tell this "—~T1nmedldfrvlv I got it.

26. Do vou recollect what day that was ’Z—No; it wag in the morning.

27. Directly after you veceived the letter through the post %-—Yes.

28. Had vowu at that time applied for tickets —No.

29. You say you did get tickets #—7Yes.

30. Were they like this one [bell-shaped] #—VYes. ‘

31. Did vou show tickets—either one or two like this—to Klliott or the others?—TI think T
did. I opened them in the office when they were about me.

32, But you had already told them of the cireular 7—That is so.

33, When you told them vou had received the cirveular, did you say what it related to?—
Yes; Isaid it was an Orange meeting coming off, :

34. Mr. Ostler.] Have vou had any conversation with Elliott about this—I! mean to-day
Not to-day.

35. Or with Roan ?—No.

36. Quite surc!—Just talking in a general way of the case.

37. With Roan to-day about the case !—VYes.

38. Was the matter of your having got this circular mentioned between vou and Roan this
morning or to-day ¥—Not partlculanlx ; T mentioned I had received one.

39. How did the conversation come up this morning—was it while you were waiting to give
vour evidence here —No; in the office.

40. Did you know at that time vou were going to be called as a witness I—No.

41 Did you know that Roan was?—1I do not know,

Did he tell you —No.

45 What are the hours of a letter-carrier when he has fmwhtd his morning delivery 7—He goes
to dinner and comes straight hack at 1 o’clock.

44. Was Roan wuiting wlhen he spoke to you to-day -—He was working. Ile sits next to me.

45. Tell us what was the conversation between vou and Roan¢—I might state there was no
conversation ; we were just talking.

46. What was said, then, when you were talking ¢—Nothing particular said. We were just
talking about the meeting. T mentioned I had received one of the envelopes.

47. Arve you referring to to-day’s conversation #—7Yes.

48. What did he say to that %—He did not say anything.

49. What was the need of mentioning that when you mentioned it at the time you received
it 2—TI think 1 said to him. ¢ You remember me getting one?’” and that I had it at home.

50. You said, ‘I think you remember my getting one’’ —Something like that.

51. And that you had the envelope at home $—Yes.

52. Have you the envelope at home—still in existence —Yes.

53. What did Roan say ?—1I do not think he said anything.

b4, Is that all the conversation —That is all.

5b. Rather scrappy. was it not -—Probably it was.

56. Can you tell us the date on \\]ndx you got your letter %—No; T do not remember the date.

57. Where was it handed to vou ¢ —At the Post-office.

58. What were you doing at the tune ?-—My ordinary work.

59. What was your ordinary work ?—-901t1no up letters for my run.

60. Were you standing up or sitting down 9—1I have not the slightest idea; I could unot
remember. In all pr obablht_v I would be sﬂtlng down .

61. Who was sitting next you %—Mr. Roan.

62. Who was sitting next on the other side?—Benjamin, rvound the corner; nobody on the
other side.

63. Can you tell me who was sitting next Mr. Roan —Mr. Brambley.

64. Who was sitting next to him —Mr. Elliott.

65, Has that not been mentioned between you and Roan in your conversation to-day—as to
where you were sitting #—That is where we are always sitting.

66. That is not an answer to my question #—1I did not mention it at all.

67. Or Roan mention it to you #—No.

68. Did you find the letter yourself in your room +—No; it was handed to me by the carrier
that delivers to my place.

69. What was the name of that carrier ¢—1I forget whether it was Ward or Webb.

70. What did you do when you got the letter ¢-—1 opened it.

71. Then what did you do?—I mentloned it was an invitation to this Olange Todge meeting,
and they came around and were having a look at it.
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72. Roan too?—He is sitting next to me.

73. Did he have a look at it?—I do not know that he had a look at it. The others were
standing round; I could not be sure whether he saw it or not.

74. The letter was handed to you while Roan was sitting next, and opened by you while he
was sitting next to you ¢—I would not be sure he looked at it; he may have seen it.

75. Can you tell us the words you said 9—1I could not tell the exact words.

76. Tell us the effect of them %—I1 mentioned I had received an invitation to an Orange Lodge
meeting.

77g. Can you tell me how Mr. Roan could know from that statement that that letter, say,
contained an invitation to an Orange Lodge meeting? Have a look., How could Mr. Roan
possibly tell from your opening a letter and saying you had an invitation from an Orange Lodge
that that letter contained an invitation?—I could not say, unless he knew the inscription on
the top.

Mr. Gray: The reference to box 912.

78. Mr. Ostler.] You do not know who rents the box, do you? You could not tell#—No; I
cannot explain.

79. Mr. Gray.| Did Roan have an opportunity of seeing the envelope —He was sitting next,
and if he cared to look he could have seen this stamped thing, ‘ Return to box 912.”

Jorx Brmaknmy, Assistant Officer in Charge of Letter-carriers, Auckland, examined.

1. Myr. Gray.] What is your name %—John Bleakley.

2. What are you ?—Assistant Officer in Charge of Letter-carriers in the Auckland Post-office.

3. Do you know that in the first week in July some letters for box 912, or coming from
box 912, were submitted to the Censor —7Yes.

4. Is it part of your duty to see that letters that come in, intended to be censored, go to the
Censor —No; it is really the duty of the Officer in Charge, Mr. Abercrombie.

5. What is your duty with them %—In his absence I receive them, and hand them to him when
he comes in.

6. Did you receive any letters to be submitted to the Censor from that box 912 in the first
week in July —No; I saw a number on Mr. Abercrombie’s table.

7. Do you know that the Censor released some lettera!—7Yes.

8. What were they ?—Letters similar to those produced.

9. Bearing the supersceription ¢° Return to box 912.” ¢—Yes.

10. When were they released #—About 11 a.m. on the Monday.
- 11. That is to say, they came back from the Censor about 11 a.m. on Monday, the 9th July?
—VYes.

12. When letters are released in that way-—received from the Censor—what is done with
them '—They are sorted up to the letter-carriers again. In this particular case special notice was
taken of it, and Mr. Abercrombie, Officer in Charge, distributed them to the letter-carriers.
. 13. If these letters were released by 11 o’clock would they be in time for the 2 o’clock delivery?
—Yes,

14. Can you say whether ov not letters received from the Censor that day were given out
to the letter-carriers in time for the afternoon delivery?—I can say none were left behind by
the letter-carriers on the afternoon delivery.

15. After when ?-—After 2 o’clock.

16. Does that mean they had all gone out 3—That means all the suburban men had gone out.

17. What about the city men 3—They go out at 3 or half past. '

18. What have you to say about them ¢—Nothing. My hours of duty are from 7 to 3. I
made no check,

19. Who would know about the afternoon delivery in the city?—I do not know that anybody
would, unless Mr. Abercrombie.
20. You had not charge, then, of all the correspondence %—No.
21. You were dealing with the letter-carriers who went out delivering during your hoursf—

Yes.

22. °“ Mr. Bailey, Richmond Road, Grey Lynn,” would be & suburban delivery. Are you
able to say whether that letter was left in the letter-carriers’ rack after 2 o’clock on Monday,
the 9th July 7—TI am able to say it was not.

23. This bears the postmark *“ Auckland, 7th July, b a.m.”” %1 am speaking about Monday.

24. 1t this was included in the correspondence released by the Censor at 11 a.m. on the
Monday, it was not left behind by the letter-carriers ——I would say it was not in the letter-carriers’
room at 2 o’clock.

25. Where else could it be ?—1 have no idea.

26. In ordinary course should it be in the letter-carrier’s bag at 2 o’clock I-—Yes.

27. And should have been delivered by him that afternoon %—Yes.

23. Do you ever find instances of letter-carriers holding letters over and taking them out
for delivery next day ¢-—Rarely. :

29. Mr. Ostler.] You do not know whether it was released by the Censor or not —No.

Joun Perer Porrrous Croustow, Censor, Auckland, examined.

L. Mr. Gray.] What is your name !—John Peter Porteous Clouston.
2. What official position do you at present hold I am Acting Senior Clerk in the Chief
Post-office, Auckland.

3. That is your ofticial position !—As far as the Post-office is concerned.

15—F. 8.
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4. Are you also acting at Auckland as the Postal Censor 9—Yes; that is so.

5. How long have you been acting as Censor at Auckland?—Since about—I do not know
the exact date—but about the 14th December last

6. Had you acted in that capacity anywhere else before thut t-—I acted from February, 1915,
until the 29th September, 1916, at Christchurch.

7. You are an officer of the Post-office as well as Censor $-—VYes.

8. And T understand the whole of your time is not taken up by the duties of Censor #—No.

9. In respect of the censorship, under whom do you act?—I receive my instructions from
aud account direct to, the Deputy Chief Postal Censor, Wellington.

10. Do you account in any way to the Chief Postmaster at Auckland i—Absoclutely No.

11. Or to any other Postal authority 9—No; none whatever.

12. Do you receive, or have you received, any instructions from the Post Office as to your office
as Censor, or your duties as Censor I—No.

13. Are you accountable to anybody except the Deputy Chief Postal Censor in Wellington !
—No.

4. You know an instruction was veceived some time ago that literature emanating from
box 912, Auckland, should Dbe submitted to you as Censor?-—The Chief Postinaster gets the
imstruction. :

15. Aund, no doubt, communicates it to his officers. When did vou first know that anvthing
relating to box 912 was to be submitted to you —In December, 1916,

16 From whom did you learn ﬂuefact%——FroanVeHIngton

17. From your chief —Yes.

18. Not from the Post Office —No.

19. Without inquiring into your methods or plmchce, which I am not permitted to do,
may I ask whether there ave other persons besides the holder of box 912, Auckland, whose corre-
spondence is submitted to you for censorship +-—Necessarily so.

20. Did you have any postal matter relating to box 912 submitted to you as Censor in the
first week of July in this year-—between Monday, the 2ud, and Monday, the 9th July?—I do
not know whether I am permitted to say whether I had or not.

His Worship: T am scmewhat doubtful about that myself. If he answers that question, that
is hiy responsibility. I am not going to allow any interference with his duties as Censor.

21, Mr. Gray.] May I ask this: are you prepared to say whether you reccived any letters
bearing the superseription of box 912 on the Friday or Saturday of that week #—On Saturday
morning I did.

22. You received some, bearing the superscription ‘‘ Box 912 *’ —That is so.

23. What was it you received ¢—1I received documents in closed envelopes similar to those.

24. How many - -About two hundred on Saturday morning.

26. Did you veceive any more?—I received some on the following Monday morning
two hundred and sixty.

26. That is about fowr hundred and sixty in all 9—Yes.

27. All clowed envelopes #—All closed, as far as I know.

28. None of them open $-—No.

29. Those which were handed to you on Saturday-—were they of the sanurcharactel as those
delivered to you on the Monday, to all external appearance —VYes.

30. What did you do with these two bundles of two hundred and two hundr ed and sixty $—
I released them when I got instructions from my superior in the censorship in Wellington.

31. At what time’—About 11 a.m. on the 9th.

32. In time for delivery that afterncon, I presume{—Yes.

33. I want to ask you this: the letters which were handed to you on Saturday morning—
by the way, what time were they handed to youf?—I got them about 9 o’clock, when I came on
duty.

34. But for their being handed to you, I presume they could have gone out in the ordinary
course of post on that Saturday 9—I presume they could.

35. Was the holding of these letters on Saturday and Sunday, and up till 11 o’clock on
Monday, the act of the Post Office or the act of you as Censor —It was the act of the Censor.

36. And you held them until vou were instructed from Wellington to let them go?—That
18 50.

37. I do not want to inquire into your methods; but may I ask you this: Some of these
letters which have been produced have got pieces of starup paper on the backs as if to seal down
the covers. Will you tell me whether or not that was your work #—That is not my work.

38. You have been in the Post-office soe years, I understand t—About twenty-one years.

39. And T understand you were selected as Censor partly on account of your postal experi-
ence ?-—Yes.

40. To your knowledge, is gummed paper like that used in the Post-office .-—I do not know
whether it is used or not—not to my knowledge.

41. Have you ever seen it used in the Post-office —No.

42. Mr. Ostler.| Have you ever been asked before you were asked just now by Mr. Gray about
that 5tamp paper ?—7Yes, I have.

43. By whom —Mr. Williamson.
?44 But Mr. Williamson professes to tell us he knew nothing about it because he had not asked
vou —o

Mr. Gray: Pardon me, I do not think so. My learned friend professes to think so; but I

do not think Mr. Williamson said anything of the kind.

about
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Mr. Ostler : 1t is here in black and white.

5. Mr. Ostler.] Where do you carry on your duties?--1 am not permitted to say.

46, Come now —Well, in the Post-office.

47. 1 kuow all aboul it ?—You cannot know all about it.

4%, Have vou heen carefully tutored about what you are to say before you came here 1--1
have not.

49. Did the Solicitor-teneral see you t—1 saw him.

50. Did he tell you what quosb]ons vou were to answer and what not?—No; it was a special
poiut 1 consulted him about.

51. With regard to this stamp paper: you say you did not put it on -1 did not.

H2. Can you say whether it was put ou while the letters were in your chargel--It was

certainly not put on while the letters were in my charge.

53. Tn the exercise of your duties did you find it necessary to open vne of those letters?—I
cannotl say.

54. Who told you to say that9—I am not permitted to say how I dealt with it.

55. Who told vou to say that #—The Deputy Chief Postal Censor, Wellington.

B6. Did he tell vou in writing #-—T have got it in writing.

57. Will vou produce that writing #~—Noj; it is confidential.

a8, 11 that ix so, you van say just what you like and say yon are not permitted to say }-—Ves.

59. ls the l)eput\ Chicf Postal Censor in Wellington a Postal officer or a Military officer 1—
A Postal officer, I believe.

60. Arc you permitted to say hisx name?—I do not think there is any secret about his name.

61. Out with it then ?—Tauner is his name. v

62. | am informed that a good many clerks work in the same room as you!——That is so.

$3. 1 suppose it is necessary for you sometimes {o go out of the room I—-It is.

64. And leave the other clerks there ?--Yes.

65. Do you ever in the course of your duties open letters and read the contentsl—In the
course of my duties—how?

66. As Censor I—Of course, I do.

67. It is self-evident-—vou conld not do much good unless you did. Can you tell me whether
vou opencd any one of these letters addressed 10 ministers —I cannot, tell you how I dealt with
them in any way.

68. Surely there is mo harm in telling us how you dealt with any one of the ministers’
letters -—1 am not permitted to say.

69. Can vou tell us whether you know what the contents of those letters were?—I cannot
say anything about it.

70. Can you tell us whether you go oul of the room ever, and leave letters to be censored on
vour table?—Yes; 1 dare say 1 could tell you that.

71. Tf you are permitted to say, would you mind telling us: do you?—Yes.

72. Do vou work af an open table 7—Occasionally ; not always.

73. Is there any danger of other clerks getting to see the contents of the letters subject to
censorship ’—-Ahmlufeb no danger.

74. How is that #They are locked up if 1 am away, if they are open envelopes

75. You always lock them up —Ves.

76. Even if you go out of the room for five minutes #—-Yes.

77. There is one question [ do sincerely hope you are ‘‘ permitted to say ’’: 1 want to know
what you have done with the money sent to the Protestant Political Association which has been
held up 9—-Do you mean to insinuate 1 have misappropriated it?

7R, No; | would not dream of even joking about such a thing. We have information that
money has been enclosed in letters which have been written. Can you give us no information
about it?7 Can you tell me whether moncy has heen retained —1 cannot give you any information.

79. Can you tell me where the letters are that have been kept back =—No, I cannot tell that.

80. (lan vou tell me whether any letters hiave been kept back —No.

&1. 1 ocenrs to me it is rather useless going on cross-examining. 1 think 1 will sit down.
There ix one question, though, 1 would like to ask if he is *‘ permitted to say >’ : did you not refer
those circulars to Wellington, or one of those circulars, for instructions? Are you permitted to
say that? Did you refer that [specimen leld up for inspection] to Wellington —Yes; the circular
and card came into my hands as a private individual.

82. As a private individual—now we will be able to get something from you. As a private
individual vou will be able to give us the information. As far -as that goes, what did you do
as a private individual when you got this9—I suppose I handed it to myself as Censor.

83. 1 suggest vou handed it to yourself as a Postal officer, and as a Postal officer handed
1t to yourself as Censor -—1 suppose so.

84. liet us suppose you handed it to yourself as a Postal officer, because as a Postal officer
vou are permitted to say. What did you do when this circular came into your hands: did you
refer it to Wellington #—1 referred it to Wellington.

85. Can you tell us why #—No.

86. Cannot you tell us as a private individual?—No; 1 have no mind about it as a private
individual.

87. Have you any mind about it as a Postal officer #—No.
88. Only as a Censor —That is so.

89. And your duties are so important and .so dread and sacred that I am not permitted
to inquire, and if T do you are not permitted to say —That is so.
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90. Can you tell me this: of the 460 letters on Saturday and Monday—were they all the
correspondence of this box —Yes; all the envelopes were similar to that.

91. Mr. Gray.| Without inquiring why you did it—you referred a circular which came into
your possession to Wellington —Yes.

92. May I ask this: was it in consequence of that reference that the 460 letters were held
up for two days?—1I could not say what happened in Wellington.

93. Did you lose any time in colmmmunicating with Wellington on the matter that you referred
to Wellington ?—Absolutely no time was lost.

94. You have mentioned that Mr. Williamson asked you whether this stamp paper had heen
put on by you: was that asked in any specific way or in a casual way I-—In a casual way, as far
as T remember. Ife did not point it out in any particular wav: he just mentioned about it.

95. You say that in the performance of your duties there is no risk or danger of any of the
clerks in the Post-office getting information as to the contents of matter «ubmitted to you 7 —Yes.

96. Does any clerk work at the same table -—No.

97. When do you generally perform your censorship duties?—Generally after hours. It
depends on the nature of the correspondence.

His Worship: Is it necessary to ask, because he stated pavticularly and definitely that no
person can obtain information? I think it better for a Censor to work in a separate room. |
only give that as an expression of opinion. No doubt it will be taken notice of. Tt is uncon-
tradicted that there is no possibility of other persons having access.

Mr. Gray put in a specimen of gummed paper used in the Post-office for affixing to a letter
found open in course of post.

(Mr. Gray here closed his case.)

Mr. Ostler desired to call a witness—the evidence only came into his hands that morning-—-
a lady who was complained to by a friend that when her letter reached her it contained stamp
paper on the back. She was there to swear she never put any stamp paper on when she posted it.

Mr. Gray objected that the matter was not relevant——something that happened somewhere
else and about which they could not possibly make any inquiry at that stage. How could it affect
the inquiry?

Mr. Ostler said it was extremely relevant, because it showed that in the Post-office stamp paper
gets on the backs of envelopes.

Mr. Gray objected that His Worship was empowered to inquire into an allegation that certain
Ietters had been improperly detained and opened, and that it was not relevant to show that
some other person on some other occasion, having no reference to this, received or posted a letter
with a piece of stamp paper on it.

His Worship decided to take the evidence.

Miss Ersig BENTLEY examined.

L. Mr. Ostler.] Your name is Elsie Bentley #—Yes.
2. You are ledger-keeper at John Burns and Co. (Limited), hardware merchants, Auckland?{

3. You have a friend at Te Aroha named Madge Watson I—VYes.

4. T understand you wrote to her recently I—Yes.

5. Did you post the letter yourself I—1I posted the letter myself at the General Post-office three
weeks ago last Sunday night.

6. When you posted it, was it stuck down with stamp paper by you +—No.

7. Did you receive this letter in reply ——

Mr. Gray objected.

Mr. Ostler: Here is a letter from her friend to show the letter was stuck down with stamp
paper, and she wants to know whether this lady put it on.

His Worship: The only distance you can go is to ask this lady whether she says it was stuck
down.

Mr. Ostler : 1 can surely ask whether she received this letter [the reply]

Mr. Gray: You are referring to the letter she posted. The reply is inadmissible.

Mr. Ostler: Did not her friend complain in this letter that the letter arrived with stamp
paper?

His Worship: 1 rule at once I am not going to admit that as evidence.

Mr. Ostler : 1 submit that is evidence, or I do not know what evidence is.

His Worshep: It is not admissible as evidence, on the broad elementary rules of evidence.

Avckranp, THURSDAY, 23rRD Avaust, 1917.

Mr. Gray: 1 desire, before commencing my address, to refer to a matter which was mentioned
yesterday in the cross-examination of the Censor by my friend Mr. Ostler. Some reference was
made to the little pieces of gummed stamp paper appearing on the backs of the envelopes, and
I think my friend asked the Censor whether he had not been asked a question by Mr. Williamson,
Chief Postmaster, with reference to those pleces of stamp paper, and that the answer of the
Censor was that Mr. Williamson had made inquiry of him. Thereupon my learned friend Mr.
Ostler interjected something to the effect tha! that answer could not be accurate, as Mr. William-
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son had been asked about the matter, and had said that he made no inquiry of the
Censor. T have had the shorthand notes of Mr. Williamson’s evidence looked at, and it does not
appear that there is a rccord of Mr. Williamson having answered a question by giving a reply
in the terms quoted hy Mr. Ostler. In any case, Mr. Williamson desires the opportunity of
saying that if he did ask the Censor any question at all about the matter it was in the most
casual way, and not in the prosecution of any inquiries. T am sure my learned friend Mr. Ostler
will agree that Mr., Williamson would not do anything which it was not within his right and duty
to do, and that he was nol attempting to seek any information from the Censor with the view of
upholding his other officers.

Mr. Ostler : 1T would like to say | would be very sorry to accuse Mr. Williainson of any breach
of good faith. 1 believe that in some of his actions he has been mistaken, but 1 am quite certain
nothing was further from his mind than any breach of good faith. T would like to make that
clear.

Mr. Gray’s Closing Address.

Mr. Gray: May it please vour Worship, I do not think it is either necessary or expedient
that 1| should occupy much of vonr Worship’s time in attempting to review all the evidence, or
to discuss the evidence which has heen heard by you so recently, and which you will have the oppor-
tunity of considering at greater length from the notes taken by the shorthand-writer. I desire,
however, on the part of the Post-office, to draw attention to a few specific matters which I think
1t is necessary I should emphasize.

I would first remind vour Worship that this inquiry has originated from statements made
by the Rev. Mr. Elliott on the public platform at the Town Hall in Auckland on the 1lth July,
and that according to the Press reports, which weve read by persons throughout the Dominion,
including the Post-office officials, he made general charges of corruption against the Post-office, and
stated, without giving any details, that an attempt had been made to stifle his meeting, that
letters had been improperly detained, that envelopes had been opened and the contents abstracted
and the envelopes delivered empty; and he made in general terms charges of corruption and mis-
conduct on the part of the Post-office and the officers who work in it. He also alluded to the
censorship, which he suggested was established in the interests of the Roman Catholic Church.
Now, Mr. Elliott was immediately asked by the Post-office officials to give particulars of his
complaints, so that due inguiry might be made. It has been made very apparent here that he
neglected and finally refused to supply the ordinary particulars which would have enabled the
Post-office to make the usual and proper inquiries. In point of fact, he never gave those par-
ticulars; and it was not until we came into Court here, after the inquiry had begun, that we
were supplied with the names and addresses of the persons who he said had received envelopes
empty, or had not received them at all, or whose letters had been detained and delayed. In the
interests of the public and of the Post-office the Government decided to have proper inquiry made
into the charges, vague and unspecific though they were, with the result that this Commission
was set up to make thorough and impartial inquiry. At length, after the setting-up of the
Commission, charges were formulated by Mr. Elliott’s legal advisers, though, as T said, details
and particulars were withheld until after the inquiry had begun. It is hardly necessary to
observe that the Departinent was thus placed at the greatest possible disadvantage in inquiring
into the truth of what this gentleman had so recklessly stated in public.

The charges as formulated by my friend Mr. Ostler in his letter to the Prime Minister
of the 4th August weve three in number. I propose to rcad them. [Charges read.] Now,
sir, pursuant to our pressing inquiries, the particulars given to us and also given in
the course of this inquiry have been reduced to this: that of 2,500 envelopes posted, nine
persons received theirs empty; that two persons—-the number was eventually increased to five.
but in respect of those five no evidence was given about two of them—did not receive their enve-
lopes at all; and that some forty clergymen who ought to have rveceived their invitations and
intimations on Saturday did not receive them until Monday, or, as to two or three of these forty,
they are said not to have received them until Tuesday morning.  Now, that seriously is the net
result of what this gentleman has said. Compare these figures with the language adopted by him in
his public utterances, and with the grossly inflated statements he made not only in publie, but
in the charges as formulated by his advisers to the Prime Minister! The Press, with the excep-
tion of the newspaper published in Auckland—I think it is called the Free Press—which con-
tained a full account of Mr. Elliott’s address in the Town Hall, and which he says is a fair
report—a correct report-—speaks of him saying that he has a ‘“mass >’ of letters, and that ‘‘ there
never has been such an cxhibition of the corruption that exists in connection with our Postal
service as this meeting has vevealed. 1 want to say that the contents of envelopes that were
posted containing invitations to attend this meeting were abstracted. Those envelopes all passed
through the hands of men who paid particular attention to them ’’: and so on. Now, as I say,
compare the details given in the course of this inquiry with statements of that character, and
also compare these details with the language he has adopted throughout, “including the statement
made by him to one of his witnesses that that witness was one of thousands who did not receive
their invitations !

Mr. Ostler : He did not say that.

Mr. Gray: Mr. Woodruffe, I think, is the gentlemnan’s name.

. Mr. Ostler : ““ One of the thousand.”” He did not say he was one of thousands.

Mr, Gray: ‘“ Thousands who did not receive tickets,”” the expression was. Whatever the
expression, it was intended to convey the idea to that gentleman that there had been a suppres-
sion of a very large number of post letters. Now, sir, I desire to say here that the question of
late delivery to clergymen has been accounted for by the fact that the letters were held up by the
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Military Censor and not by the Post-office. The Post-office was not in any sense responsible for
the delay which prevented those gentlemen from being able to make the announcement from
their pulpits of the forthcoming meeting on the Wednesday night. But these par.tlculal:s I am
referring 1o ought to have been supplied before, and it should not have been left until the inquiry
was in course of progress for Mr. Elliott to deign to let the Postmaster kunow the charges he had
to meet.  The result of the delay and of particulars being given al this late stage has been to cause
a great tax ou the Postal stafi and a certain amount of disorganization during this inquiry owing
fo men being taken off their regular duties to attend to the duties of others; and for that Mr.
Elliott must be accountable. .

Now, as to the charge of non-receipt by the few persons mentioned, 1 say there is no satis-
tactory evidence of posting al all which would be accepted in any Court of law—that any letters
have heen posted except those (hat have heen produced to your Worship-—except thosc hearing
the postmark. No check was kept by Mr. Elliott and his friends of the letters posted. It was
said about 2,600 were posted. Bui it is absurd to suppose that the methods adopted by thesc
gentleinen could in auy sense be considered to be perfect, or even reasonably good. Different
persons had been emploved to address those envelopes, different persons had been employed to
fill those envelopes with cirenlars, and different persons had been employed to stamp and posi
them. Let me give as an instance of want of oversight and control Mr. Rudd’s case. Mr. Rudd,
who was called lLiere, proved 1hat he had actually received through the post two letters enclosing
civeulars, and ecach envelope was addressed in the same handwriting. If that occurred in Mi.
Rudd's case, it is quite likely it occurred in other cases. Mr. Gailey complained that he had
not received a letter. Inquiry was made by the Post-office, and it was found there was no
letter posted addressed to Mr. Gailey, but that one was posted to Mr. ‘“ Garley,”” and the letter-
carrier had, very properly, endorsed the letter that it was not for Mr. Gailey, and that a
person named ¢ (larlev ”” Lad not been found. There is another instance which came to light
quite accidentally; and it is quite enough for mie to say that if one case is established of an crror
of that kind your Worship is justified in assuming it occurred in a good many instances. Then
again, the Postmaster has given instances on the part of business people posting here in Auckland
quantities of circular matter such as this, in which cases there were errors that could only he
attributable to lack of oversight such as 1 suggest existed in this particular case.

Then, again, we have had shown here cases of a limited number of envelopes produced
to yonr Worship in which the flaps never had been turned in, indicating another want of over-
sight on the part of those responsible for filling. and stamping, and posting. Beyond all question
it 1s established that in the cases to which I allude the flaps had never been turned in, because
they bear the mark of the machine as incontestable proof of the condition in which they were
posted. Now, if in the few cases alluded to by me it is shown that there was carelessness in
posting envelopes in that condition, it is quite a reasonable inference that the same thing may
have happened in many cases. A letter-carrier actually detected one before it passed through
his liands, and there may have heen many others. We have shown the whole process through
which this collection of letters went from the time it was collected at the Dominion Road post-office
until it went into the hands of the letter-carriers for delivery, and there is no suggestion—no
ground for suggesting—that any person through whose hands those letters passed, from the time
the chauffeur collected them at the posting-hox until they went out by the letter-carviers-—I say
there is no ground for suggesting that any one of the persons through wlose hands they passed
had the slightest interest, even if so inclined, in preventing them going out in the state in which
they were received. It has been suggested that somebody—some person, sorter or letter-carrier—
deliberately detained letters, deliberately opened some of them and abstracted the countents, and
then had the foolhardiness to deliver the envelopes empty. Now, we have established, I think,
beyond all question that neither the sorters nor the letter-carriers have any time to examine letters;
they have no right, of course, under the regulations to know what is inside the letters or to
cxamine them to see what the contents may be; and it is plain from the volume of business that
passes through this officc that any person occupying one of the positions 1 have mentioned has
no time to gratify any desire, even il he had any, to examine letters. I think one sorter said
he examined one envelope; he said that in pursuance of his duties he looked inside one to see if
it complied with the regulations, and so as to see that the Department was not being deprived of
its proper revenue in the matter of postage.

A good deal has been said about the sorting of letters. Illustrations have bheen given
here of methods of sorting, and evidence as to the process. That evidence and the examples of
sorting given here conclusively demonstrate that in sorting vapidly a large number of letters
it is quite possible for a sorter, no matter how expert he may be, in the rapid process of doing
Liy work, to overlook the fact of an envelope having nothing in it. We know that some of these
envelopes were puassed in ‘the process of illustrating to your Worship yesterday by expert men

“who were prepared to say that the envelopes contained matter, whereas in point of fact they were
empty. 1 do not think® any reasonable person would say, after hearing the evidemce of the
sorters, but that it is reasonable to allow that, in the process of sorting, a considerable number
of empty cnvelopes supposed to contain circular matter might easily escape detection; and in
fact those persons best able to speak have assured your Worship that it is quite likely that in
sorting 2,600 letters, all of the same chardeter, ten or a dozen—the number alleged here—might
easily pass undetected. Practically the only person who was disinclined to admit that was
Mr. Linton; but then one must consider Mr. Linton’s attitude in the matter. He seemed to think
—I am not blaming him in the slightest degree—that some unfair method had been adopted of
testing him. As to that test, I would like to say that all kinds of tests are necessarily applied
in the Post-office in order to see that officers are efficient in their duties and are carrying them
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out properly. In this particular case, some envelopes were put into the Post-office without con-
tents, with the view of seeing whether they would be passed without being noticed by the sorters.
In point of fact they did pass. My. Linton, however, does not seem to think it was a fair test.
The other person assisting hini was subjected to the same test, with a similar result. Something
was said about the delay—that the letters being posted on the lst and an explanation not being
asked for until the 7th, the interval of time was too great; and in the case of the other person,
Comnrie, who said he had no explanation and regretied the oversight, that bis explanation was
called for promptly.  Mr. Williamson explained the reason for the delay, and theve is really nothing
Mr. Linton has any reasonable ground to complain about. The conclusion, then, in respect of
that is, T counfidently subinit, that the nine envelopes which were received or said to have been
recetved empty were handed to the addressees exactly in the state in which they were posted---
that is to say, the circulars had never been put in at all.

As to the delay, 1 have already said that it was due to the operation of the censorship,
and not to any act of the Post-oftice. With regard to that, I would merely mention this: it has
been established bevond any question that the Censor on his own responsibility held up these
460 closed letters, presumably including the letters to the forty clergymen, from Saturday morning
until Monday morning at 11 o’clock. In the ordinary course of post all those letters so held
up should have been delivered on Saturday. It is ulleged, however, that three gentlemen did
not recelve theirs until Tuesday morning. Now, in the case of the Rev. Mr. Garland, who said
that he did not receive his letter until Tuesday wmorning, he frankly adinitted that his letter-box,
which is situated some considerable distance from his house, might not have been cleared on
the Monday afternoon. In the case of the Rev. Mr. Murray, he admitted that both he and his
wife were away the whole of Monday and that the letter was received by the maid, who may
have received it on Monday afternoon; and the maid has not been called to say she did not
receive 1t on Monday. In the case of the Rev. Reuben Bailey, who said he did not receive his
letter until the Tuesday, the letter-carrier, who cannot remember the specific date, is quite certain
all Tetters received by him for delivery on the Monday were delivered on the Monday not later
than 2.20 p.m.; and it has been proved by the officer in charge of the particular departmnent
that no letters in the letter-carriers’ cases for delivery were left after 2 o’clock. The inference,
thervefore, is that Mr. Bailey, who no doubt may be taken to have discussed this matter a good
deal, or heard o good deal about it from other clergymen in like case, may have been under
the impression that his letter did not reach him until Tuesday, having in mind the important
fact that he was prevented frow muking his announcement on Sunday. It is difficult, of course,
at this late stage to reduce these things to any degree of certainty. If complaint had been made
within quite a reasonablée time that Mr. Bailey’s letter had been delayed, the carrier would
have been asked at once, and his memory would have been quite fresh about the matter, and he
might even have remembered the specific letter; but to ask a carrier on the 22nd August what
time he delivered a letter or if he remembered the delivery of a specific letter on the 9th July
s quite absurd.

Mr. Qstler : That is what you did in the case of Mr. Garland’s letter.

Mr. Gray: As to the charges of non-delivery, three persons, and three persons only, say that
they did not get letters delivered to them. One of these is Mr. Goldie, whose name appeared
for the first time when he went into the box to give evidence. With regard to all those three
persons, there is no proof of posting—that is, no satisfactory proof of posting. With regard to
two of theni, the Rev. Mr, MacDonald and the Rev. Mr. Thompson, there is no evidence except
the fact that their names were included in the long list of clergymen who were to be invited to
make the announcement—except that, I say, there is no evidence that the letters were ever posted
at all; and in the casc of Mr. Goldie, there is no evidence—other than the evidence of Mr. Bilby
that he sent a letter—that it was properly and specifically addressed. If his letter bore the super-
scription ““ Box 91277 and got into the Post-office, it would in due course have been delivered
to the Censor on the morning of the Tth July—Saturday—and would have been amongst that
batch released for delivery at 11 a.m. on Monday. There is no proof, and nothing from which
your Worship can infer, that any letter-carrier neglected his duty or that any sorter neglected
his. The sorting of Friday night’s correspondence was completed in the early morning of Satur-
day, the Tth, and there is no room for suggesting that this gentleman’s letter was tampered
with or suppressed. A most unworthy attempt has been made on the part of Mr. Elliatt, and
persisted in at the inquiry, to say that the carriers had improper knowledge of the contents
of these civeulars, and it appears that he desires to conuect their knowledge with his statement
that persons in the Post-office were taking a particular interest in his meeting, and were doing
their best to assist in stiling it. The knowledge on the part of the letter-carriers has been explained
quite satisfactorily, I submit, by the statement of one of the carriers that he derived the infor-
mation which enabled him to tell some lady what the circular was about, from the fact that one
of the letter-carriers had himself in his private capacity received an invitation with a circular,
and had mentioned the fact and disclosed the circular to some of the carriers sitting near him,
one of whom was this carrier who mentioned the eircumstances to the lady complaining. That,
therefore, I thiuk, disposes of the allegation that any officer in the Post-office had derived improper
knowledge of the contents of the circulars.

Now, sir, as to the censorship, the idea seems to have got into the minds of Mr. Klliott and
others that this ceusorship was the outcome of some machinations of the Roman Catholic Church,
the archi-enemy of Mr. Illliott and his friends. The idea did not merely get into his mind, but
he ventured to assert publicly that the censorship was the result of Roman Catholic machinations,
and that it was established in the interests of the Roman Catholic Church. The idea originally
began, apparently, with the supposed attempt at the suppression of that American journal called
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The Menace, a copy of which is before your Worship. It was suggested that the attempted sup-
pression of ‘that paper was due to some effort on the part of the Roman Catholic Federation to
induce the Postmaster-General to prevent the paper from being circulated through the post. I con-
fess, after having had a very casual glance at the contents of “that paper, that the Roman Catholic
Federation, or, indeed, any individual Roman Catholic, could not very well be bldmed if it or
he had attempted to induce the Postmaster-General to take that course, because the paper appears
to be what might be called a ved-hot exponent of views entirely opposed to Roman Catholics and
their religion and ceremonial, and contains a very large number of advertisements, apart from
reading-matter, which I suppose any Catholic would consider insulting and derogatory. But
in point of fact, the ban put upon this journal was not due to any representations on the part
of Roman Catholics as to its contents with respect to religious matters, but because the Postmaster-
seneral, upon the advice of the Solictor-General, his responsible legal adviser, deemed that the paper
was objectionable on account of certain advertisecments which appeared in it. The Postmaster-
(zeneral made that perfectly clear in his letters to Mr. Seabrook, which are before your Worship.
But when the censorship came to he applied a few years later to box 912, Mr. Elliott and his
friends seem to have connected the former ban put upon The Menace with the acts of the Censor
in relation to box 912. This censorship, however, as has been proved here, was brought upon
themselves by the distribution of what was deemed to be, in the eyes of the gentleman who advised
the Censor—namely, the Solicitor-General—literature having a mischievous tendency. It was
unfortunate, perhaps, that the Loyal Orangemen and the Protestant Political Alliance all used
the same box, and that correspondence intended for the Protestant Political Association, which
has brought itself under the ban by this order as to censorship, was not the only correspondence
affected by that order, but the Orangemen themselves necessarily had their correspondence inter-
rupted by the Censor for the reason that they used the same box. Now, the orders as to censorship
have been explained thus: In December the Chief Censor, on the advice of the Solicitor-General,
directed that all literature emanating from this box should be submitted to the Censor. In
March the order was renewed, probably in consequence of public attention having been directed
to Mr. Howard Eliott’s activities, especially at his meetings at Hamilton and elsewhere. The
order thus repeated included, on the instructions of the Wellington Post-office, repeated through
the Chief Postmaster at Auckland, all correspondence as well as literature. The addition of
correspondence is justified by the Postal authorities from the fact that it was impossible to dis-
tinguish between literature and correspondence, and to say whether postal matter going through
box 912 included literature or not, unless everything was submitted to the Censor. So that
Mr. Elliott and his friends have no reason to complain. Nor have they any reason to complain
because, owing to some lack of oversight on the part of some office sorters or others in the Post-
office, who are required to remember really an enormous number of orders from time to time,
the censorship over the correspondence was to a certain extent relaxed or omitted. So there again
Mr. Elliott and his friends have no cause for complaint. They got the benefit of that oversight.
And it appears that not until the 6th July was the attention of the officers again drawn to the
fact that the correspondence of this box was the subject of an order for censorship. It appears
now that none of these circulars which were posted during the first week of July were submitted
to the Censor at all, and that was only through lack of oversight on the part of the sorters. No harm
resulted from that omission in the slightest degree. All that was submitted to the Censor in connec-
tion with this meeting were the letters posted late on Friday night, and which were held up over
the Sunday and delivered on Monday. The inquiry has conclusively proved, therefore, that as
far as the censorship is concerned it was no more brought about by the Roman Catholics, and

was no more established in the interests of the Roman Catholics, than by any other body or
association, religious or otherwise, and that it was due solely and entirely to the judgment and
diseretion of the Solicitor- General, whose opinion upon the matter was based upon his own views
of the tendency and effect of the literature which this body was distributing. It is clear also
that that particular bodv and the persons using box 912 have not been subjected to any excep-
tional treatment. The Censor, who appears to be a young man of considerable discretion and
soundness, so far as he was at liberty to disclose anything at all, has made it plain that the
censorship is not applied unduly, but that it is extended to various persons and boxes that, in the
opinion of the Chief Military Censor, require a certain amount of watching. Of that no one can
complain. We are all, as T said before, in times like this subject to certain inconveniences, and
no one in the community can complain if, for reasons which seem good to the chief authority,
his correspondence should be the subject of review and inspection.

The results, therefore, I submit to your Worship with great confidence, come to this—and I
say that no reasonable and unprejudiced person who has carefully followed the proceedings
throughout, and has read the very fair reports of these proceedings which have appeared in the
daily Press, can come to any other conclusion than this—that Mr. Elliott was never justified in
the shghtest degree in making the charges which he made against the Post-office or against the
Censor; and that the honour and problty of the officers of the Post-office stand as high as ever
they did with the possible exception that I have alluded to Gefore of the individual who has
undloubtedly been giving some sort of information out of the Post-office to Mr. Elliott in breach
of his duty and his obligation, and whom Mr. Elliott has not thought it beneath his dignity and
position as s minister of the gospel to tamper with and corrupt in the performance of that
officer’s duty. With that sole exception I say that the character and integrity of the officers of the
Post-office stand as high as ever they did, and T say that if the occasion should ever arise again for
the public to be attracted by any such 1eckleqs wild, and intemperate statements as Mr. Elliott
has indulged in prior to these proceedings, persons who hear him can only be inclined to say.
** That is o‘nly some more wild talk of the Reverend Howard Elliott, who was so utterly discredited
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in the proceedings which took place in connection with his wild charges against the Post-office
in July, 1917.”" Mr. Elliott, I submit, must stand now in the eyes of all unprejudiced persons—
and I am sure even amongst his followers who, having heard the evidence here, must take a
calm, dispassionate view of the matter—even amongst his followers Mr. Elliott must stand dis-
credited and dishonoured. [ use these words deliberately, and in saying them I have expressly
said that that is the result which all reasonable people must arrive at. There are, as I have said
before, a number of persons who do not want to be convinced against their will. To them the
result of this Commission, whatever it may be, will not be satisfactory unless their idol, Mr.
Klliott, is upheld and the Post-office and the authorities denounced; but I say again deliberately
that, in my opinion, the evidence here has, and can have, but one result in the eyes of the public,
or of that reasonable portion of the public to which I refer, and that is that Mr. Elliott’s charges =
are baseless and should never have been made, and that all his future utterances will be dis-
counted by the fact that he has indulged in reckless, wild, and intemperate language without
any justification.

Mr. OsTLER's (losing Address.

My Ostler: May it please vour Worship, it has been said, I believe, by the great orator
and statestnan, Edimund Burke, that eternal vigilance is the price that must ever be paid for
all liberty; and no truer words were ever said than those, especially in this time of government
by Order iu Council, when the laws are partly made without the concurvence of Parliament,
when that great safeguard of British liberties, the jury system, is partly broken down, and when
the powers of the police and officials have been sensibly increased; and I, for one. am glad that
this inquiry has taken pliace, because T submit it has shown to the public that a most extraordinary
state of affairs is in existence.

In the first place, and when the Commission first sat—and I would like, if [ have any sympa-
thizers in this Court—I would remind them it is a Court, and it is not the function of the public who
listen to say anvthing about what T have to say—in the first place I wish to say this: that when
the Commission first sat my friend Mr. Gray boldly stated that the Censor was a military officer
under the control of the Imperial Government, and that he was not under the control of the
Minister of Defence or the Government of New Zealand.

Mr. Gray: I had intended to make some allusion to that, with the view to making a slight
correction, I was informed before I left Wellington that the gentleman who holds the office of
Chiet Military Censor acted in that capacity under the direct instructions of the War Office
in London. He is; in fact, a member of the Imperial General Staff, and holds a position in the’
Imperial Avmy. He alsu holds a position in the New Zealand Army. T believe I was misinformed
as to the nature of his appointment as Censor. It is, I believe, correct to say, as, explained
by the Solicitor-General, that he has been appointed by the Governor-General of New Zealand,
and does not hold his oftice as Chief Military Censor.expressly under Warrant from the Home
authorities; but he is, if I may say so, still a connecting-link between the War Office and the
New Zealand Government by reason of the fact that he is a member of the Imperial General Staff.

Mr. Ostler: The point that I wish to make, sir, is merely this: that Mr. Gray stated at
the start that the Military Censor was not under the control of the New Zealand Government,
and when the Solicitor-General came into the box he promptly jettisoned Mr. Gray, and he
admitted frankly and freely that the Military Censor was under the control of the New Zealand
Government, and that he purported to have heen appointed in a constitutional way under
section 27 of the Post and Telegraph Act.  Now, if [ were my friend I should want to know why
I had been misintormed.

Mr. Groy: At the risk of being considered insistent upon this, I would like to say that I
understand the Chiet Military Censor in Wellington—although 1 admit I have no evidence of this
is in point of fact in communication with the Home authorities, and he acts under specific
instructions as to censorship, the rules of which are contained in regulations issued by the War
Office. '

Mr. Ostler: 1 accept, of course, any explanation Mr. Gray makes. I know quite well that
whatever Mr. Gray does in this or any other Court would be entirely in good faith; but at the
same time a statement contrary to fact was put into his mouth, and if I were in his place I
would make it a pretty serious question with the person who misinformed me. It must be
remembered that when Mr. Gray made that statement we had been informed by the Government
that although the Censor could tell us what he had done with these letters he could give no reasons.
That was explicitly stated in a telegram from Mr. Massey, a copy of which has been put in.
When the Commission came back after being altered at our request the Government had made
a very curious reversal. They said that although the Censor could give reasons for the censor-
ship of this correspondence he could not be asked what he had done with it—a complete reversal
of the prior statement of Cabinet on the point; and I presume it must be in connection with
that reversal that the information given to Mr. Gray was wrong information, which the Solicitor-
General had to admit was wrong information. Now, while the Solicitor-General admitted that
the Censor is under the control of our Government and that the Government acted in a ¢on-
stitutional way in appointing him, he goes on to say that, without instructions from the Govern-
ment or any Minister elected by the people or responsible to the people, but on merely being asked
by the Attorney-General to advise, he took it on himself to direct the Censor to censor literature
and correspondence of this box. .

Mr. Glray: It was referred to him. He was not asked to advise.

Mr. Ostler : What do you refer anything to the Solicitor-General for but to advise? He has
no directing-power; he is not a Minister responsible to the people. His function is to advise
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when he is asked. and to direct when he is told; but he has not by virtue of his position the
power to undertake the duties entrusted by the will of the people to responsible Ministers. Any-
thing nore mischievous or morc dangerous than that a paid Government official, without any
instructions from the (Government or the Minister in charge of his Department, should have the
power to override Acts of Parliament and direct a censorship of the literature and correspond-
ence of any political body at his own will it is hard to conceive. Now, I am willing’ to admit
that the Solicitor-General is a great lawyer. No one could have worked under him and come
in close touch with him, as I have done for five vears, without being impressed by his great
capacity and legal knowledge; but his true function is, as I have said, to advise, and only to
advise, on questions of law, and only to advise when asked to do so. It is only Ministers

" responsible to the people who have the pewer to direct in this country. And the people of this
country, when they get to hear of it, will not suffer for a moment a paid Government servant taking
the direction of such a high and important matter of State into his own hands and directing the
Military Censor what he is to do. I say, sir, the action of the Solicitor-General in this case
shows pretty conclusively that his practice of constitutional law is considerably weaker than
his knowledge of it: in plain terms, 1 say the Solicitor-General’s action was unconstitutional
and quite illegal. The people of this country, I say, will'require the Solicitor-General and every
other paid servant to act as a public servant and in accordance with the law, and not as a master
and above the law, like a dictator.

Now, the Solicitor-General has assured us he did not act in the interests of the Roman Catholic
Church; and I, for one, knowing him well, am quite glad to accept that assurance and to admit
that in so acting he was not corvuptly or ¢ven consciously influenced by any member of the Roman
Catholic Church. 1 adinit he is not the kind of man that would consciously lend himself to
any corrupt influcnce of that sort; but I do sav that his illegal action is directly in the interests
of the Church of Rome, and 1 submit that the evidence that hias come out here and the reasous I
shall give will prove it to the satisfaction of all reasonable-minded people.

Now, if the contents of this pamphlet,  Rome’s Hideous Guilt,”” which the Solicitor-General
says was the cause of his first directing the censorship—if the contents are true and not con-
nected with the conduct of the war, every citizen in this country has the right to proclaim the
truth either in speech or print: and Mr. Elliott has told us on his oath that he was so advised
by the Attorney-General himself. liven assuming the contents of that pamphlet were untrue, every
eltizen of this country has still an equal right to publish them; and the only penalty for makmg
untruc statements on a matter of public interest or history is that the maker of them is lowered
in the estimnation of right-thinking people. So far as this pamphlet is concerned, we have it
in evidence that it is mostly a rveprint from the Churchman’s Magazine, a magazine circulated
without let or hindrance not only throughout Great Britain, but throughout the Butlsh Empire.
There is the orviginal fromn which it came, and your Worship can compare the two. With the
exception of a little paragraph at the start and another little paragraph at the end it is word
for word the samnec. Now, the greater part of the pamphlet consists of some historical facts about
the dates when war was declared between various States, and the translation of a concordat or
an agreement, between the Pope and the Serbian (Government by which the Roman Catholic
religion was made the State religion of Serbia. And whether the deductions from those facts
that Rome had any guilt in the European carnage are true or not, we cannot shut our eyes to the
fact that throughout the Protestant Press of England it has been stated that that is so, and we
cannot shut our eyes to the fact that in our daily Press it has been said that Rome is on the
side of Germany—that the Pope’s offer of peace that has been appearing in the papers is dictated
by Germany—as the Daily Marl said. *‘ The voice is the Pope’s but the hand is the Kaiser’s ’—
and that particular cablegram has appeared in every newspaper in New Zealand within the last
two or three days. Now, these cablegrams are allowed free circulation in this country, and even
the Solicitor-General has not atternpted up to date to direct the despotic hand of the Censor to
cut them out of our daily Press, although they reflect just as strongly as this pamphlet upon the
Pope and the Roman Churvch.  Yet if this pamphlet is mischievous and likely to stir up dissension
these comments in the daily Press are equally mischievous, and cught to be stopped also. If this
punphld is fit, for censorship on the ground that it might tend to dissension, not only are these state-
ments in the Press, but so ix any pamphlel or manifesto issued by the Employers Federation, the
Federation of Labour the liquor trade, the Prohibition party, the six-o’clock-closing party, or, in
fact, any political party or any organization established for any religious, moral, or political pur-
pose. Why not—to take an example—on the same principles direct the censorship "of the manifestoes
pubhshcd by the strong and Jetermined party in the country at the preseni moment who desire
in the interests of efficiency and economy to see the bars of hotels closed at 6 o’clock? Why not
censor those? One can imagine that such a manifesto might cause great wrath and bitterness
among the poor brewers and publicans, who say they have been so much harassed already by the
anti-shouting legislation and have made such great sacrifices already to help to win the war. Why
not censor those on the same principle, because the principle on which the Solicitor-General said
he acted is exactly the same? Now, sir, 1 submit the reason those are not cehsored is quite plain.
The feeling is so strong in this country that neither the Government nor the Solicitor-General would
dar® to do it. If it were done it would be said by every right-thinking person that it was done in
the interests of the liquor traffic; and 1 say, with equal justice and logie, that the-censorship of
that pamphlet was in the interests of the Roman Catholic Church, and the Solicitor-General will
find that if he attempts to stop the right of free speech on this question he will have touched an
even deeper spring of fecling, and he will find that the Protestant community will not tolerate
interference with the right of free speech and thought. I must emphasize the-fact that it was
clearly outside the function of the Censor to touch the pamphlet at all, inasmuch as it has no
matter in it in the slightest degree relative to the war, but only to the cause of the war.
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The Solicitor-General admits that he was responsible for the drafting of all the War Regu-
lations that have been promulgated—-and there is a big book of them—and he himself in those
regulations has defined the function of censorship broadly and succinctly, as he always manages
to do, with his happy gift of using the right word. °‘Censorship,”” he says in the War Regu-
lations, ‘‘ means the act, direction, or request of any officer or other person exercising or pur-
porting to exercise, whether in New Zealand or elsewhere, control over the transmission or
publication of matter relative to the present war.”” That is the definition of ‘‘ censorship ”’
which appears in clause 12 of the War Regulations made on the 22nd February, 1916, and pub-
lished in the New Zealand Cazette of the 23rd February, 1916. The Solicitor-General, therefore,
being the draftsman of this definition, must be conclusively presumed to know what the true
functions and limits of the censorship are. Now, he himself was not prepared to state boldly
that this pamphlet had any relation to the war. He would not state it. What he said on that
matter might be charvacterized as a somewhat naive statement, and it will not bear the light of
fair eriticism for a moment. He said—and, by the way, it was in answer to an obviously leading
question of my friend Mr. Gray—it wmight tend to prejudice recruiting. That is his reason—
that is what he said when he is asked Tf it had any relation to the war. Now, it is obvious that
Is an ez post facto reason—one of the class of reasons that can be elaborated afterwards when it is
known that a public inquiry is going to be held. A momnent’s reflection will show that is so, because
when the Solicitor-General gave the direction to the Military Censor to censor that pmnphlet on the

15th December, 1916, he lxnuw and none better, that voluntary recruiting as a means of kwplng up
our 1(‘111101(unont< ]1.\(1 hopelessly broken down He himself had drafted the M1l1tary Service Act,
making all persons, whether Protestants or Catholics, liable to compulsory service, which had passed
into law four and a half months before he gave that direction, so that he must have known this
pamphlet could have no effect upon recruiting.

The Solicitor-General said that the circulation of this pamphlet was probably a breach of
the War Regulations of the 4th December, 1916, Now, it is very curious irdeed, if he really
thought that, that he did not advise or direct a prosecution when it was sent to him by the
Attorney-General. e is not the kind of man to stand by and see the law flouted. He is not
the kind of man to sit down under a breach of his favourite War Regulations that he himself is
responsible for. He has not hesitated whenever a strike has occurred in an important industry
to bring out new regulations declaring that strike seditious and to prosecute if necessary. He
has been determined in the enforcement of his own regulations. What is the reason of this curious
fack of firmness on his part—his preference for what I call the secret and illegal method rather
than the open and lawful method of prosecution?  The reason, 1 submit, is so plain and obvious
that he who runs may read. He must have known that he had no power; and no Government
would have dared by a public prosecution to endeavour to stifle the right of free speech on a
question of religious interest in this community—rather, not a religious question—I am wrong in
saying that—Dbut a political question; on a political question which, however, touches the deepest
religious feelings of the people, and which has no connection whatever with the conduct of the
war. I submit that he aggravates the offence he has committed in taking upon himself the
power to direct a censorship illegally by coming here and saying publicly that he regrets that Ze
did not take stronger measures still, assuming that in Aém lies the power

Mr. Gray: 1 think he said ‘“ we.”’

Mr. Ostler - He might have said ‘“ we,”” but from his statement it would appear to any
reasonable-minded man who heard him that he considered that in him lay the power of ordering
or directing prosecutions, instead of, as is the real fact, the power lying in the hands of the
Attorney-General, Mr. Herdman, the firm and moderate head of his Department. Now, the
arbitrariness of his action will become more apparent when we recollect that when he was
directing the censorship of the correspondence of this box the Attorney-General was assuring
Mr. Klliott that he had a perfect right to publish that pamphlet and deliver public lectures,
and that if in the course of those lectures he was disturbed by any unruly element of the com-
munity he would have adequatc police protection. This fact shows that the Solicitor-General
not only acted unlawfully in assuming the power which belonged to the head of his Department,
but he assumed it in direct opposition to the views of that responsible head. The Solicitor-
(teneral lays stress on the fact that the member of Parliament who first complained is not a
Roman Catholic. I am not sure he is not wrong in that. Whether that is so or not, sir,
we all know—every one in this room knows—that there are many members who rely on the
Roman Catholic vote; and there are many aspiring members not only in this city, but all
over New Zealand, who arve quite ready to play to catch it. It has been publicly stated in
every newspaper in New Zealand quite recently that the vote of the Catholic party was out
for sale to the highest bidder. Tt was stated by a high dignitary of that Church—some-
where amongst my papers I have the cablegram We all know that many members are
highest bldden and are willing to go a good way in selling their conscience for votes. There-
fore the fact, if it is a fact, that the member who first drew the attention of the Attorney-General
is not a Roman Catholic is no proof whatever that the impetus did not come from the Roman
Catholics. Well might it be said, like as was said by the Daily Mail, that the voice was the
member’s but the hand was the hand of the Roman Catholic Federation.

Now, I deny the Solicitor-General’s assertion that the pamphlet is probably a breach of the
War Rewul(xtlons of the 4th December, 1916. Did your Worship notice how he said ‘‘ probably >’ ¢
He did not give that opinion with his usual assurance and confidence. 1 have not the regula-
tions here, but I have locked at them very carefully since then, and I submit they go no further
than the well-known words in the section of our Crimes Act which define sedition and so carefully
and clearly safeguard the constitutional right of free speech. I meant to have brought the Crimes
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Act and have read those words, but unfortunately I have forgotten it. However, your Worship
will know them quite well. The only effect of the regulations is to take away the right of the
subject to trial by jury and to change the tribunal—that is the effect of it. Apparently people
who exercise autocratic power do not like juries.. I do not know why—at least, one can imagine
why. The right of appeal has not been taken away; there is still the right to go to the Supreme
Court, and the Supreme Court of this country has never been behind in upholding the vight of
free speech to members of the community.

I'want to say a word about Mr. Morris’s evidence. If T may be permitted to do so, T want
to pay a tribute to the open and impartial manner in which he gave his evidence. Mr. Morris
is well known as a gentleman who has had a long and honourable record in the Public Service,
and I should be sorry indeed to impute or even to think for a moment that Mr. Morris had been
guilty of any dereliction of his duty. There is only one respect in which I do not agree with
Mr. Morris, and that is in his refusal to produce the written direction of the Solicitor-General
to him to order the censoring of the correspondence of this box. And even then, although I
think Mr. Morris was mistaken in doing so, I quite appreciate that his motive in not doing so
was honourable, as one would expect. The Solicitor-General apparently did not want his second
written instructions produced-—that must be obvious, because he sat in the witness-chair and he
would have produced them himself if he wanted to. He must have known about them. Why did
he not want them produced? One can quite understand that even he did not want it disclosed
to the public that he had illegally usurped the power of the Censor, because the second direction
was to Mr. Morris, not to the Censor. Now, one of the objects of this inquiry is to find out on
what grounds a military censorship has been established over the correspondence of persons using
hox 912. Mr. Morris’s evidence discloses the startling fact that no military censorship has ever
been ecstablished over this correspondence at all. Only one order has been produced from the
Military Censor, and there is but one order from the Military Censor in existence-—that of the
18th December, directing & military censorship, not over the correspondence at all, but over the
literature and circulars sent out by the Committee of Vigilance who were using that box. Now,
every one in the Post Office, especially men with forty years’ service, but every one in the Post Office
must know the difference between literature and sealed letters. The distinction between them is
made so absolutely clear in the Post and Telegraph Act, and such precautions are taken by law
to make a sealed letter sacred, that the veriest cadet in the office must know that a sealed letter
is regarded as a sacved thing in the Post Office. There has been no order from the Military
Censor directing a censorship of the letters—none whatever., None has been produced before
this tribunal. Although this Commission is charged with the duty of finding out on what grounds
these sealed letters have been censored, the only written order produced—except Mr. Williamson’s
in the order-book, which I will refer to in a moment—is one by the Secretary of the Post Office,
who admits that he had no power to give such an order. But he says he was directed to give that
order, not by the Military Censor, but by the Solicitor-General, and although he admits that no
one but the Military Censor could legally give such an order, he admits he obeyed the order of a
man who had no power to give it. '

Now, recently, when the head of the Public Health Department, Dr. Valintine, was called on
to do some work in regard to military hospitals it was thought necessary in order that he should
do that work efficiently, apparently, to confer on him the honorary title of ‘‘ Colonel.”” The
Solicitor-General is doing military work: I would suggest for the consideration of the authori-
ties that it would not be wise to allow him to-do this work without conferring on him some military
title—not plain ‘‘ Colomel,”” because he directed the Colonel in the first place—Major-General at
least. Indeed, he has assumed more power than the Postmaster-General ; ,and the Governor-General
himself has no power to do what the Solicitor-General assumed to do without the responsible advice
of his whole Cabinet—that is laid down by section 27 of the Post and Telegraph Act. What
power has been given to this paid Government servant to override the laws and usurp the highest
powers of the Government? No clearer proof could have possibly been given that the censorship
established over this correspondence is unlawful than the damning evidence of Mr. Morris. 1 do
not know whether your Worship will remember the well-known historical instance in 1844 when
an accusation was made against the Secretary for Home Affairs, Sir James Graham, that he had
opened the correspondence of the great Italian patriot Mazzini, who was then sheltering on the
frec soil of England from Austrian oppression. When he confessed he had done so he had to
resign, and this charge eventually contributed to the downfall of the British Ministry. It is a
well-known historical case, and it is set out with some fullness in the ‘‘ Encyclopzedia Britannica.”
I looked it up a day or two ago.. I mention that to show what an important State function
this is, and how serious it is that a Government servant should usurp the function of directing the
opening of letters which are posted—a power which is only assumed on the highest State grounds—
that is, danger to the State—by a responsible Government. I say the Protestant community of
this country-—and it is a numerous one—will require the strictest account from its Govern-
ment for this illegal act of the Solicitor-General. ‘

Now, on the first charge, what have we proved? We have proved, first, an attempt, successful
for a time, in May, 1914, of the Catholic Federation, then recently formed, to deny to a Pro-
testant newspaper the use of the Post Office on the alleged, or as I say the false, ground that that
paper was disgustingly immoral in tone. Now, that is admitted in cold print by the Federation
itself. The extract from the newspaper is before your Worship—a cutting from the Herald of
the 20th May, 1914. [Read from the beginning of third paragraph to ‘* disgustingly immoral
in tone.”’] Copies of this paper, The Menace, have been put in evidence, and I defy any right.
minded man to find one word of an immoral tone in that paper. It is a paper conducted by
men who breathe the spirit of Martin Luther; it is a paper which has now a circulation of
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millions; it is a paper which has become a force for righteousness and liberty and free speech
not only in America, but wherever it goes; and the real cause of the Roman Catholic
Latred of it is not that it is disgustingly immoral in tone, but because it has the courage to
attack the nbuses of the Hicrarchy. Now, Mr. Morris very frankly agreed to produce the ﬁl_e
showing what the advertisements were that were objccted to, and he has been as good as his
word and they have been produced. Your Worship will see three advertisements marked with
blue crosses. They are advertisements with regard to regulating-pills or something of that sort.
They are so small it would almost require a microscope to read them. I was amnazed when I saw
that paper yesterday and saw the sort of thing on which the Post Office stopped correspondence

My, Gray: Not stopped correspondence. ‘

Mr. Ostler: Stopped such literature. I was able to pick up yesterday’s paper lying on the
table and to point out to Mr. Morris exactly the same kind of advertisements. I noticed in
to-day’s Herald and last night’s Star exactly the same kind of advertisements.

Mr. Gray: And what did Mr. Morris say? .

My, Ostler: He said that if his attention was drawn to them he would take the same action.
I am not going to say Mr. Morris acted in bad faith, because I am sure he acted in good faith.

Mr. Gray: It was the Postmaster-General, on the advice of the Solicitor-General—not Mr.
Morris.

Mr. Ostler: Whoever did it, I admit he acted in good faith, but I say he was hoaxed by
the Roman Catholic Federation. If your Worship will compare those, and if you look in this
morning’s /ferald you will see exactly the same thing; and here is the Star, a paper conducted
with decorunt and cleanness—the same advertisement; and these things go through the post.
I do not want to unduly delay your Worship, but I could produce advertisements from almost
every paper that comes into New Zealand, and goes through the post, not only of that sort,
but treating of the matter in very much plainer terms—IZloyd’s News, San Francisco Chroneele
—I am not going to read the advertisements—I have been given a good many--but I submit
that is sufficient to show your Worship that the advertisements that were objected to were by
no means disgustingly immoral in tone, nor is any of the matter in the paper. Now, what
has happened to the Catholic Federation’s zeal for purity? Why is it not waging its virtuous
war against the Star and the Herald to-day? 1 admit, of course, that the Postal officers acted
in good faith in the matter. 1 admit that Mr. Rhodes is not the sort of man who would be
influenced kuowingly by the Catholies or by any one else to do a wrong thing from a wrong
motive; but the Catholic Federation must have laughed up their sleeves at the simplicity of
these gentlemen and the way they had hoaxed them. Curiously enough, this morning a copy
of the Tablet, the Catholic organ, was put inte my hands in which there is an article headed,
**The IFilthy Menace,”” which contains a copy of the letter sent to the Hon. Heaton Rhodes com-
plaining of this matter, and it appears from that letter that the blue marks were put on by
the Catholic Federation or the gentleman responsible for the letter himself, because that is so
stated in the letter.  Apparently the Post Office officials were so busy or so blind that they took their
microscope and examined those three advertisements without looking at another thing in the paper.

Mr. Gray : You might quote Mr. Rhodes’s letter. .

Mr. Ostler: Yes, 1 will quote Mr. Rhodes’s letter: it is set out in the T'ablet. [Letter vead.]
Now, sir, the very fact that that kind of advertisement appears daily in our Press must show
to any reasonable-minded man that it was not the advertisements at all that the Roman Catholic
Federation objected to, but the fact that the paper was an attack upon them, and not an attack
upon their religion, because there is not a word which attacks their dogma or religious observ-
ances, but merely their political activities and the abuses referred to in the paper. Now, I really
would like, il I may be permitted to do so, to advise the Postal authorities that next time the
Catholic Federation sends them a letter complaining of one of the advertisements they look a little
further than the advertisement and read the matter, and try and find out the motive before they
act in this way. I say this instance fully proves a dishonest attempt by the Catholic Federation
to interfere in the interests of its Church with the functions of the Post Office—an attempt which,
unfortunately, the Post Office, through lack of knowledge or through simplicity, fell in with.

What next have we proved? We have proved the second attempt, in February, 1915, in the
Post Office itself, to interfere with correspondence legally addressed to The Menace, for which the
Acting Postmaster-General had to give a humble apology, and assure Mr. Seabrook it would not
occur again. The files were agreed to be produced in that matter, but unfortunately I have not
had time to look at them; but I should like before I leave the room to be shown them.

Thirdly, we have proved this: that the most disloyal and seditious utterances are appearing
in the Catholic Press, which still has the free use of the Post Office for distributing that matter
untranimelled by any censorship.  Now, 1 have read some specimens of that, and I have been
given the right by your Worship to put in some specimens. I am not going to delay your Worship
longer than necessary by reading them; they are in evidence, and 1 presume I have a right to
read them, but I would like to assure your Worship that if time permitted and your Worship
would Jet me I could keep your Worship half the day reading extracts of sedition and disloyalty
that appeared in the Catholic Press.

s Worshep : 1f you put them in they will be read.

My, Ostler:.I propose as a saniple to read one—no worse than any. of the others, but it is
fairly short—just to show the sort of thing that is being said. It is headed *‘ To Bagdad and
Ireland.”  [Avticle vead to words ‘“killed for our sakes.”’] This is only a fair specimen. I
think that, and specimens like it which I have put in and which will be put in, will show that
we have proved conclusively that the Catholic. literature which is going through the Post Office

uncensored contains disloyal statements which are much more mete for censorship than that
pamphlet.
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Mr. Gray: Before my friend passes on I would like to remind him that censorship does not
originate with the Post Office. The Post Office cannot interfere with the circulation of any paper
except in the cases specifically provided for by the Post and Telegraph Act, or where divected
to do so by the Censor.

Mr. Ostler : 1T quite undevstand, but the point I am making 1s that the Post Office has refused
to answer why this disloyal literaturve is allowed to go through uncensored while the literature of
loyal Protestants is censored ; therefore it seems that the censorship is in the interests of the Roman
Catholic Chureh.

Fourthly, we have proved that because the Protestant Association sees real danger to its
liberties in the political activities of the organization responsible for that sort of thing, and
because the Protestant Political Association organizes for the defence of its liberties and issues
a pamphlet containing facts or deductions generally admitted to be true in the Protestant Press
in Kngland, the Solicitor-General, on the complaint of some flabby politician, takes upon himself,
upon being merely asked to advise, to think that the literature is mischievous—that it is 1vis-
chievous, to use plain speech, to say that disloyalty is disloyalty-—and he unlawfully directs the
censorship not only of the literature, but of the sealed letters addressed to and sent out by that
body.

Fifthly, we have proved that under his direction letters have been illegally detained and
opened—because the Censor. although he was not permitted to say almost anything, did admit that
he opened letters—and in some cases money that had been posted to this association had been
held back—he refused to say what had been done with it. In fact, one must say that the gentle-
man who conducts the business of the Postal Censor in Auckland was an exceedingly well-tutored
gentleman—he was not permitted to say anything which would throw any light on the matter at
all.  We have proved, at any rate, that the letters addressed to this box have been opened, and
that they were kept back, and that money in them is kept back; what is done with it we are not
permitted to learn. 1If this i1s insufficient to prove that the censorship is in the interests of the
Roman Catholic Church, then 1 do not know what is. I say, sir, considering the facts which I
say we have proved, if this is not proof sufficient that the censorship is in the intervcsts of the
Romaii Catholic Church 1 do not know what more we could prove. All T know is that the great
majority of the people of this country will never believe otherwise in the face of this cvidence,

With regard to Mr. Williamson’s evidence, I submit that makes the matter more extraordinary
still.  This officer was seo zealous in the performance of his duties that he was able to anticipate
by a clear fortnight the instructions of his Head Office.

Mr. Gray: He said he had had the file sent to him.

Mr. Ostler: We have it that on the 23rd or 24th March he put an order in the order-book
ordering that the letters—that is, the correspondence—of the persons using this box should be
submitted to censorship, and Mr. Morris did not dirvect him in writing to do so until the bHth
or 6th April—a fortnight later. I am quite willing to admit that Mr. Williamson acted in good
faith in the matter; T do not wish to impugn Mr. Williamson’s good faith in any way; but I
say it was an absolutely illegal act, and a very serious illegal act, committed by Mr. Williamson
without any instructions [vom the Military Censor at all, and it is quite clear that there were
no instructions on the 23rd March to open the correspondence of people using this box. Mr.
Williamson gives this reason—I do not want to be unfair to him in any way—he gives the reason
that he could not ascertain what was literature unless he opened the letters. Now, that is a
reason which might appeal to the man in the street that knows nothing about postal matters.
Surely it is not a reason which should appeal to a Postal officer of over forty years’ experience.
He must know the sacred nature of sealed letters, and if he had read that instruction by the
Censor of the 18th December carefully he ought to have been aware that when the Censor orders the
censorship of circulars issuing from this association it is quite a different thing from ordering that
the correspondence addressed to or coming from that particular box was to be held up, opened,
and retained. That is all T have to say on what I have treated as the first charge—that is, that
a military censorship had been established over this box in the interests of the Roman Catholic
Church. :

On the second charge we Liave proved that some forty-five letters addressed to ministers were
posted on Friday night, the 6th July. It was admitted they were posted in time for delivery on
Saturday morning. Two we have proved were never delivered at all. The Post Office has made
no attempt to meet that charge. That surely i a serious matter.

Mr. Gray: Have you proved they were posted !

Mr. Ostler: Yes, two witnesses have proved the posting of those letters. Two separate
niinisters have said they did not receive their notices at all. Now, that is two in forty-five, an
average of something like nearly b per cent. If the average which is stated in the Post Office
return to Parliament of one error in practically half a million letters due to errors in the Post
Office is correct, then 5 per cent. is something a little bit unusual. To put it in decimal figures,
as Mr. Williamson put it, whereas the average they have found of errors due to Postal officers
is 000,002, the average in this case is 0°05. The vest of these letters, we have proved, were
delivered on Monday, except two or three which were delivered on Tuesday morning. With regard
to Mr. Garland’s and Mr. Macdonald’s evidence, I quite agree with my friend there may be roomn
for saying they were really delivered on Monday and not got until Tuesday; but in regard to
the Rev. Reuben Bailey’s letter there can be no mistake about that, because there is a note on the
envelope, which he states he put on it the next morning, that he did not get it until Tuesday morn-
ing. Seeing that, for the reasons I have given in reference to the first charge, the censorship was
not imposed by the Censor at all but By the Solicitor-General, and was therefore illegal, it must
follow that these letters were illegally detained. '
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I want to say a word about the stamp paper that appeared on some of these envelopes. It
is a most curious thing, and there is something therc that has not been properly explained. The-
two witnesses who posted those envelopes swear they did not put any stamp paper on the back.
The ministers T called proved they did not put that stamp paper on the back; the stamp paper
was there when they were delivered to the ministers,  The Censor admits he opened those letters.
How did he open them? They are ordinary sealed envelopes stuck down, and your Worship must
know how tightly gum sticks.

Mr. Gtray : The Censor did not admit that he opened these letters.

Mr. Ostler: 1 believe my friend is right; but he said, generally, he rather scouted the idea
that he could censor letters without opening them. He admits he had these letters for censoving,
and the natural inference is that in censoring he must have opened at least some of them. How
did he open them?  Those letters were not cut open; they were letters on which the gum had dried
in the ordinary way. They must have been steamed open in some way: how else could he have
opened them s

AMr. Gray: He has not said he opened them, to begin with.

Mr. Ostler : He was not ‘ permitted to say ”’ that; but he did say that he opened letters in the
course of censorship, and it is ridiculous to suppose he could censor these letters without opening
them. I submit there is something unexplained there, which if he had been permitted to say would
have cleared up that point.

As to the third charge, we have proved that nine persons to whom filled envelopes were posted
received theirs empty—Mr. Shackelford, Mr. Lowe, Mrs. Fisher, Mr. Symons, Mr. Hannan, Mr. B.
Smith, Mrs. Stuart, Mrs. Stainton, and Mr. T. Smith. We have also had the admission by the
Post Office—a thing we did not know—of a tenth letter, addressed to Mr. Findlay, returned through
the Dead Letter Office with no contents. In addition a postman informed Mr. Jamieson, and the
same postinan informed Mr. Bilby, that he had delivered other empty ones. That postman was
called, and he said he was joking. All I can say to that is that Mr. Bilby and Mr. Jamieson are
not fools; they would not come here and give that serious evidence of things they thought were
said in jest. They came here and they said this man said he had dclivered others cmpty.

Mr. Gray: “ Others like them.”’

Mr. Ostler: ¢ Others like them,”” if you like; it does not make much difference.

Mr. Gray: All the difference in the world.

Mr. Ostler : 1 think you will find Mr. Bilby said ‘‘ empty,”’” but it does not matter. Then,
another postman told Mrs. Stainton and her two daughters that he had delivered others empty.
That postinan again has denied that ; but in that case there are three witnesses against one. Another
postman told Mrs, Stuart he had delivered a number of them on his round. I admit that is am-
biguous—it might have meant full or empty ones. Another four letters posted full were not received
—Mr, David Goldie, Mr. Woodruffe, Mrs. Irvine, and Miss D, Smith. Miss D. Smith gave most
positive evidence she had posted a letter back to box 912 containing an empty envelope and a
note. Thut letter lLas never been received, and the Military Censor is not permitted to say
whether he has that still or what happened to it. In two or three instances—I think in three,
but possibly two—the postmen when asked about the contents of envelopes said at once they con-
tained notices of a meeting by the Orange Lodge. T think that was said to Mrs. Stuart and to
Mr, Hannan and Mrs, Stainton—at any rate, to the first of those two. T submit that the attempt
of the two postmen to explain that away is quite unsatisfactory. Mr. Roan said he heard Rusden
sav he had an invitation to an Orange meeting, but he did not sec the letter. How, therefore,
conld he know that the cipty envelope which he had taken to Mrs. Stuart was one of the same
kind? He admits Le did not see the letter; how therefore could he know that? The other post-
man, Ellis, says that he saw the letter next morning, and that it contained one of those egg-shaped
tickets produced. The next morning was the 4th July, and these tickets never came from the
printer until the 6th July. I say the attempts of the postmen to explain how they got to know
what those envelopes contained are quite unsatisfactory, and their evidence should be rejected.
I do not know how many more there are that have not come to light; but I say the instances we
‘have proved show that there has been some tampering with the letters in the course of post. Now,
the proof that they were posted full is strengthened by the fact that although they went through
three sortings in the Post-office, not one was held up as being empty either in the mail-room or the
letter-carviers’ sorters’” rooni.  Only two withesses of all the sorters that were called were bold enough
to state it was likely to happen out of the great body of sorters. Of all the number of sorters that
were called, and I suppose there must have been a dozen, only two out of the lot were bold enough to
say it was likely to happen. I submit that a fair estimate, without going through at a wearisome
length the whole of the evidence of these sorters—a fair estimate of the evidence of those sorters
is that although it was possible it was not in the least likely. Not only have we the evidence of
Mr. Bilby and Mr. Keyworth that the letters were properly filled and posted, but we have the
strong evidence of those letters going througl all the sortings without one being discovered empty.
We cannot be expected to prove who abstracted the contents of those letters. All we know is—and
it is freely admitted by Mr. Williamson and the Postal officials—that there is opportunity for
letters while in the course of post—tor the contents to be abstracted, and we say, in view of that
evidence and the evidence I have already referred to, the fair inference is that there was some
tampering with those letters. If the average of errors in the Post Office is only one in half a
million, as stated in the return, then these fifteen or sixteen cases of irregularity in not more than
2,500 letters shows conclusively, I say, being so much above the average, that there must have been
some design in it and not merely error, and 1 hope your Worship will agree there was sufficient under
those circumstances to justify the charge. Mr. Williamson has complained that no particulars
were given him to enable him to investigate the charge. The particulars were withheld on my
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advice, and it may have been right or wrong, but I submit it was given on these good grounds:
First, we knew that Miss Smith’s envelope had not been returned; we knew it had been posted
and not received ; we knew it was held up in the course of post.  Secondly, the Postiaster himself,
Mr. Williamsoen, had rushed into print within an hour or two after the tine he first knew the charges
had been made, and said there could not possibly be any truth at all in them, instead of, as
one would expect a judicial officer to do, saying, “ Well, if Mr. Blliott will supply the full par-
ticulars we will make investigation >’ : he prejudiced the matter right away. Thirdly, Sir Joseph
Ward had made a statement in the House in which he made a very angry and foolish threat that
some one would be prosecuted—I do not know whether it referred to Mr. Elliott—therefore it became
necessary for us to carefully preserve all our sources of proof. Fourthly, we learned that the Post
Office had employed detectives to try and show that the contents of the letters had been abstracted
before posting, and also employed Post Office agents to interview persons who received letters from
which it was alleged the coutents had been abstracted. I submit, therefore, that that justified us in
withholding the information until this inquiry took place. I I admit that 1 ought to have written
to Mr. Williamson and told him what we proposed to do. I left it to Mr. Klliott, and he to me.
1f it was my mistake I apologize; but I still say we were justified, in view of the «Lttltudc of
the Post Office, in \v1L1|}mldmg the particulars until we came to this i inquiry.

Mr. Gray has tried hard to draw the red-herring of religious prejudice across the scent in
this case. He went so far in lis opening address as to accuse Mr. Howard Elliott of making a
public attack on the Catholic religion. There is not one word to prove that—not one word. 1
defy him or any person in this room to produce evidence of one word said on that point by any
member of the Protestant Political Association. Mr. Gray las produced Press cuttings in an
endeavour to show that this propaganda has met with public disapproval. Now, I am willing to
admit that the Press of this country is on the whole conducted with cleanness and impartiality,
and in such a manner as to veflect credit on itself; but the Press dare not publish what the
people are thinking on this point. When the Press of this country gets up against a great vested
interest, the Press is either silent or neutral, and obeys the behest of that great vested intercst—
every one in this room knows that. For cxample, every one must know that the great majority of
the community at the present time is firmly convinced that in the interests of cfficiency and economy
the hotel-bars should close at 6 o’clock until the end of the war. We know from the records
of the polls that for many years the majority of the people of this country have voted prohibition.
All those must be in favour of it; and we know also that many other people who never voted
prohibition think that as a matter of policy and sound good sense that should be done; thercfore
there must be a big majority. Can any one name a paper in this country that has consistently
and fe(ulcssly advocated that reform? Not one. Why? Because the Press of this country would
be up against the vested interests of the liquor traffic, that big interest that can spread its
largesse in the shape of advertisements. We all know that is so. The Press of this country
dare not publish the truth of what the people ave thinking on this question. I beg your Worship
not to be led astray by that red-herring, not to 1mag1ne that the motive of the Protestant Political
Association is religious prejudice. The issue in this case is purely political, not religious in
aly sense. _

I yield to no one in love of country and Empire. I am as anxious to see our Empire great and
strong and united as any person in this room, including your Worship. 8o it is with every member
of the association which it is my duty and privilege to represent here to-day. But our Empire will
never be united and cleansed of disloyalty until we have the courage, when we see sedition rearing
its ugly head, to denounce it as such. The Empire will never be united while men exist in power
who are so nevvous and distrustful of liberty that they think plain and true speech on political
questions is mischievous because it is calculated to offend traitors. I am not going to say that
every Catholic in this country is a traitor, because I do not think that is so. Many Catholics have
given loyal service to the country, and many have made the supreme sacrifice. T claim for all
Catholics as well as Protestants veligious liberty, and I would raise my voice in defence of the
liberties of Catholics as well as of Protestants. But I say most earnestly-—and the same thing was
said on the public platform within the past month by the Prime Minister of Australia—that there
is a dark and powerful force in this country, whose political activities are inimical to the
best interests of the country. 1 believe that this inquiry is one of the first moves in a
fight which will surely be fought to a finish to curb and break that power for evil, and for
that reason I am proud to have been able to take some small part in it. If I thought that plain
speaking on this subject was likely to estrange a loyal section of the community I would be the
{irst to condemmn it; ‘but no one can read that literature emanating from that section without
seeing that that is not the case. 1 do sincer ely trust that your Wor shlp will not agree with the
‘mhutor General that it is mischievous, whether in time of war or peace, to boldly challenge and _
fight disloyalty to the Fmpire, and that you will assist by your finding in this case to uphold our
liberties which our fathers so dearly won, and which we have so freely bestowed on all classes and
all creeds which have the inestimable benefit of the shelter of our flag.

His Worship: My next duty is to report to the Governor-General and forward iy findings
to him. The inquiry is closed.
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AH. Statement of evidence of William Richardson,

Al.  Mr. Seabrook’s correspondence with Postmaster-General and Prime Minister,

AJ.  Copy of The Menace. (Also BT and BU.)

AKX and AL, Correspondence regarding stoppage of correspondence to The Menace.

AM. Mr. Elliott’s Hamilton meeting : local newspaper criticism

AN. The Green Ray.

AO. List of undelivered correspondence from Protestant Political Association, with letter-carriers’
reasons for non-delivery.

AP. Envelope with gummed paper on back.

AQ and AR. Tablet.

AS. Envelope addressed to Mr. Taylor; postmarked with flap in.

AT. Mr. Gailey’s inquiry for missing letter—wrongly addressed.

AU and AV. DParticulars of staff and business of Post-office, Auckland.

AW, AX, and AY. Instructions regarding censoring of conespondence of box 912.

AZ and BA. Complaint of non-delivery of letter; Post-office blameless.

BB. Letter with gummed paper on back.

BC. Memor andum re three alleged convictions of Auckland Postal oﬁicers

BD. ““Woman Voter.’

BF. Eight empty envelopes passed in sorting by Messrs. Linton and Comrie.

BG.  Mr. Linton’s explanation of passing empty envelopes.

BH. ““Special request’’ letter surcharged %d.

BI and BJ. Town Hall meeting, Auckland, 11/7/17; local newspaper reports.

BK. Mr. Comrie’s explanation of passing empty envelopes.

BL. Sample of Post-office gummed label used for sealing packets found open.

BM (1), (2), (3), and (4). Copies of four letters prepared by Mr. Elliott and passed by Censor.

BN. Correspondence of Post Office with Mr. Elliott and of Mr. Gray, K.C., with Mr. Llliott’s
solicitors.

BO. Mr. John Findlay’s envelope.

BP. Mr. Howden’s envelope.

BQ. Examples of misaddressing correspondence.

BR and BS. Auckland daily papers containing advertisements similar to those in 7'he Menace.

BT. The Menace, with advertisements objected to.

BU. The Menace. (Also AJ and BT.)

BV and BW. Churchman’s Magazine, 1915 and 1916,

BX and BY. Lnvelopes with card and cireular (not referred to in ev1dence)

Approzimate Cost of Paper.—Preparation, not given ; printing (650 copies), £90.

By Authority : Marcus F. Marxs, Government Printer, Wellington.—1917.
Price 5. 6d.]
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