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LCD ANGELES, CALIFORNIA, WEDNEODAY, JANUARY 6, 1970 

'9:20 A.M, 

(The following proceedings were had in the 

chambers of' the couDt, all counsel with the exception of 

Mr. Hughes being present 4) 	f 	 - 

THE COURT: All counsel are present. 

understand, Mr' Kanarek,YOu want to. 'speak tO. 

the Court about something. 
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, 	: 

26 

MR. UNARM. Yes, your Honor. First I would like to, 

in connection with my -- with how =oh time I have to argue. 

It is my belief, your Honor, that in a ease of 

this duration„ six months and so forth, that counsel should 

not be limited in arguMent. The days that your Honor has 

indicated I have argued)  actually I have not argued anywhere 

near that amount of days. 

The first day I argued I think was about a half 

hour or something like that, as I recall. 

But in any event, your Honor, I would like to 

tell the Court this two days I stated yesterday, that is)_ 

as I stated a "guesstimate," it could be longer than that; 

it could be much longer than that in terms -- it might be 

several days longer than that. 

The point that I am getting at to the Court is, 

the prosecution has taken six months -- 

THE COURT: Now, let's be realistic, Mr. Kanarek. 
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1 It has not been six months. We started taking evidence in 

this daze on July 24th. That was the date.of the opening 

3 statements. 

MR. KAVAREKt Well, whatever it is, your Honor. 

THE.COURT: Well, it is not six months. 

MR. UNARM: Right. 
F 	 I 	

• 

What I am saying, Z Om tot -- this is not like . 
the situation where I:am asking for "equal time 

BUt I have issuesi thOre is Dianne 14ake3 there 

are other.-- there are issues here, and we are under the -. 

under the gun, so to speak here. 

12, 
	 Mr. 5uslioi has spoken; he stated he is going 

. .14 to speak another three days, 

It isn't a matter of time. 

THE QOURT: Be has nbt told me anything about three 

16 days. 

1T 
	

MR. ICAUREKt I believe this is the statement he made 

18 on television. 

19 
	

MA. BUOLIOSI:. No, 'I never said that. I said based 

_28 • en 'all of the, issues that have been raised, it prObably 

21 :would take me two days, but I have not mentioned the figure, 

22 three, 

24 

25 

,26 

:6 

.9 

.10. 

16 
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1 
	MR, UNARM I heard three flays . 

THE COURT: Get to the pint Mr. Kanarek,' What is 

it you are trying to tell me? 

MH. KANAHEK: The point that I am trying to, get  aczoss 

is the point that certainly I am not bound by any particular.  

time. I am bound by what is reasonable in these circum-

stances and what is correct. 

THE COURT: You. are boUnd by the limitations that the 

Court places on yott. 

10 
	

XANAREK:. •01couse;.. 

The bailiff doei !hat your Honor says,I am 
A 	, 

under your HonorIS power, yoUr HOnOr has the pol4erf  the. 12 

naked power to restrict 13 

THE COURT: Yesterday when asIced you your estimate, 

15 you said two days, and I told you X. 1144 "going to:hold'yOu 
5 	 , 

16 to it, and you immediately stared hedging and said that you 

17 wanted more time. 

Non, six full days plus part of another day is 

i9 ample time to argue. 

20 

 

MR, ItAgAREK: The paint is that your Honor is the one 

who is making the "- 

ME COURT: Another matter, The six full days that 

23 you get in this court are considerably longer than you would 
• 

24 normally get, since we start these proceedings at 9:00 

25 olclock,and go until 12:00; we start again at 1:45 in the 

26  4fternoon and go until 4:30. 
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So, you are getting considerably longer time 
each day thah you would normally get in a trial. 

YOu are simply going to have to organize things. 
3 

You have been rambling around. It is obvious that you have 

teen speaking extemporaneously without much plan, and you 

:will have to organize it. 

MR. KANAREKt That is not s04 I:take the transcripts 

home each night and Igo over them each and every night in 

connection with matters before the Court. 

. - Your Haut:a' is the one to rule, but I'am saying 

that to put an arbitrary limitation of time on this in. 

Context with what the prosecution has done in this case and 

13 
11 the mud that they have slurred- against Mr. Manson 

THE 00VRT: 	not'get into that. I don't want to 

hear a speech: . You' can save that,for.  the jury.. 4 	4- 

16 
	 kgbodpart of the.time I think has been totally 

47 	 t 
wasted in your argument by reason of .things that. you .have, 

said, but that is up to you; ,L1 yOu Want to waste yoUr 

you can waste it. 

Over six days is ample time to argue this case. 
20 

MR;KANAREK: I think not, your Honor. 
21 

• 22 
	 THE COURTI Have you anything else to bring up, 

gentlemenl 

MR. KANAREK: Yes. 

I want to inform the Court that I Certainly -- 

my purpose is to be done as soon as possible, but my position 

14. 

'18 

39 

23' 

24 

25 

26 
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.that it is a violation of due prOcess under the Fourteenth 

endment t the United States Constitution and Equal 

3 
rotection„ and in Violation Of the California ConstitutiOns  

he right to effeCtive counsel as well, Which is guaranteed 

Y due  process 'under the Fourteenth Amendment. 

THB QOURT: gothini has, happened yet. 

MR, KANAREK: or your Ronor,t0 cut Me off arbitrarily 

THE COURT: in facts  Mr. Kanarek, I will tell you 

nether thing. It appears to. me that when an attorney 

Jo ambles in Buell a-fagaliOn as you have and takes .so much time 

13 

.12  
u  :forctng the court into limiting your argument so that you 

*In have another point to raise on appeal if there i0 one, 

15 

o do things that other attorneys can do in a fraction of 

hat time, I begin to wonder whether or not you are not 

aNwito 

17 

10 

19 

40.  

• 

26  
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2a-1  

,3, 	: 

' 

5. 

6 

7 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

, 15 

.16. 

17 

18 

19' 

21 

R. UNARpC.: You see, your Honor, again,. I have 

stated on thia record that I don't wish, to attack the 

integrity of the Cotirt„ I believe the Court has integrity, 

I have stated that and I don't wish to deviate from that,. 

and it is not my position to question the Court's 

:integrity, but I'd like to point oUt one thing, and that 

'has to do- with another motion.. 

It is one thing to broad brush, you can look-

sharp and sweet and real smart, but what counts' is these 

words in this transcript, and you can get up and try to 

.0umMarize, but these jurors are not tape recorders, and that 

is why .I make the motion that I made yesterday. I Make the 

:Motion that this Court send into ,the jury room the 

'transcript_ of the proceedings. 

THE COURT: I am not goingto.do that. 

MR. XANAREK1 May I finishI 

THE COURT: You have already made that motion. 

and it has been denied. There is no point`' in making it 

.again. 

KANAREXt. I am trying to convince the Court, 

think due process and equalprOtection„ ins. long trial, 
ti 

22  

23 

24 

28 

take that essential,' 

THE COURT: Have you anything else' If not, we are, 

going out into the courtrOol. 

MR. KANAREK: Yes. One other thing. That has to do 

with the two jury instructions that we submitted to the 
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16 
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18 

19 

20 

21 

: 

23 

24 

25 

' 
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Court . 

I wonder if your Honor could let me know what 

:your Honor's ruling is in connection with them? 

THE COURT: Well, here are the ones that you submitted 

yesterday, in addition to all the others that you have 

submitted from time to time. 

MR. XANABEX% Yes, your Honor. 

THE COURT! -Oiler the past month. 

Mg, XANARBX: Yes, your Honor, 

believe the District Attorney has, very 

recently, submitted an instruction also. 

I would like to know what your Honor's feeling is 

n connection with that instruction. 

THE COURT: That instruction, the One that you are 

referring to, was submitted.following an instruction which 

we have here to which an objection was raised by the 

defense to CALJIC 206 in the form in which I proposed to 

give it, and it was redrafted as a result of that conference. 

this is nothing new. 

Now, the instructions -- I don't know whether 

these are yours or not, Mr. Xanarek. You, apparently don't 

'know how to submit instructions, 

There is no name on it. 1 have no idea who 

submitted it. There arenoauthOrities, There is nothipg, 

They are not in the proper,  form, and I don't 

haste tq accept them,.  
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14A. KANARM Your Honor, it is in the proper form, 

I believe. , 

'SHE COURT: They are not in proper form., 

MR. KANAREK: I wish it to eo to the jury withOUt 

any kind of marking on it. That is why I did it that way, 

your Honorb 

	

THE CQURTr You 	better learn how to, submit ajUry 

instruction.„ fir.. Xanarelt, if you want me'to,give it any 

serious Canada:cation. 

Now, I have two in my hand that have no 

designation of any kind on them. .I don 't know where they 

este frOm except that they were handed to me by the clerk. 

Are these yours? - 

MR. KANAIIEK: Yes. 
4 .r 

I asked the clerk fOr the nutbsts so it would be 

in series with the numbers that the Court has Used, and 

upon being. giyen those numpers„'T will be glad to put the 

.numbers on. them. 
	yt 

It has nothing ,on; it, be:pause I belleve'the.jury 

should get nothing -but the bare law,"rather than a title 

ox' rather than who aubmittid it.: 

I think the best way to give it. to them Is .with- 

Out anything except the bare Yaw on it, and that is why it 

is done that way. 

Ttt COURT; I haventt studied the two requested 

inStructions that were submitted yesterday. On first 

. 	 . 	. 	• 	 . 	 . 
,ftbi/YY.*Id1.•.%11.  ,,IMY1.•••••••••••• ••••••.7.••••••••,•••••• •• 	 
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reading, though, l have some serious questions as to 

Whether or tot they will be givers, 

.MR. KANAREK: Welll. certainly, the purported 

.statement of Mr, Flynn, that is, his statement as td$ what 

lir. Maria= said in the kitchen, 1 think we would all agree 

s riot a confession. 

3 
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; 

It is not -- because in order to be a confession 

THE COURT: Is "we on the jury'' -- 

MR. KANAREK: Pardon? 

THE COURT: You mean "we an the jury"? 

MR. KANAREK: I mean those of us in this room. 

THE COURT: You keep using that expression to the jury. 

MR. KANAREK: Those of us in this room. 

THE COURT: Those of us on the jury? 

MR. BUGLIOSI: His Honor will instruct us jurors, 

THE COURT: All right. Certainly you can argue this, 

Mr. Kanarek. You may arS4g that whateVer Mr. Manson said to 

Mr. Vlynd• was not a confession. That is certainly a 

legitimate argument. 

But as to whether or not this instruction is.  

appropriate, I have serious qUeStions about it. 

9 

c 
, 	10 

12 

13 

14 

is 

io 	 i.IR. KANAREK: Then I would ask the guidance of the 

Court because certainly we want some kind of instruction to 

18 • that jury that that is not a contessian. 

19 
	

THE COURT: The jury will be instructed on both 

20! admissions and confessions 

21 
	

MR4 KANAREK: That does not. do it,„ your Honor, not 

22,  

23,  

24 : 

',25' 

26 

in terms 

valid position because in order to be,a,Confetsion'it must --

it must have within the four corners of the confession that 

THE COURT: Ofcatirse; that is your position. 

MR. KAUA,REK ;Yes,. your Honort  and T think it is a' 
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• 

:4 

5.  

6 

 

which would convict the man. 

Being responsible for killings'  it does not .show 

any-nalice,aforethought; it ,does not show any premeditation; 

it does not show any ascertainedindividuals. 

ThatIlfateMillt'is not a. Valid confession, 

THE COVET: 'All right, you can point that out ‘t0 the 
. 	- , 	• 

 

 

7 

8 

 

jury. 

   

  

KANAREX: No, I-think'in'tile context ofthes4 

proceedings it is a denial of fair trial and equal protec-

tion and due process under the'Fourteenth ArtendMent as Well 

as California law for your Honor not to instruct that jury 

ap to -- the laymen that are on that 4ury, that this is as a 

matter of law not a confession. 

'THE COURT: Mr, Kanarek, if that were true then upon 

request of each counsel I would have to go through and 

designate each Statement that eery person made, and-say, 

"This is not a confession; this is a confession,'t  

That is ridiculous. 

M1. KANAREN: Hardly,' your Honor, hardly, DeCause of 

the eMPhasis off' what we are talking abou. 

MR. KEITH: The Court might decide against us and 

Instruct the other way. 

THE COURT: I have indicated to you I want to. look 

them over -more carefully, Mr. kanarek, because as I say, I 

don't know where they came from, whO they belong to, or  

what the purpose of them was when I received them. 
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HR. KANAREk: Xi.. Darrow was infOrMed as-towhat they 

were, your .Honor. 

Wal/IOSX; Mr. Kei11 had.same.ihstructions,'too'. 

KEITH: Yes, I submitted ,some. 

MA. BIJOLIOSI: I would like to be heard On one 

them. 

THE COVET: Thera is only ohe that has not been ruled 

: on k. 

MR. EtTGLIOSI: That is, mere presence -- 

MR. KEITH.: I did,  not see that among those the 

Court planhed to give; it may be there, I may have missed 

it., but I dOn't think tp. 

The Court is going to instruct that mere 

associatiOn does not make someone a co-conspirator, asSoci- 

at ion with other-  alleged co-conspirators. 

MR. BUGLIOSI: That is true. That is the law. 

But More presence, thi$ is traceable back -- I 

think this is a. misunderstood area of the law. In fact, the 

last case I had, I had to come up with some authority On 

it because the CoUrt_actually thought that was the correct 

rule. 

The mere presence rule, your Honor, dates back 

to an old common law case, King vs. RichardsOn, it' refers 

to a situation where the defendant is fortuitously found at 

the Scene, like two people walking down the street and ohe ' 

of them assaults G, and the other party-  is just there. 
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1. 
	 The mere presence rule does not apply tO a 

2 
situation where somebody.  goes deliberately, deliberately 

3 
goes to the scene for the purpose of helping out. 

4 
	 R.-.MM: I still feel 1 am entitled to argue that 

411 the evidence shows, in this case is that the Defendant 

.6. 
Van Houten was not 	maybe. was not at the scene fortui., 

tously, but nonetheless she lacked intent to do this, that 

and the other thing, and her mere presence• without any 

other 'evidence 

THE COURT; Doesntt the aiding and abetting 

instruction cover all this, =either she was aiding or 

'elletting, or aiding •and abetting, or she wasn't? 

, MR. KEITH: -I intdndlto argue along the lines .icf that 

instruction as fa• r'es the theory of the defense .that she 

was there x- and that was 

THE COURT: I will look at your authorities, 

Keith, and before you argUe'iwIll let • 'you know. 

BUGLI08I: I Williaakthe Court tj read People 

vs. Hymer„ 118 Cal, Ap. 2d; and also PeOpIe Vs. Durham, : 

70 Cal. 2a, where the Court says thatmere presence at the 

scene is enough if the very purpose Of the presence is tO 

.help out. 	- 

THE COURT: What 'is the other one? 

MR. BUGLIOSI: People vs; Durham, 70 Cal. 24. 

Rymer iS 118.  Cal. Ap- 2d. 

TUE COURT: I will take a look at all of your 

9 

.16 

lI 

12 

.13 

14 

15 

10. 
• 

17 

is 
• . 

20 

21 

22 

23 

25.  
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7 

authorities. 

MR. KEITH; Ay proffered instruction dees not suggest 

or tell. the jury that presence or failure to prevent'a Crime 

4. .. being committed can be considered with other evidence in 

5 . 
 
determining guilt or innocence. 

6 
	

The only evidence is mere- presence, and it is 

not enough tcrconvict. 

TEE COURT: Well, are you contending that there is 

something incorrect about this instruction that Mr. Keith 

is requesting? 

It appears to be a correct statement. 

MR. MUM! The thing is I think it is misleading, 

your Honor, and I think the aiding and abetting instructions,,  

the co-conspirator instructions ,. 

MR: KEITH: But the jury might think just being there 

is aiding and abetting, And it need tot be at all. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

15 

J6 

18 

19 

20' 

• ,21, 

22 

23 

24 

26 

26 a 
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AR. BUGLIOSI: If the Court will Supplement that 
with a statement that mete presence is enough if the 

purpose of the presence is to help out, I would have no 

objection. 

AR. KEITH: Suppose I am present at the scene of 4 

crime and I done t help, out, am I still an alder and 

ab6ttOr? 

NE. BUGLIOSI: If the reason you are there is to 

help out; definitely. ' 

You donit have to do one single thing. If 

A :and Zkciame to .a bank 

THE COURT: We don't .have to have all this on the 

record.' I will read the authorities and we will discuss 

it again before I make a ruling. 

HR. DUREX: To thole two instructions I handed 

in, I handed them in without numbers on them for the 

Convenience Of the Court because I know the Court -- I 

• know the Court is getting jury instructions. 

If your Honor will tell me what numbers --

THE COURT: I am not talking about numbers, Mr,, 

Eanarek„ I am talking about the total abgence of any 

indication as to what source they came from. 

NA, UNARM I gave them to Mr. Darrow, And I'm 

sure Mr. Darrow has presented them to the Court. I am  

certain Hr. Darrow and I have a very good relationship; 

Itm certain he told the Court what the source was. 

3a-1 
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1 	: 

4 

 

THE COURT: But the documents do not so indicate. 

Now, letis get on to something else. Is 

there anything else before Ve go back in to resume the 

argument. 

ER. KLVAREK: L'ell -- 

THE COURT:.  I will review the requested instruc- 

tions. 
4 

R. KANAREK: I just wculd like to make this final 

point, your Honor: 

I think your Honor would agree that a 

confession must have all of the .elements of the crime to 

be a confession. 

That is what the law says, I would ask your 

Honor, because of the very important aspect of this, just 

like your Honor for instance has given a special instruc-

tion about suppression of the evidence. 

THE COURT: 117:. Kanarek, there are a number of 

statements by different defendants in this case, some 

of which could be considered to be confessions, some which 

obviously do not meet the rale. 

The jury will be instructed as to what a.  

confession is and what an admission is, 

NM, KANAMK: The danger, your Honor -- 

TUE COURT: They have to apply that rule just like 

they have to apply all other instructions, if it is 

'aPPlieable they will apply it; if it is not applicable 
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3a.-3 	1 
	

they wonit. 

	

.2 
	

MR. KANAREK: The danger to the instructions the 

Court is giving, they' do not state that the confessioA 

	

4 
	

must have within its four corners all of,the elements, , 

	

5 
	

and there is• great danger that Mt. Bugliosi will.' argue 

that this is a confession, 

That would be improper. 

.• COURT: He has a right to argue that just 

like you 'have the right to argue that it is not.. 

R▪  . KANAREK: tio„ your Honor, because how can he 

argue something that is patently wrong, if within the 

four corners there is no confession, it is improper for 

bim to argue that is a confession. 

He can argue it is an admission. 

THE COURT: You have made your point, Ht. Kanarek. 

I understand what you are saying. I dontt agree with 

you. 

	

13 
	

MR. KANAREK: Can be argue au admission is a 

confession if it is clearly an admission as a matter of. 

law and not a confession, your Honor? 

MR. FITZGERALD: i have one small point I would 

like to mention in the event that any of the defendants 

are convicted of first degree murder there obviously is 

going to be a penalty case. It is going to be lengthy, 

at a minimum we won't conclude by March, probably it 

will be May or June. 

9 

6 

ao, 

,12 

13 

14' 
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BUOLIOSI: What: 

HR. FITZGERALD: Ue understand you are going to 

call 40 witnesses. 

MR. BUGLIOSI; I thought your case would be that 

long. 

HR. FITZGERALD; To put on a defense to those 

homicides is going to take us a month and a half or so, 

so we are talking about 

MR. BUGLIOSI: WC are not sure we are going to put 

on those murders; we are thinking about, that. 

We are going to put on the incident that 

happened up in Franklin Boulevard, but that is just 

nothing. 

We are giving some serious thought whether 

we are going to put on the Hinman and Shea murders, but 

in any event I imagine the defense will put on something 

even If we don-It put on those murders, is that correct? 

BR. FITZGERALD: That's correct. 

HR. MUGS': I don't know how long that will 

tke. 

HR. FITZGERALD: If you don't put on these other 

homicides the penalty will be very short. 

NCR. KAY: How long? 

MR. FITZGERALD: Insofar as Patricia Irenwinkel 

is concerned, two days. 

The only reason I brought this up is in the 

2 , 

3. • 

4 
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event we are zoing to get into these other homicides, and 

it's going to be a considerably protracted affair, as I'm 

sure it will be, I wanted to ask your Honor to change the 

hours of the. Court. 

The reason I wanted you to do that is Mr. Shinn, 

Mr.. Ran trek and myself are in sort of dire financial straits' 

and we are just going to have to -- there is just no way 

economically we can continue unless wo are allowed to make 

other appearances in other courts in the event we are 

projecting towards the first part of the summer. 

THE COURT: I can certainly appreciate your position, 

liar. Fitzgerald. on the other hand, there are a number of 

other considerations. If this trial is going to go on for 

any protracted period, in fact I would seriously think that 

gmybe the hours will be increased rather than decreased. 

We have many things to think about including 

a jury that has been locked up a substantial period of 

time. 

1.  3a-5 
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HR. FITZGERALD: I agree, I an sympathetic. 

THE COURT: I think it would be a serious mistake 

on the part of the people to make a protracted penalty 

trial. 

19 
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On a case like this if they dontt have enough 

evidence after seven murders, assuming the guilt is based 

on all of those seven murders, if that is -not enough for 

them to make up their minds, rdon't think showing them 
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anything else 'would serve that purpose. 

Again, there are other considerations, but 

certainly appreciate your position. I will give it every 

consideration. 

HR. UNARM: Your Honor, 1 wonder, are we going to 

be interrupted again in connection with Mr. Mranson being 

brought back for his synthetic -- for this publicity 

bid by the District Attorney again tomorrow on the Shea 

case? 

THE: COURT: It is possible; it is possible. 

There is another proceeding in 100 where he 

will. have to be present some day soon. 

Now, whether it's tomorrow or not I don't know. 

MR. KANAREK: Well, it is set for the 7th in 

Department 100, and l again make the motion that your 

Honor voir dire the jury, that we take an evidentiary 

bearing, and that we determine by an evidentiary hearing, 

taking -testimony under oath, asto the various witnesses,, 

it is my belief and I allege that, the District Attorney 

is deliberatelyinaecting publicity into this community to 

sabotage this case with malice in connection with the. Shea 

matter and the Hinman' matter, and I make a motion we have 

a voir dire hearing. 

THE COURT: You havd made this motion a dozen times 

-- not a dozen, three dozen times, Mr. Kanarek, or more. 

Don't just keep repeating it. 
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Motion denied. 

ML KAIIAREK: To convince the Court, your Honor, not 

last to make A record. 

THE COURT: Motion is denied. 

Incidentally, gentlemen, if there is a penalty 

phase 1 propose to start it immediately after, without any 

delay, after the verdicts come in. 

MR. KAY: Your Honor, it is possible the People 

might need just one day in order to wind their witnesses 

up,. since we did not know when the jury would be coming 

back. 

V,TO won't need more than a day. 

TiE COURT: I -can appreciate that. Obviously it 

cannot start the moment the 'verdits come in. 

There will have to be some delay. 

Iam'talking about no Substantial delay. 

MR. KAY: Oh, yed t  yes, we understand that. 

TEE COURT: All right,.gentlemen,let's resume.  

(The following proceedings were had in  open 

court in the presence and hearing of the jury, all counsel 

with the exception of Dr. Hughes being present;. The 

defendants axe not physically present.) 

TEE COURT: All counsel and, jurors are present. 

You, may continue, Mt. Kanarek. 

MR. KANAREK: Thank you, your Honor. 

Good morning, ladies and gentlemen of_ the jury. 
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:Yesterday we were discussing the testimony of 

Mr, Jakobson. 

111, 	:In connection with that testimony, we note that 

Mr, jakobson testified concerning his conversations with .  

Jilt. Manson On various topics, the philosophies of 

Mt. .Jakobson and the philosophies of Mr, Manson. 

And so we have, at around Page 14,100, the 

.conversations that went on. 

Wow, again, we could:sit up here and exhort and 

argue and editorialize, bUt really„ the heart of what we' 

are supposed to do'in this case is make a decision based 

12 upon evidence, and if there is any question aboUt the inter- 

14 :. weaving Of,these issues, then I am Sure that the Court 

14 would be. more than glad.  to .listen to anything that anyone 

is :.-On the Jury may wish to ask 

For instance, it may'come to pass in the JUry• 

11 . room that we may find some principles of law that .seem to 

be Operating in Opposite directions, That is, one principle 

of law seems to say one thing and another principle or law 

Seems to say the other thipe 

that kind or: a:4145 u$Sion should come 

about 1, am sure that WelloUld all agree that the Court 

23 ' would be most hospitable in trying to do whatever shoUld be 

21 - done in order'to'detertine a part4ul'ar matter tpatliay 

11" 

	

	25.  :. a knotty question, and we know that law libraries have.  got 

26 • literally thousands and thOuSands of bOpks in them'. Thik 
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Los Angele$ County Law Library down here has, 

'And ao,, reallyl  the task in connection with the 

big package of jury instructions that we are.  going to have 

14. the jury room is, going to be something that is. not 	it 

not,going to be an easy task. 

And so, in connection with what Mr, takobaon 

says„ what place does that have'-- what place does that 

have -- in these proceedings? 

It tertainly., by Mr, 4akobsonTs testimony, it 

certainly 14 clear that nothing Mr. Jakobson, is testifYIN; 

to-has anything to do with the two days that the prosecution 

has alleged a '4Onspiracy took place.. 

Ile, I think,'would agree, there is no question 

about that, by the statement of times when these conver-

sations took place. 4r. Jakobson, doesntt purport, and the 

prosecution doesntt even purport, to tell us that 

it Jakobson was present during.the two days in questionw 

- :And so, .that being the 	-- that being the 

case _*, clearly 1,  anything-that Mr. Manson said, 'not only is 

4.t being adidtted, 6upposedly,1, meafi„,and'in faCtthi 

Court made the order, not only is-  it being admitted only,  

against r. 1.4anson but- it 14 1.10,t bqing,admitted, duriiii the 

4 r , 

„ 

And the Court is,going to instruot.us-that not 

only must statements be made during, the time that the 

conspiracy is allegedly going on, but the statements must be 

time.of the conspiracy. 	. 

4' , • 
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made in purSuance bf that conspiracy; the statements must be 

Made on behbilf of the conspiracy. 

   

6 

10 

   

.12 

13 

, 14 

15 

'16 

   

17 

'40 

21 

22 

.23. 

24 

25 

26 

   

    

000026

A R C H I V E S



al 

8 

2.0,-217 

Just idle statements made that have .nothing to do 

With the cOnspiracy cannot be used in' connection with 

deciding guilt ter 'innocence. And the reason tar that is 

because Ire.go back to the heart of whet we are. speaking of 

'in a criminal court,. and that is intent. 

That which is done must be &One with criminal, 

intont. It must be done with the idea of breaking the law* 

And when someone stands on a street corner or ' 

When someone utters languac,ethat'may sound and have within 

it some very vigortu$ Vdrds, just the mere utterance of 

those words doe: inbt include ti Crime or criminal intent un-

less it is •done on behalf of a crime, done with criminal 

intent on behalf of the cOnSpiracy. " 	 ,.% 

By the same token, that which occurs after. the 

objects of the conspiracy have:Co4e'to fruition, from the 

prosecution's viewpoint, then' what la said afterwards cannot 

be used to prove the conspiracyl that is, our other charges 

that we have, and that we don't want to forget. 

I am sure you will all remember the discussion 

we had in,  connection with what it takes to make up a 

.conspiracsi. 

Sc), bearing in mind, then, bearing in mind All 

of this' elicitation Of testimony as tb Mr. Manson'' 

statements, and so forth and so on, where do they fit into 

the'picturel 

Do they corroborate Linda Kasabian? 
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Well, we .Suggest that they do not corroborate 

Linda Kasabian. 

And very interestingly, -- very interestingly --

the P6o0.0 could have corroborated Linda Kasabian if they 

had desired to, and there is a very Significant -- and that 

is why wesugest that we look at the transcript rather 

than the statements er counsel, -of'any counsel. 

Stephanie Schram 	and this might be lost if we 

40/vt.ga over the transcript word for word; this might be 

last; and I aftsure it is not lost on Mr, Kay, r. Nt*sich, 

Bugliosi, Mr. StoVitzwho was here also, all of the 

peOple in,  the District Attorney's Office who go over this 

transcript every day, it is not lost, I am Sure it is not 

lost -- noW,:let's look a Page 14,07.7  of the transcript and 

see,  Whether the prosecution could have, if they wanted to, 

if it, it fact, existed., if they believed it existed, 

.if, they could have corroborated Linda Kasabian. 

,Page X977 

"On the date, August'8, 1969, Linda, 

were you still liVing at Spahn Ranch? 

"What was'the,date? 

"August 8, 1945. 

"1 presume."' 

There we go with Linda, as to the very date that 

we are speaking about here, the date that the Tate matters 

allegedly started: "I presume." 
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!ton  we have a leading question by Mr, Buellosii  

"At any time during the day :ddlou.rioall 

3 lir. Manson sayine anything about Helter Skelter?" . 

After a colloquy with the Court, the question is 

5 .answered at Line 23. 

you recall my last question, Linda?" 

Linda indicates: "No." 

The question is asked again; .another leading 

,9- :40estion. 

10. 	 "During the day of August 8th, do you recall 

11 	Mr, Manson saying anything aboUt HeIter Skelter? 

32 	 IlYeZ, I do.n  

At Line 5 at Page 4978; 

14 	 ;THE WITNESS; I believe that was the day 

is 	he came back from Big Sur or wherever he came 

' 16 	back from. 

17 	 "He came back from some place? 

zs 	 "Yes. 

lo 	 "THE WITNESS; And he wat,telling us -- I 

20 
	

remember I was sitting on the crouch in front of 

21 
	-,.. they gall it the gun room 	where Danny used 

22 
	to sleep. 

23 
	 wiDanny De Carlo? 

24 
	

"Yes. 

25 • 
	 "About what time was this in the day? 

26 
	

"It was in the middle of the afternoon. 

4b 
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"Okay. 

"Agd'I remember that the new girl that 

he brought back, Stephanie, I believe her name was 

Stephanie, now, and maybe a few other people were 

there, Clem, maybe, I cannot remember faces again. 

"Clem. Tufts?" 

And we know who Clem Tufts is.. He was the 

man that was supposedly in the automobile. 

It is our belief, for whatever it may be 

worth, that Linda Rasabian was in the La Bianca house 

just as much as she vas in the Tata house. 

It is our belief that Linda Kasabiatiliartici-

pated -- participated -- in whatever 'Tex Watson participated 

in 'for` reasons that we have spoken of previously. 

Well, in any event,. the- answer On page 4979: 

"Yes, and he was telling us about his 

trip up it Big Sur and that the people were really 

not together, they were just off on their little 

trips, and they just were not getting together. 

"so he came out and said 'New is the 

time for Hefter Skelter,t" 

So, we have Stephanie Schram present and we 

have Clem Tufts present. 

'Why didn't the prosecution, if this in fact 

existed., and we knc the law of corroboration, the 

prosecution knows the law of corroboration, why wasn't 
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Stephanie Schram asked about this conversation? As why 

wasn't she asked about a lot of things, about a lot of 

the fairy stories that Linda Xesabian has told us? 

-She was in the heart of it. Stephanie Schram 

was a prosecution-witness. 

Does that have any significance? 1i4t is fpr 

is to decide. 

We think that it does, We think it is most. 

significant, that Stephanie Schram was there at a time 

when supposedly there was a conspiratorial .statement, a 

conspiratorial statement that would substantiate the 

prosecution, and she is not an accomplice, but she s not 

asked that. 

Does it have any significance? Does it have 

any.  meaning in this trim,? 

That is for us to decide. 

Going on farther. 

"The night of the afternoon that Mr. 

Manson said 'Now is the time for flelter Skelter,,  

were you still at the ranch that night? 

"Yes. 

"Was thid the evening of August Sth, 

1969? 
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"I believe so." 

And so forth and so on. 

am sure that Mr. Bugliosi will 	he may 
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have something to say about this when he speaks to you 

again, but whatever the prosecution May suggeSt when he-

speaks to us again, there is no,reason, 4Phere is no reason. . 

why Stephanie Schzara would not have been asked the questions 

if She was present at this conspiratorial conversation. 
4 
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And so there is no corroboration. There is no 

corroboration: And if there iz anything here that we 

question, Judge Older will be more than glad, Y am sure, 

to have it read back for us. 

Now, despite Mr. Manson's what has been portrayed 

to us, what has been portrayed to us as a person who has' sate 

unusual iiieasa  I think it is fair to aSOume,it is fair to 

assume, that all of us have soms_sense of huMor. 

In. any event, agal,n :it is for the jury to 

decide As to the,  meaning df these bits of evidence, 

a 

9 

to 

12 

.14 
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21 • 
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24. 

25 

Page 14,101.' 

mad Mr, Manson Say that 114 .ltended to 

do during the black-white,war • 

°A. 	Yes. 

-"What did he say? 

"Be was going to go to the desert with his 

people and coMpletely.  avoid it then‘ 

°Did he say where in the desert -he was 

going tO,g62 

"Be firmly believed that there was a pit, 

abottomless pit in the Death Valley area that 

could be lived in, and inhabited and quite 

possibly 'was inhabited., 

"Did he say he intended to inhabit the 

bottomless pit• during Helter 31 elter? 

"Yes. 
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"Now, you have indicated that Manson said 

that he believed the black man would prevail in 

this war with the white man 

"Did he tell you whether or not he felt the 

black man would be able to handle being the 

	

6 	 Establishment, handle the reins of power?" 

Now, is that a leading question/ roes the 

.1 question suggest its own answer? Or is it N. Eugliosi's 

9 ,opening stateMent„ the prosecution's -opening statement, Coming,  

' 10: by this ddridult, by way at r. Jakobsons 

	

11 	"Ultimately no, they mOuldnit. They 

	

12 	 would have,tOcome 

"Why wouldn't they be able to handle the 

reins of power? 	• 
11-e• 

"It just wasn't their thing. It was' a. . 

creation of white man'si and ,they Would not be' 

able to handle it. They would not want it. 

They, would dust finally put it 'down„,dgiVe it.back 

to the white man that was left. 

"Did he say who the white man was who 

mould be left?"' 

NOW, do we need 14r, Jacobson to answer that 

question,. Or would we be able to figure, in the context of 

this trial, as to what that answer was? 

"Well, he would be left and anybody else who 

had been into the desert with him, and survived Helter 
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kelter. 

"S6 then the black man eventually would 

dome to Mr, Manson, is that Corredt? 

nes, in essence, yes., 

. "Now, for what purpose would ,the black 

man come to Mr, Manson, as far as Mr. Manson 

was concerned? 

"For help, to.  give it back. he would not 

	

'9 
	 want it after he had it 
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'f  is what they were prophesying. They were the 

loaders of the movement, within the words axed 

context of their songs.". 

And when we consider the black man situation 

in this, and we certainly 'would agree that someone like 

Tex Watson 	his name "Tex, "and so forth, meaning he 

comes fron Texas -- we certainly' can infer that -- his 

first name is Charles; but in any went, assuming 	which 

I think is a very good inference -- he came from Texas, 

it may be that Charles Watson does not -- we certainly, 

all of us, would agree that there are some people in 

Texas that have some very definite feelings concerning black 

people. 

tild when we look -- when we look — at the 

wounds that we have seen and that we will see when we 

study these pictures, these wounds being of a very personal 

nature, a personal vendetta, we can fairly well assume that 

these wounds, and what occurred is the personal vendetta 

of Charles Tex Watson, because,.again, fr. Watson's presence 

in these proceedings is eloquent by his lack of being 

mentioned except allegedly as a puppydog,. 

We can infer, certainly we can infer, that 

what occurred in connection with these wounds, that they 

are wounds which were inflicted by Mr. Watson,. 

And again, we on the jury have to decide this 

based -- and we have to apply -- that is why we have the 
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doctrine of reasonable doubt -- reasonable doubt means that 

something has to be proved to, a near certainty. A near 

certainty is what reasonable doubt means. It means that 

we must be fairly certain. And the prosecution must prove 

their case beyond a reasonable doubt. 
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And so, we must then try to place Ht. Watson 

in these proceedings, and if we feel, that Mr. Watson is 

a puppydog, that is one thing. If we feel that Mt. Watson 

is not a puppydog, if me feel that Mr. 'Watson is someone 

who i$ carrying out some kind of a personal vendetta, 

personal malice, some personal feeling of his in these 

various and sundry and horrible wounds that we see 'in those 

pictures, then we must come to a conclusion consistent with 

what our definition of criminal intent is, and our 

definition of criminal intent is that a person is saddled 

with his responsibility, that he is saddled with his own 

acts, he is saddled -with his own intent. 

And in this case, there is DO question but 

what, as We have said, thote wounds are personal. 

If we look 	Prykowski and If we look at 

Abigail Folger, if we look at these bodies -- Abigail 

Folger„ who also could have been saved by Linda Kasabiaft, 

according to her statement -- these are personal wounds. 

These are stab wounds that are made by the person himself 

or herself on behalf of their own -- whatever their 

purposes were. 

Now, around page 14,108. 

"Haw often did Hr. Manson play this 

album out at $pahn Ranch? 

"A number of times. A lot of times." 

Referring to the Beatlet album. 
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"It was played over sad over again." 

It other wrds, it was played at the Spabn 

RanCh over and over agaih. 

Mr. Hanson was not the only human being living 

at Spahn Ranch,. according to the prosecution's evidence 

here, independent of Linda Rhsabian who 	the accomplice 

as a matter of law. 

There is no question that W. Watson lived 

there. There is no question that other people live there. 

And six, When a record is played)  lots of people 

may bear that record. 

"Did you bear Mt. Manson play any other 

Beatles albums? 

"No, 

"Just this one here? 

"Yes. It was the current Beatles album. 

"Were there any particular songs in 

this particular Beatles album that Manson played 

the MIOSt? 

nal) Blackbird, Revelations 9. 

"Is that Revelations 9 or Revolution 9? 

'iRevolution 9." 

Bugliosi clears that up for Mr. Jakobsoft. 

"Sexy Sadie., Blackbird. and Revolution 

stands out to me. 

"What about Reiter Skelter? 
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"Yes. Helter Skelter, of course, yes." 

Naw, why "of coarse"? 

Because Mr. Jakobson and the prosecution have 

spoken, and Mr. Jakobson it tuned in as to what the prosecu- 

tion's viewpoint'is, 

Why else that word '"of course"' Why not 

"of courSeas to some of the other words. 

"What about the Piggies? 

"Well, that is one of those.songs - 

that 1 mentioned, isn't it? 

"I am referring. to that white album." 

This is the question now. 

"I am referring to,  that white album 

now. 
"Among the songs in the white album , 

are,• of course, Hefter Skelter, Blackbird and 

Piggies, and also tevolution 

That is the question. That is the prosecution 

talking. That is not a response to a question. 

"I am sorry. The songs all run together 

with me. I donk.t associate much with the titles. 

But yes, the title Piggy." 

Now, up to that point, when we analyze this 

testimony in detail, Mr. Jakobson had never mentioned the 

words "Piggy." But the. prosecution clears it up or him. 

He also „doesht t even remember very much about 
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10 

11 

12 

18.  

14 

15 

16 

17 

 

these songs. They all run together, But after a few hours 

of session with the prosecution' in 'discussing this case, 

we then have what we have coming out in the courtroom..  

"Do you recall :him playing the song 

by the Beatles Piggies; is that correct? 

"Yes. 

"And, Blackbird? 

"Yes. 

"and Helter Skelter? 

"Right. 

"And Sexy Sadie? 

"Yes, that's right, 

"And Revolution 9? 

"Yes." 

So, we have the prosecution testifying cocern- 

ing these songs, because the prosecution asks the question 

and the witness then says °Yes. 

"Now, there are several other songs 

in this album. 

°Did he play the ones that I haveAust 

mentioned more than the other songs? 

"Yes. 

"They were all played, but those were 

referred to more. 

"Those five? 

"Yes. 

 

18 • 

 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23- 

24 
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"Did Mr.. Manson • appear to know the 

words to those songs? 

"That is what I meant. He could quote 

from those songs. 

"He used some of the verses of those 

songs in his own music. 

"You know, it was a couple of years , 

ago, so it all 'runs together.1,  

In other words, in evaluating this testimony, 

we must consider that Mr.Jakobson says it all runs together. 

So, What does it mean? 

It means, again using - our yardstick, or our 

suggested yardstick of Dr. Katsuyama and Dr. Noguchi, is 

this evidence credible in the sense of can we believe its  

can we use it, can we say that we can apply this evidence 

to the law with the unshpking ability that we have as far 

as Dr. Katsuyama and Dr. Noguchi are concerned? 

2 

3  

4. 

5 

• 6 

7 

a 

9 

11 

• 12 

13 

14 
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Is this evidence 	'it all-runs together, words 

o that.  effect, leading questions -.- is it credible to be 

20 s234 

= used in the Context 0,f, these pr oceedings2 

5-1 

2 

4 
Those of us on the jury, that is where the 

5 
decision must be. That is really, the name (If this gate,. 

• 

this credibility of witnesses. That is what these trials 

sally are all about, because the CoUrt will instruct you.  

tiat this matter of credibility is all up to the jury. It's 

all up tO the jury to decide these aspects of credibility, and 

S
ir some of these witnesses 	if some of these witnesses are 

Knot credible, then we must make certain decisions, and even 

12
though there's a .ot of words here as to Mr. Jakobson's 

13
testimony, can we rely upon those words to tell wanything 

ryas far as this. trial is concerned? 

15,  
together. 

We know it was a couple of years ago; it 411 rune 

No*, at Page 14,1B2, X am trying to cover the high 

u
_oointa here. 

19 	
Every night we take home all of these 19000 pages 

sof transcript and try to ferret out and take away, keep these 

remarks as succinct 44 Possible. 

But when you have 19,000 pages of transcript, 

23
tte job is not as easy as if one had a much smaller 

rtranscript. 

25 
	 There are many, many, many matters that we would 

2fi 
like to go into that we are net going to be able to becaUse 
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17 

18. 

14 

40 

20 2 

.of the sheer volume of words that have been uttered by the 

Witnesses.. 

On Page 14,13a.: 

"ct 	Directing your attention to 

People's 268, ,and particularly the ninth 
r k 

chapter here, Revelation 9. 

"Are yOu familiar with thel.angUage- Of 

Revelations 9? 

Well, I have read'it. I am not 

really' familiar with it. I can,,t quote It. 
2.' You have read ReVelations 9 before; 

is that correct? 

°I 	Yes," 

- There we have some kind of an insight, perhaps, 

4nt0 whether we can believe what Mr, Jakobson is saying, not 

in .thee sense that Mr. Jakob-son is not -- is not telling us 

Perhaps what comes to his mind at the Oartieular instant he 

is testifying, but the question 140  is the raw material there 

in his mind when he said 	when he says, "Well, I have read 

t, I am not really familiar with it; I can't quote it.°  

Itg 

4t4 	You have read Revelations 9 before; 

is that correct? 

"A. 

Row, then, this is the prosecution asking the 

question: 

fl 	 Directing yoUr attention to the 9th 

21 

2z 

23 

24 

;25 

26 

000045

A R C H I V E S



20 

21 

23 

24 

25. 

26, 

20,236 

1 

2 

3 

5. 

6 

7-

s 

9 

io 

ii 

12' 

13 

• 1* 

"chapter, Verse 1, the language 

''And the fifth angel blew his trumpet 

and I saw a star falling froln heaven to earth, 

and he was given thp key of the shaft of the 

bottomless pit,' 

"Did Mr. Manson ever tell you what that 

language meant? 

"A. 	Well, the bottDmleWpit meant a 

lot to Charlie." 	
4 ,  

THE COURT: ASkOt.  "Is the,answer,•yea? 

THE WITNESS; Yes. 

"MR. BUGLICS/:' • Who did he say? 

The bottomlesd pit waS the bottomIebs 

pit in the desert, Death Valley4 

11Q, 	Where Mr. Manson intended to go? 

Where he intended to go. 

And escape Reiter Skeiter? 

As -a refuge„ yes. 

HQ; 	Directing your attention to the fourth 

verse: 

'They were told not to harm, the grass of the 

earth or any, green growth or any tree, but only 

those of the mankind who have not -the seal of 

'God upon their forehead.' 

"Did Mr, Manaon say what that language 

meant? 
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25 
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2o.237 

.• a 

9.  

.10 

11 

12- 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

-g2 

23 

g4 

"TEE WITNESSf. Charlie said -- 

"THE COURT: Is the answer yes? 

"THE WITNESS: I am sorry, I Will have to 

have the question. 

"MR. BUGLIOST: Very well. 

"4 	Directing your attention to the 

fourth verse -- 

"THE COURT: Listen to the question, sir. 

"TEE WITNESS:-  I am listening„ your Honor. 

It gets lost in the exchange. 

"THE COUiT: What I mean is, rather than 

giving an explanation, the. 'question could be 

answered yes or no; did Wray something about 

it or didnit_he? 
. 	. 

"THE,WITNBSS: Yes, he' did. 

1T 

verse? 

trA•  

04 

forehead? 

"A. 

nci  

ttiL 

BY MR. BUOLIOSI: About the fourth 

Yes. 

About the seal of God upon their ' 

Yes, he did. 

What did he say about that? 

That the men that had the mark he 

'WOuld know and they would be with- him, 

It was very subjective." 
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Now, what a person's religion is is sometimes 

Obscure. We think of religion many times as the big, 

beautiful churches on' Wilshire Boulevard, or wbotever they 

may be in Southern California. 

But a church. can be a person's body, can be 

a church as far as religion goes. Who is to say? 

The First Amendment, besides protecting 

freedom of speech protects freedom of religion for all of 

us. 

We don't know, we have seen 	we have seen 

the. mark that Mr. Gutierrez testified to upon the forehead 

ofltri. Manson and others in this courtroom. 

'Whatever it is, whatever it is, whether it has 

A bit of free speech connected with it, whether it's got 

a bit of freedom of religion connected_ with it, we see 

these people, all of us have seen around 7th and Broadway, 

there is a man we have seen for years, This man -walks 

up and down. with a Bible in his hands yelling some kind 

of words about_ various things that -- of a religious nature, 

Now, that man is a church by himself, 'walking 

around. He doesn't have -to be'a big beautiful building 

to be a church. 

And so whatever we have here, whatever we.- 

have here we have a situation where somebody is 	ever 

they are doing, they are doing it by something that motivate8 

them down, inside. 

5a-1 
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So the question that we have to decide is, 

does this, this land of language and all of that, does 

that •constitute ,- does that constitute anything that we 

can use in the context of everything that is in this trial, 

to find someone guilty of murder, these murders? 

This is what we have to decide in this case. 

And we think that whatever this Biblical --

whatever this Biblical reference is, and however it is 

used,, that is certainly within the First Amendment, freedom 

of religion aspect of our life, and that is one of the 

things that we have to consider in deciding this case. 

On page 14,153 the prosecution asks: 

"Mr. Jakobson, in your various dis-

cussions with Mr. Manson, did he ever discuss with 

you what he believed to be a proper relationship 

between parents and children'?' 

'TEE WITNESS: :Ted. 
It 	that did he say? 
it .6. 	Any relationship like that warm very 

bad because the carryover from the parent, any:of 

the parentls hangups went directly to the Child 

then, if there was a relationship." 

Now, can we find in that bit of evidence any 

kind of inference that we must -- that we must Usd because 

supposedly 'all evidence is relevant and material, what can 

we use that bit of evidence for, about Mx. Manson's maybe 

5a-2 

2 

4 

7 

8, 

9 

11 • 
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13 
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itg So he believed that there should not be 

!IQ between parents and children. 

2. 

3 

4 

7 

8 

9 

.10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

19 

20' 

21 

22 

'23' 

24? 

25 ' 

26 

2Q, 2/40 

peculiar attitude concerning the parent-child relationship: 

a close bond 

Yes. 

Yes." 

Well, evidently neither did Dianne Lake's 

parents believe that. 

Dianne Lake's parents, we have in this court-,  

room evidence, and that doesnrt come from any accomplice, 

that Dianne Lake was, I would 'gather, almost forcibly 

evicted, told to leave her home at the age of 13 by her 

parents. 

And she was also introdUced to drugs,' evidently, 

chemicals, dangerous chemicals were Ingested in her body, 

because of the influence of her p6.rents: 

"A 	Yes, between parents, and children,. 

Between parents and children? 

`A 	Yes. 
Itr) 	Did he say anything about education? 

"A 	Yes, 

NI 	What did he say? 

"A 	It was the study of 2000 years of war, 

history, and so on. It had no worth." 

Many many people in our community today have 

gravedoubts about whether our educational system is what 
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3 

4. 

 5 

: 

8 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

it should be, It is one of the burning issues of the day 

as to what we should do in the field 04 education. 

Vhat has that to do what has that to do 

with what we are in this courtroom for: 

"Q" -- 14,154, beginning at line 20: 
1S-Q, 	Approximately how many times would you 

estimate. you visited Manson at Spahn Ranch? 

A hundred. It is just a. figure,, quite 

often over the period of a year and a half. A great 

number of times." 

And this is significant for this reason, later 

on in this, transcript we will show-- we will show that 

Mr. Jakobson was approached on the day almost that the Tate 

'Matters occurred, and Mr. Jakobson, because he had friends, 

Mr.ldrolcher was a friend of his, he was at the Tate residence 

many times, pr4mnrily when Mr. Melcher was occupying the 

place, but the police came to him. 

Actually he. said they came to his wife, we 

will see later on, but he spoke to the police too. 

Now, if there had been any kind of thinking in 

his mind that the Spahn Ranch and Mr. Manson, because he 

had been there a hundred times, he had spoken with Mr. 

Manson extensively, if he had thought that there was any 

connection, he would have told the police at that time. 

There is a bit of circumatantia evidence that 

is most significant because, you see, what comes out of 

18 ' 

19 

20 

21 
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• 24 
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1 that witness stand we get it in a distortedasoriented 

type of fashion. 

That is, we. get questions-and answers, and we 

don't get the real, full picture. 

So the fact that somebodydiscusses,something 

here, and these words come :out and we have to conaider them 

7 in connection. with the trial, that certainly is something 

that we should do. 

But an the other hand, we look at the circum-

stance, /X -Re look at Mr. Jakobson s relationship. 

dere we have a man who on August'the $th, 

August the 9th, August the 10th tad a relationship with 

both aspects of what we have in this trial. 

14e had a relationship with the people. who 

passed away in the sense that he had visited Mr. Melcher 

at those various premises. 

And then he had'a relationship with Mr. Mumma. 

Wouldn't he have been in a position to make 

an equation .as to the events that had occurred if, in fact, 

there was anything about what he had spoken with Mr. Manson, 

if there was anything there that would indicate criminal 

culpability? 

He was in a very unique position This is a 

circuMstance that we suggest has some ,great probative value 

in this case, because Mr. Jakabson, in all his intimacies 

26 at the Spahn Ranch, knowing, everybody up there, certainly 
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1ms in the position that we have indicated and yet -- and 

yet when the police actually came to his home, practically 

before these events at the Tate mansion had finished, 

there was no -- there was no such statement by Mr. Jakobson 

even suggesting 	even suggesting any relationship of Mr. 

Manson and theseevents. 

14R. BUGLIOSIt Going outside the evidence in the 

transcript, your Bomar. Be is not drawing inferences. For 

all he knows there was a statement made. 

Be has no evidence of that. 

THE COURT: Just ..moment, Mr, Kanarek, that Will be 

enough. 

I will take up the objection after the recesS, 

to will recess at this time, ladies and 

gentlemen., 

Do not oonVerse with anyone or form or express 

any opinion regarding the ease until it is finally submitted 

to you, 

The court 	recess for 15 minutes. 

(Recess.) 
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THE COURT: All Counsel and jurors are present. 

All counsel, approach the bench, please. 

(The following proceedings were had at the bench 

4 • ut of the hearing of the jury0 

THE COURT; Just before the recess Mr, Buglipsi 

bjected to your statement, Mr. Kanarek, and I have here 

ust an“excerpt-that was typed up by the reporter during 

*he recess in which you stated in substance that when the 

olice came to Er. jakObson's home he made nO such statement, 

zo eferring to his statement suggesting any relationship 

etween Mr..Manson and the defendants. 

12 	MR. 'UNARM That's right, yoUr Honor. 

THE COURT:. It would appear to be a statement clearly 

14 utside the record, 

R KANAREK: No, on August 8th; immediately atter 

16 • Witt 8th this record revealS.he'Was Visited by police 

friceri, 

18 	THE COURT: That .i5 not the,s2P1nt. Thepoint 

19 his record contains no evidence he did not take any such 

20 tatement, 
	 I  

2.1 	 MR.. KANAREK: It also contains to evidence that he made 

2g uch a statement. 

23 	 We can infer -- Mr. Bugliosi'haS argued you can 

24 et the wings of your imagination fly 

25 	TEX COURT: just a moment, Mr. Kanarek, you pretaded. 

26 he statetont)  Just before the reoess, by saying, "This is a 
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circumstance that we suggest has some great probative value 

2  in this case," 

	

3 	NR. KANAREK: Right. 

TEE COURT: Then you so on to make the statement as 
a representation of fact that there was no such statement by 

6 mr, Jakobson. 

	

7 	 That simply is outside the record of this Oise: 

	

8- 	MR. KANAREK: The fact is -- 

	

9 	THE COURT: The objection is sustained. 

	

10 	RR* EUGLIOSI: 	yOu advise the jury, your Honor? 

THE COURT: Well, do you really want an admonition? 

	

32 	MR, BUGLIOSIt He already made the statement as a fact. 

13  Vou are sustaining the objection, If they are not told about 

it, it doesn't have any value, 

MR, KANAREK: There is no necessity; we would object to 
16 any admonition, your kronor. 

THE COURT: Why? 

MR. KANAREK: Well, your Honor, whatever was sustained 

is sustained. YoUr Honor sustained it, is going to sustain 

an objection. The fact, of the matt‘r is there was conver-

aation 

THE COURT: . Let's proceed, 

(The following proeeedingt were ,had in open. 
24 court in the presence and hearing o the juri: 

2 	THE COURT: Just before the ,reoess there was. an- 

26  ' .abjection. by Mr. 13ugliosi to a statement made by Dir, Kanarek 

17 

.03 

- 22 • 

000055

A R C H I V E S



z, 

3. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

•1O 

11: 

2 , 

13 

14 

15 

17 

19 

22..  

23. 

24 

25 
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in argument, 

The Court has sustained . the objection to that 

statement, and the jury is admonished to disregard that 

particular statement to which the objection was made. 

You may proceed)  Mr. Kanarek, 

MR. XANAREK: Yes, thank you, your Honor, 

Ladies arid, gentlemen, as to whether or not any 

partiOular evidence had come in, or as to whether or not 

any partiOUlar evidence has any particular significance, 

that is what the jury is for, and the evidence in this. case 

shows that police officers came to Mr, Jakebsonts hate-where 

he and his wife were. 

Nothing has been brought forth in this courtroom 

t.whow that Mr. Jakobsan made any statement:  whatsoever to any 

pollee officers concerning Mr. MansOn, the 8pahn Ranch or 

anything that we have spoken of. 

At that time he was in the presence of the 

police officers and he knew what happened. 

We will delineate with particularity where that 

occurred in the transcript. That what I have said now is 

parenthetical. It Is sOmething that I am not exactly readiPS 

from the transcript right now, but if there it any 

question about it)  even after we read it, I am sure that while 

the deliberations are going,on that the Court will -read the 

record*-- allow the record to be read to us4. 
Itta 	;V' MR, 1511GLi4SIO At Page 13 159:' 
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nia 	You say that during the period of 

time that you kneW Charles NansOn he asked you 

to join the Family several times, is that 

correct? 

".L. 	Yes. 

?1.4 
	

And that period again was what, 

early summer of '68? 
TrA, 	Prom the early summer of '68 to the 

late summer of '69.° 

Bo- we have a situation, whateier the late summer 

of "69. means, we have here a man WhO was on the scene. 

We have here a man who certainly in the late 

summer --it would mean August, .1 think all of us would 

incltde, certainly, the first week of August of any year, 

we would certainly consider that to be the summer, so. the 

late bummer would be after the first wtelc of August 

How many times did he ask yott to 

pin the Family? . 

DA. 	InnUmerable. 
1.14 	50, 60, 100, 10? 

Yeah, 10,' 15, seven,. 

Where did these conversations take-

place in -which he asked you to join the Family? 

A treat many places. 

"At Dennis Wilson's house -..- two or 

them at Dennis Wilson's -- Dennis Wilson had two 

3 
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"different houses,, At my ,house, Pat, 014 rancri 
; 

"I remember a specific instance up at 

Gole:r Wash)  D:a-i14 Valleys 

When was that? 

That would have been a few days 

before Thankagivins of 16a. 

141 	All right,- 

'Letts take a specific inaident. Who was 

present at that time? 

ftSuat Charlie and myself% 

What did he say to you? 

Just?  'When are youHgoing to come 

with me?' 

"Ride with' me?' 'Be with ma?' 'Be Free.' 

'Leave my wife, the children who had trapped 

me and be with hiM and his family)  the girls, 

people that loved you.' 

NI 	Did you ever in fact join the 

Vamily? 

4. I spent time with them. 

Did you ester live with them? 

Could you clarity what that means,- 

'liVing with them'? " 

And so we have a witness,, 3r. Jakobson, who 

was on the scene through 1969, the late summer of 1969, and 

signifitant part is, of course, the late summer of 1969 

:would encompass the two days we have spoken of here, and 

the 

It la 

f ? Ao  

11 

opt.  
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Mr. Jakobson is including- that in the period/  it covers the.  

time past the raid, 
4
,a11 .̀o/ 'Olat, the raid of August the 16th, 

1969 

And when he says/  nlarify what that moans," 

1ivin with them, it means in his mita, there is. a questions  

what does that mean? 
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So it means that he had some intimacy there; 

that he was to such an extent that he has to sort of think 

	

3 
	about what does "living with, theemean. 

	

4 
	 And then the question is asked: 

	

5 
	 "q 	cell, did you ever live, for instance, 

	

6 
	 at a locale where they were living? For instance, 

	

7 
	 at Spahn Ranch? 

	

8 
	

'tom 	Z spent two nights and two days out in 

	

9 
	

Death Valley, in Goler Wash. 

	

10 
	 It Q 	With the FamilY? 

	

11 
	 try 	That was the longest time, yes. 

	

12 
	 rl 	Did you consider yourse/f to be a member 

	

13 
	 of the Varally? 

	

14 
	

"A 	Not really, no. 

	

15 
	

"There was always a slight distance 

	

_16 
	

because X wasnot really." 

	

17 
	

And so We see, we see an intimacy of relation- 

	

18: 	ship where this man could have observed, could, have seen, 

	

19 
	could, have known. 

	

20 
	 After all, we are dealing with people. WO 

	

21 
	

know the type of people that we are dealing with there. If 

22 there was any such kind of conspiracy or any such kind of 

	

' 23 
	matter that the prosecution would have us believe,, this 

24. man Mr, Jakobson woad certainly have known about it. 

	

25 
	

It defies reason to expect that Mr. Jakobson 

26 would not have known about it, considering his in-depth 

20,250 
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1 

4 

'6 

8 

9 ' 

10 

relationship with the Spahn Ranch and with Mr. Manson: 

". 	You were not. a member of the Family? 

"A No. 

"0, 	Did you know Charles. Watson? 

"A Yds. 

"0 	Bow would you describe Charles Watson, 

in terms of demeanor„ personality?" 

And in the context of this trial we can almost 

give the answer ourselves. 
II 0. 	You may answer the question. 

11 "TEE WITNESS: When did I meet? 

°MR. BUGLIOSX: No. 

"Q 	How would you detcribe Charles Watson; 

his personaIity$  his demeanor. 

"A Oh! 

°He was a very happy-go-lucky, almost 
like a puppy, like a young dog, always wagging its 

tail, very lovable, very likeable, very innocent." 

Now, the language that is in that answer; can 

we consider, is this the language of the prosecution or is 

this the language of:Mr. Jakobson after the prosecution 

has spoken with Mr. Jekobson'for some. extended period of 

time: 

"Q 	Did you ever 'notice any dramatic change 

in his demeanor at ..any time that .you knew him? 

"A Yea." 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 - 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

,164; 

Tom did? 

Ti'.  

Audubon did yon attic* this ohmage 

A long period of time passed that I 

ovoe Charlie Watson sod then I sew him at 

is the early slimmer. 

f 69? 

,t 69. 

he masa t even the same per 

mit respect did yo* notice that 

41140 of life was 

is vs* like a shell 

fwd.. 	re was so 

NOM # 

te 

really is Lew 

relationship 

roJes. 

islai, at that, oiku vs s 

or is this NW. ,iakt Shew speekies 

al►t*tinn with the pr.secutiont 

see here ve sos 	a men whose 

f ral at,A *. rsshtp with the 'people 

it vbat Mme really deal with, is the 

pie, what Is at vs decide to eve** 
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• 1 

3 

s.  

4 

6 '  

7 

10'  

12 

18 

14 

15 . 

16 

• 17 ' 

18. 

10 

go, 1 

21 

22 

.23 

24 

410 	
g& 

26 

there what, a couple of times? 

And so what is the more significant, what is 

more significant than the fact that Mr.Jakobson, after being 

there, after being intimate with these people, after knowing 

what occurred at the Tate residence, after being approached 

by police officers, after doing what .he did in connection 

with the people at the Spahn Ranch, makes no mention •to 

these police officers concerning Mr. ManSon or anything else. 

MR. BUGLIOSI: Same objection, your Honor. 

NR. =ARM: There is nothing in this record 

la. BUGLIOSI: Same objection. 

TER COURT: Approach the bench, Counsel. 

(The following proceedings were had at the 

bench out of the hearing of the jury.) 

THE COURT: Read that last part. 

(hereupon the reporter reads•  the record.) 

MR. XANAREK: Your Honor, it is a legitimate 

inference. 

TUE COURT: That is no inference. That is a statement  

of fact that is incorrect. 

MR. XANAREX: Veil, your Honor -- 

TEE COURT: The objection is sustained. 

(The following proceedings were bad in open 

court in the. presence and hearing of the juxy:) 

TEE COURr: The objection is sustained. The jury is 

admonished, to disregard the statement to which the objection 
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was interposed. 

2 
	

Lees proceed, Mt. Kanarek. 
3 	 MR, KAtAREK: Mr. Jakobson was at his home when 
4 police officers came, and we will see the exact date, I 
5 think Ws August 9, immediately after August 9th or 10th, 
6 immediately after the matters occurred at the Tate home, 

H(r. Jakobson was present when. these police officers were 

there. 

Re spoke to them, There is nothing in .this

record Whateoevet to show that Mtaakobson made any statement.  

'concerning Mt. Manson, nothing, absolutely zero concerning, 

or any allusion to Mr, Manson. 

And if we are not stating that correctly, 

ladies and gentlemen, the record is here for it to be read 

I am sure the Court Will accommodate us and 

allow the record, any portion to be reread, if there is 

any desire whatsoever that that be done. 

On those occasions, page 14,165: 

"Q 	On those occasions when you did go 

out to the Spahn Ranch, Ht. Jakobson, did you have 

dinner with the Family? 

"A 
	Yet. 

no 	On several oedasions? 
nA 	Yes. 
nq 	Among the times that you had dinner 

with the gamily, did you ever have dinner at the 

	,ITI•t d.1.0.1,1144••••1•1.,•,...61;1Y1M1aul•••••••••••••,•••••••••••• 	 

10' 

IT 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18.  

19 

20 

21 
• 

22 

24 

25 

26 
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"campfire don by the stream below the stables•? 
HA 	Yes. 

NI 	Approximately how many times? 

Ur, 

Twice. 

Do you remember on those occasiOns 

4 

5 

strike that. 

"Do you know when those two occasions 

Were? 

irA 	Late in May, yes,. I do. 

"Q 	Late in:Hay, 1969? 

"A Yes. 

Ho 	And were the dinners in the evening? 

"A Yes. 

try 	Do you. know who, if anyone, decided 

when it was time to eat? 

"A Yes. 

"Q Who? 

"A Charlie. 

"o 	What did he say? 

"A 	It was time to eat. 'let's eat.' 

"q 	Mhereupon everyone ate? 

"A Yes. 

"q 	Approximately how many people? 

"A 	However many were present, and that 

?5. 	 always varied. 

26 "Q 	Could you. give me, or give us, some 

6 ' : 

7•  

8 

9.  

10 

1.1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 , 

18 

14 

21 

22 

23 

24 
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3 

7 

5d fls. 9 

10 

11 

'12 

13 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20- 

21 

22 

"type of a range? 

"A 	From 25 to three," 

pow, we see here that Mr. Manson is-  a person 

of sole fluidity. 

He has had conversations with Mr.Jakobson 

at not just the Spahn Ranch, at Dennis Wilson's, and other 

places, at M. Jakobsonts home. 

Also the people at the Spabn Ranch, that is 

a fluid group, 25 to three. 

23 

24. 

25 

26 
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In other words, at times -- .at times the 

prosecution would have us believe that this was the Army; 

that this was some kind of a situation of, great discipline. 

Well, 25 to'3 indicates that the people came and 

went as they pleased,,and that is quite a divergence of 

numbers of people haying dinner. 

1t is indicative, It .is a circumstanot.that we 

can use If -we think that it has any significance. . 

Iam referring to., thebe two Opecifi4 , 4  

occasions now, 

"A, . Oh, I am sorry. 20 people. 

 

20 people? 

Yes. 

Would you describe how everyone 

 

Was seated for dinner?,  

rid 	Yes. 

"It was down by the stream that runs in 

back or the ranch, and everybody sat around, and 

there was a campfire, and there was a rock in the 

center of the assemblage that Charlie sat on. 

 

 

Charlie. aat on a rook? 

Yes. 

And where was averyope else seated? 

In a circle. 

Around the rock? 

Yes. 

 

 

 

   

d -1 

4 

:6 

7 

9' 

10 

11 

"12 

13 

14 

15 

16, 

21 

22 

24 

25 

26 
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114 	Upon which Charlie sat? 

Yes." 

How many Western0 have we seen where something 

happens, it is the end of the day and someone who has talent 

or thinks he has talent grabs a guitar or something orother 

and sings and everybody sits around and watches him? 

Now, what I am saying is, what I am saying is, 

cortalnly we can certainly assume,, certainly we may make 

the conclusion that' Mr,j/lanaon was, well knOwn to these 

people, that Mt. Manson was thi peivon, wat -the peilions that 

was there, who was the perSon that ,was looked up t0,-and so 

la. 'forth, 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26,  

. Silt that is a far cry, that is a far' evy frOm what 

the prosecution would have us believe Mr. Manson was in 

connection with the precise matters that we have to decide 

bore today. 

And as we have said in connection with these 

young girls*  the Statute of Limitations is three years from 

the date or the incident, 

If Someone had sexual intercourse today with a 

girl that is under la, the statute runs frOm today, It 

means anytime three years froM today, that 4 felony complaint 

can be filed, and it means that mr, manaon has a series of 

felony complaints that are waiting for him after' he is 

acquitted in this-case. 

The point is .- the point is that the 

.prosecution4  the prosecution is zeroing in on Mr. Manson for 
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he reasons that we have spoken of here. 

It is clear, top these girls do'like M. Manson; 

videntIy atter they get to the ranch, somehow, evidently he 

as great difficulties with Girls from.14r. Watkins said. 

P3`4 Watkins had to go out and get the girls, 

Ceording to the testimony here. 

So for whatever that may be worth, what does 

his prove? 

9 	 NI. 	And thatis how everyone had dinner, 

? 	in those basic positions? 

L1 
	 uAr 	Yes, 

12`• 
	 0Q, 	During the dinner, iii-  addition to 

rs 	eating, would MecnOon play his guitar? 

34 • 	"14. 	Yes. 

15 	 and sine 

16- 	 Yee, he would.' 

And philosophize? 

113 	 "it 	Yes. 

4 	 )1(4, 	Would he do most of the talking? 

2o 	 ft4 	Yes. 

:21 	 11Q, 	On these two particular occasions 

in May, was Charles Watson present.* 

23 

24 	nOW. 

"I an referring to the two dinner occasions 

I don't believe he was.°  

26' 	 Sa Mr, Watkins -- pardon me, Mr. Watson, 
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nA. 	The early suMMer of 1-•69, April, May, • 

25 114 Who was present? 

I believe it was just Charlie and 26 DA.  

20,.260 

'7' 

1 according to Mr. jakobson, the alleged puppy dog, is not 

there, and.  Mr. JakobSon is there. 

These are occasions when this alleged discipline 

is supposed td be taking 	- . 	, 	• 
Mr. VEit:80:niis Out somewhere else doing what 

Mr. Watson wants-  to 	and,  this. is certain1Y(a ,:air 

implicatiOn from Mr. Jakob:souls testimony: 

8  

intended to have his.  girls do any particular type 

of work? 

ft 	Yes. 

When did he tell you this? 

114 

u(1 

S14 

11A.  

ua 	Did Mr, Kamm ever tell you that he 

I don't  belieVe .110 WAS 

Was Susan Atkins present?' 

I believe so, yes., 

Leslie Van Houten? 

Yes. 

Patricia Krenwinkel? 

Yes. 

21 

22' 

24: 

24 

June& 

place? 

ttg Where did the conversation take 

At the ranch. 

VF 

11 

12 

13 

19 
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"Myself. 

	

2 	
Tict 	What did he say? 

	

a 	 31/1. 	He said he planned to have the 

	

4 	girls begin to work in topless bara." 

	

5 	 Here we come to an interesting question which 

6 'poses an interesting question in logic, When we are deciding 

7 this case. 

	

8 
	 Mr. Manson. is, supposed" to be short of money to 

start Helter 

Mr. Manson was the great general in ,char:ge 

this. Be Would have had those people pick up money in the 

tate residence to .finance Heiter Skeltera,because Mr.. . 

ekObson makes the point here that 4r. Manson needed money so 

14 mucha  so much that he was going t6' have these girls dance 

topless, to buy the, .gold nylon rope that we will come to 

16' : shortly. 

• 17 
	

But the fact of the matter is, Mr. Manson was 

' 
	going to finance Helter Skelter. Why leave all of the 

' items at the Tate residence, and at the La Bianca residence? 

.The00 itemb are items of Worth, items that -- items of 

21 persoxial property that had great value. 

Why not take those items and finance Helter 

• 24 Skelterl 

'24 • 
	 • 	It is a circumstance that we can consider, that 

25 there was no such intent or motive or pUrpose in connection 

26 with what happened on those twO nights and, furthermore -- 
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furthermore, 'as we hare spoken of hefore, there is also the 

aspect, there is also the aSpect that 	that these only 

occurred for two nightsw 

1 

2 

3 

4 • 

5 

6 

7 

sY .  

11. 

12 

13. 

16 

7 

18 

19 

• 
20,  

2t 

22 

23 

25 

26 
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• 	2 

4 

Where was the finanoinE Coming from? Why werenjt 

there other nights after these two nights? There was no 

interposition of any kind of police action or anything else. 

So here: 

• 

7 

What did he say? 

"A.,- 	He said he planned to have the 

.gArls begin to work in topless bars, 

"(1, ' 	Did he elaborate On that? 

9 

10 

xx 

12 

• 

15: 

26 

27 

18, 

• 19- 

' 	' 20 

- 	. 

22 

.111 	25 

26 

Well, the reason he was doing it, 

you mean? 

"Jaecause he needed Money, and he believed 

that each girl could make several hundred dollars 

a week, and if ten girls were working, it is 

simple mathematics%  you'know, 

Did he sad why he needed the money? 

Yes, 

What did he say? 

flAt. 	It was in.preParationto gotO the, 

desert. Specifically %. a,ldt'of money was- needed 

to buy rope.,' 

ttA., 	Yes, very expensive rope. 

Ifq 	For any particular purpose? 

ILL 	It was Ito go into the pit with, 

Now, we get into an aspect of this case that we 

all remember, Itm sure, where the question is next asked: 

"A rope? 
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4 

6- 

7 ' 

' 9 
 

.10 

• ' 	11 

12 

13' 

,14 

15- 

16 

- L7 - 

.18 

-19 

2O. 

21 

22.  

24 ' 

2$- 

26 
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The bottomless pit? 

Yes. 

HQ 	Did be indicate to you how long this 

rope had to be? 

Yes. 
It4 	What did he say? 

"11. 	Thousands of feet were needed4  

a truck load of rope." 

And by the way, the gold nylon rope is clearly 

not the rope we have seen in thiS courtroom. That is white, 

the rope We have sten.in t is aourtrOom. 

Thousands of feet were needed4  a 

truck load of rope. 
HQ 	And this rope was to be used, to get 

to the bottom of the bottomleati pit? 

Yes. 

Dy him and his- Vamily?' 

Yea. 

Outing Ilelter gkelter? ;. 	• 
Yes:0  

Itm.sOrry, the Court struck -that. queAti 

"during Se ;ter Skelter4° tit ParticUItr.questionJUdge 

Older strucki  because on- the neit 'page here Mr4- BugliOSi:gOt 

it into evidence anyway. , 

The Court admonished the dury to disregard it, 

but the next question by Mr. Bugliosi, I am talking on 

OA.  

114 
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20 
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1 „Page 14,171, by Mr. Bugliosit 

rx 	Did Mr. Manson say when he needed 

that long rope whith would take him and his 

Family to the bottom of the bottomless pit? 

Yes. 

What did he say? 

It was when they went to the desert 

2 

:3 

4 

6 

to get away ,from HelterSkelter.0  

Bo we have again a situation where- the prosecution -

is suggesting, making, ,-,- offering questions which are 

leading and suggestive: 

11.14 	It was when they went to the desert 

to, get away from Helter -Skelter.' 

11Q,  Did he have more than one conversation 

with you, with respect to that?" 

And in that question, Mr. Bugliosi asked the 

,question previously, which We have to read to. give it :meaning., 

the previous question was in fact answered: 

Did Charles Mansen.eyer discuss 

with, you the relationship that he had with other 

members of the Family?" 

And then Mr. 3'.ugliOsi asks the question: 

:1iid; he have more than one conversation 

with you- w#h'respect to:thattl: 

Referring to the relationship with the other 

members of the Family. 
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Yes. 

n 
	

How many? ' 

!IA 	Not many, Out it was discussed 

at different times. 

5. • 
	

"4 
	

Can yOu remember any particular 

6 
	 conversation? 

7 
	

Yes. 

8 
	

LtQt 	When did that particular conversation 

9 
	

take= place? 

10 

	

	
I think it was at -Dennis Wilsons 

beach house, 

12 
	

f1 
	

When? 

• 13 
	

944 
	

It wauld haVe been September of '68, 

14 
	 tig 	Who was present2 

OA. 	I think Dennis was there besides 

16' 
	 harlie and myself. 

17 
	 nq 

	
What did Mr, Manson say? 

18 
	

He was Just talking, about the close.. 

19 
	 ness of the Family and what it was like and to 

20- 
	 have these people with him completely. 

21 
	 114 	Did he say anything else'? 

2g • 
	

4.. 	In regards to the relationship? 

23 
	

"4 	That he had with the gamily. 

'21 
	 ttru 	They were with him and this was 

25 
	

the may it shauld be)  and there is no In-between 

26 
	 and you had to-ohoose 

000076

A R C H I V E S



1 

s. 
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51' 	a
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it 

12 

• 13 

15 

6 

17 

.18 

19 

21 

22 

23. 

24 

25 

'26 

210  

""He wanted Dennis and to phooe,it 

was- as if we were ehoosinz Sides, 

"There was no in-between, you understand, 

you were with him or you were against him. 

ct Did he say whose Fami1y it was? 

Yes, it was his "a lily. 

Did he say it was his Family? 

Yes, he wanted us to- be with him 

and his Family." 
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Now, the fact -- the fact the prosecdtion would 

have us believe that because everyone at that ranch might 

3 have had some affection or feeling for Mr. Manson, that 

4 this means that we caa make an equation that will bring us 

the prosecution's viewpoint in this case. 

6 
	

This is in 1968. 

7 
	

This is at a period of time when Et. Wilson and 

8 Et. Jakobson are discussing with Mr. Manson matters concern-

9• ing his' relationship with the gamily. 

10• 
	

What is there -- remembering our rule of law, 

U remembering our rule of law that we have two days of 

alleged conspiracy here. 

13 
	

'Ore have the statement that the Court has given 

14 us, the statement that the Court has given us that this 

15 evidence is to be used only against Mr. Manson, not against 

3.0 
	anyone else. 

rt • 	 Clearly, clearly this has nothing to do with 

10 Hater Skelter or with any kind of a race war, or with 

19 
	

Sharon. Tate, or Mr. Frykowtki or Abigail Folger, Mr. Parent, 

20 Mr, la Bianca, Mrs. La Bianca. 

21 
	

You have to have a specific intent. You have 

22 to have .a specific intent to Commit murder. 

23 
	

And the fact -- the fact that Mr. Manson 

24 
	

And the people out there, people'that come and go, have' 

25 a certain, relationship, is not any corroboration, 'It is 

26 not any proof. It does not 	it does not show any 
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conspiracy on these two days. 

There is an item -- this is a red herring, this 

is a red, herring. 1 suppose there are many organizations, 

some of the greatest discipline we have in this country . 

today is in ourpplitical organizations. 

We have -- both the Republicans and the 

Democrats have -- sometimes they will. meet; sometimes the 

executive meeting via .meet and anyone who speaks against 

another Democrat is read out of the Party; and someone who 

speaks against another Republican is read out of the Party. 

During primary campaigns, during primary 

campaigns we see this; we see that there is in human 

relationships,there is this tendency to say Nell, are you 

with me or against me?" 

I mean,, how many times it our lifetime, whether 

it is in business or whatever', have we bad situations where 

somebody is either with or without, 

Ybu take the ordinary politician that sometimes 

goes on in office, where someone in an office has a certain 

amount 6E authority, and other ,people cleave to someone else 

who wants authority, or is at the same level and is fighting 

with this particular person that has authority. 

These kinds of things -- these kinds of things 

go on constantly, day in and- day out., 

The prosecution would have us baliPVe that 

this, type-of relationship, that this type of relationship her 

4f-2 
1 

2 

3 

4 
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7 

8 

9 

10' 

11 

12. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

'20 

21 

22 

23. 
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14 
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17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2027-0- 

is the kind of relationship that makes Mr. Manson criminally 

responsible for the events that we are here talking about 

in this courtroom. 

The point of the matter is, if the prosecution 

has to reach 	to do that kind. of reaching to get what they 

say is evidence that tends Ato prove this, this is something 

else that wa have to consider. 

This ig 	something we have to consider, 

the very fact of the tenuousness, the very fact that this 

goes back and the prosecution is getting supposedly evidence 

from 1966. 

25 

.26 
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19 

o. 

21 

PG„27I  

6?-1 	1 
	 This Is b. factor that ye:should7-consider; 

Now, then, we have statements like at Page 14,173, 

a where again we get into the land of lonifersationd,th4t 031  

of us have had in terms of ego, and so forth, ,VsehavioFal 

sciences have become a part of our life, scientists and 

.psychologists, and we read all kinds of things concerning 

these people. 

11 Q, 	Did he say it was his family? 

"Yes, he wanted us to 'be with him and 

hig family. 

"Did he say what you would have to do if 

you joined the Family? 

4rYes, 

"What did he say? 

"Give it all away. 

"Give what all away? 

"EVerything„ yourself, it, that, ego, 

sett. 

"To whom? 

"Well, I donit know if that Is important 

'where you give it away, but then he tan pick It 

23 	 Now, there • are the words that were uttered. Do 

24 hose words have any signifiOanael Can we use those words 

or anything/ 

26 
	

When the question is asked, he answered: 
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.3 

6 

9 

"Everything, yourself, it, that, ego, 

self," 

And the question:, , 

'3  To whom'" : , 4, 

And .he answers: 	don't know it" 
, 	. 	. 

that is important where you, give it away, but 

then he,  can piCk it up, • 
"You say then he could pick it up? 

!"Yes, it is very ambigUoUs. 

'° It's very subjective, 1 knoW 	am 

doing the very best with the words available. 

*°THE WITNESS: ., to-eXplain," 

Question at Page 14,173 by Mr. BugliOsi: 

"Did he ever indicate that if you joined the 

44WAY YOU had to give yourself up to him? 

"TT1E WITNESS: Yes, 

"What did he say? 

"That was the indication, that was the 

inference, he was the obvious head of the Family 

and., of course, you Woad Give yourself to him 

if yOu were a member of the Family* 

you indicated earlier, Gregg, that 

yoix Were in record productions, is that correct? 

"Yea. 

."You, or course, know Terry Melchert 

"I do, yes. 

21 

22 

23 ; 

24 

2s 

26 
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"And were you ever eMplOyed by Terry? 

"Yes. 

"In what capacity? 

"I was at associate of 'Terry' a and I worked 

,for and ran his record tompany and publishing 

6. 	°QmPany.. 

"In that capacity did 376u also do work as 

a tinder -- .04#nder of talent or a talent scout?" 

SO)  we* have a situation herO where Mr. Jakobstt 

is a man or some 	he is a mat that supposedly doss. work 

11 that involveSsome discretion on his part, a man who, evi. 

12 ently, in whatever kind of work he does, has some kind, of an 

13. executiVe caPacity. 

14 
	 And then again, remembering that what we.  get here 

• 15 `is just distillation, we.  ;et a feW words):we. get Mr. Jakobson 

16 impression, we have the most profound circUmstance that I 

17 think we tan think back)  and I don't know of any other case 

18 wherein a person of this type has the place that he has 

19 in these proceedings)  where he, immediately after, immedi. 

ttely after the events at the Tate residence)  knowing the 

21 :people there) knowing Mr. Matson)  the prosecution would have 

us believe that what happened there at the Spahn Ranch was 

dramatic, it was impelling, it was the kind of thing that 

-.it was the kind of relationship that just wouldn't let you. go 

it permeateA your entire consciousness; Ar. Melcher. gOes up 

there and, tees this and says he was impressed by everything 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26, 
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5, 

and we have'absolutely zero, no indication whatsoever that 

Nr, aakobson made any statements.to the police concerning 

iriManson and the Family. 

• 

1 

20,274 

6a 

that he saw, 

Tate matters 

and then on the very day, the next day that these 
is 

occurred, Air.. Jakobson/approached by the police, 

6 ' 

s. 

• 

12 Y 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 ' 

- 24 

~25- 

26 

. 	 . 	- 
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6a-1 

3 4 

5 

6 

7 

9 

10 

11 

12 

This is something where circumstances are much 

more powerful than the words uttered. The relationship of 

people is much more powerful than the actual words. 

Because if you take the words alone, we get 

an impression that is not so:  

Ht. Jakobson was living this. And what would 

be the first thing that you would think Mr. Jakobson would 

say if a. police officer walked in ,on the morning. after the 

incid• ents occurred at the. Tate house? 

The first thing Mt'ilakobson would say 5-,-we 

know it was spread all over, the word "pig"and all of 

that -- the first thing that Mr. Jakobson would say, 

13 • if there was any reason for it, would be to tell the 
14 police to consider Mt. Manson. 

15 	 . Mit. BUGLIOSI: Same objection, your HOnork 

16 ' 
	

In so many words, he is saying the same thing, 

17 
	

MR. 'UNARM: 'That is not so. 

is 	 MR, BUGLIOSI: lie is saying the same thing, and he 

19, knows if there VAS a statoment,, it would constitute hearsay, 

• 	 THE COURTt He is not saying the same thing* 

21 
	

Letts proceed4 

22 
	

The objection is overruled. 

MR. 'UNARM: Lnd we have, on top of that, we have 
'24 the fact of the raid 'onAugust the 16th, 1969. 	- 
'25 
	

And in connection with the raid of August the 
26 16th, 19690  we have a focus. 
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Certainly 1r. Jakobson knew about that, He 

knew what occurred at the Spahn Ranch. And there is 

nothing whatsoever brought to us to indicate at all that 

Mr. Jakobson had anything to say concerning thAt. 

So, the impressions that Mt. Jakobson bad 

concerning the relationship of these people, those' 

impressions were such that he saw no criminal culpability 

of Charles Hanson. 

Now, page 14,176.. 

Well, really, 14,175. 

"Q 	Did Mr. Neilson ever tell you what 

ambitions he had, if any, in the field of music? 

Yes, 

'What did he say? 

"He wanted to record. He wanted to 

get his message heard. He wanted people to hear 

what he had to say." 

And so, with this group of people at the Spahr 

Ranch, maybe Mr. Mather didn't think that this group had 

anything to offer entertainment-wise, message-vise, but 

Mt, Manson thought that it did. 

And there is certainly nothing wrong about 

that., 
And if we consider the context of the 

relationship of these parties, it is clear, it is clear 

as to what Mr. Manson's purpose was in connection with 
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these people. 

He felt whatever he felt concerning some 

social conditions that may exist, and by means of these 

people, there was to be a group that woul4 do some kind 

of entertaining, recording or whatever. And it shows the 

main, motivation here because of the relationship between 

Ht. Jakobson and Mt. Velcher, vberein„ at the bottom of 

page 14,177: 

'Burins these discussions did you ever 

ask Mr. Melcher to audition Charlie Manson? 

"Yes. 

1 
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"Ana did you have to ask Mr. Melcher 

more than once? 

"YeS, 

"Did he eventually agree to audition 

'Charlie Manson? 

"Yes. 

"Did he in fact audition. 'Charlie Manson? 

"Yes. 

"When was that? 

"Late ih May of '69. 

"'At Spahn Ranch? 

"Yes. 

"Did you.go to Spahn Ranch 'with Mr. 

Melcher? 

"I did. 	• 

"And did you set up)  make all of the 
arrangements for the auditioning? 

"I did)  yes, 

"Was this on a weekend? 

"There were two -- 

°I am referring tO the firist time now. 

"The first one may have been, I'm not 

sure. 

"The second one was whet? 

'"That seemed to be during the week)  

the following week)  it was about five to seven 

8b—1 
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r. 

2' 

"days after. 

"Sa MeIcher auditioned Manson twice 

at Spahn Ranch, is that ootrect? 

flye$.0 
4 

7' ' 

- 9 

10 

11 

Then: "After Mr. Meieher bad auditioned 

Charlie Manson on these two occasions did you 

ever discuss with him whether he was willing to 

finance and record Charles Manson? 

'0, there was no discussion. 

optd Mr. Meleber indicate that he was 

interested in financing the recording of 

Mr. Manson? 

"NO, he did not, 

"Be was not interested? 

"He was not interested, that is why there 

was no discussion.41  

Now, then we come and we see r  now, letts look, 

the prosecution then puts in evidence,. which we will look at 

now, lettS see what the motivation of Mr. Manson is. 

Mr. Manson., according to the prosecution evidence, 

felt very badly because Mr. Melcher would not audition, 
• • 

would not give him any break. 

This is the,toppcif Page 14,181. 

"After these two auditioning .datesi did 

Charles Manson ever ask you whether Melclier—wa0' 

impressed with him or was interested in him? 

12 

14 •  

14 

16 
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"Yes. 

uWhat did yoU tell Mr. Manson? 

"Re inquired what went -down, and X just 

as tactfully as possible said there was no 

interest. 

"On the part of Keleher? 

"Yes, or at least at that time there was no 

interest, 

"After the last time yoA and Melpher Went 

out to Spahr Raneh to audition Charlie, this is 

May now, of "69, did Mr, Manaon ever ask you for 

Terry Melcherts phone number? 
1. 	

"Yes. 

"On more than one occasion? 

"Yes. 

"Aid you turn Charlie down at first? 

"Did you eVentually,give Charlie Keleher's 

phone number? 

"The answering servietr number X dial. yes, 

."Yougave Charlie Melcher's answering 

service number, is that 'correct? 

"Yes. 

°At Some later time did:Manhon4ver'say' • 
anything to yOU about hiving contacted Terry 

Melcher or been to his 14aidence,Or ything 

• .; 

6 

8 

9 

3.0 

11 

12 

13 

14 

'16 

17 

1$. 
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nliXe that? 

"Yes." 
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6c-1 

3 

4 

.5 

6 

10 

11. 

12 

"Men was that, when did Mr. Manson 

have this conversation with you? 

"It would have been the first of 

the summer, 3une, July. 

"1969? 

"!es. 

"And where did you have this conversa- 

tion with $r. Manson? 

"It was over the phone. 

"Mat did he say to you and what did 

you say to him? 

"He asked if Terry had a green telescope 

spy-glass °tithe porch of his beach. house. 

"In Malibu? 

"Yes. And I said yes. 

"Ai4 he said, Rile doesn6 t now. 

"He said, 1 He doesn1 t nowq 

"YdS."  

Now, it is clear that Mr. Manson knew that 

Mr: Melcher lived at Malibu at this period of time., The 

record says so. There is no question. 

You see, the prosdeution. has said originally --

they said there was a motive, like there is a primary motive, 

and now there is a sub-motive„ and maybe there will be a 

subsub -motive. 

The primary motive, supposedly, is. lielter 
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.4 
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.8 
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19 

12 . 

13 

xa 

15 

16 

17 

18 

Skelter, the black-white war, and so forth. 

Now, there is a submotiVe which the prosecution 

has indicated to us both, by way of this evidence and, by way 

cf addressing -- making original opening 'comments -abut the 

fact of the' matter is that Kr. •Melcher didn't live there, 

that is, at the Tate home, and the fact of the matter is 

that Mr. Manson knew Mr. Keleher didn't live there. 

He knew that Mr. Melcher lived at Malibu. 

The prosecution' s own evidence shows that 

Mr. Meicher lived at Malibu and. that Mr. Manson knew that 

Kr. Keleher lived at 

So, the place, if there is going to be this 

. kind .of motive for these events, the place would. be at 

Mi. Radler' s home in Malibu.. 

Or as Mr. Fitzgerald has said, if the house, 

if the house had some kind  of a symbol, why not burn down 

the house. if there is some kind of symbol there, because 

Mr. Meicher wouldn't audition Mr.' Manson? 

Or why riot W. Jakob/ion? ,  

Why not Mr, Jakobson's house? Kr. Jakobson 

had arranged all :the auditioning and ,arranged everything. 

The point of the matter is that whatever the 

motives were at the Tate -house, Tex Watson, who was gal* 

around Southern. California, wherever he went, Tex Watson 

was talking to people)  Linda 1.Casabian Was talking.  to 

people,„ Linda Xasabian, had creepy-crawled, and we can't 

19 
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lose cur focus upon the place of Mr. Vatson in these 
proceedings merely because the prosecution has spoken to 

people and they make the statement that Mx. Uatson i8 

a puppydog and thattlr, Latson is an automaton or a robot. 

The fact of the matter is that Mr. Watoon and 

Linda Kasabian, and whoever else may be there at that 

Tate mansion, were there because they wanted to be there, 

not because Ur. /Janson had anything to do with it. 

• 
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'6D-1 :And we belieVe that the prosecution fug I well 

knows that, tbojir, Watson and Linda Kasablan were there 

becaUse they wanted to be there:, and whatever they did they 

did of their own free will and Of their own free volition. 

WM, Mr-4 Fitzgerald, in interrogating Mr. 

Jakobson, after some discussion concerning. Mr. Jakobson's 

relationship with Mr. ifielcher in the ,music business., elicited 

the fact that Mr. Manson, in fact, was recorded. 

Page 14186. 

You listened to 14anson's music; 

correct? 

"Yee. 

"Then I take it you formed some opinion 

that it was worthy of commercial exploitation in 

some fashion? 

°Yes, 	A 

"And then you proceeded to commercially 

produce his Music; is that richt? 

"Over the. period of a year and ahalf. - 

"Did you ever actually record any of the 

music.? 

"Yeal 

"In a studio? 

"Yes. 

"On more than one, occasion? 

"Yes. 
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"And were these songs? 

"Yes, 

"Manson would sing songs?. 

"Yes. 

"Would he accompany himself by playing 

on the guitar? 

"Was that a rhythm guitar or lead guitar, 

or-what kind of a guitar was it? 

"We had both, 

"Would Manson play songs that he had 

written, or would he playliin addition to songs , 	• 	- 
that' he had written, tongs other people had 

written? 
" 

"No, they'were always"Charlie's songs.ff  

Now, if Mr, Manson' wad; to :motivated by the 

Beatles and whatever, he would have 1744Yed, it Would ,seem 

like, 	maybe this isn't a big pike Of evidence; maybe it 

is at minor significance -- but he would have played the 

Beatle songs, it would seem like, with what motiVation 

the prosecution would have us believe that the Beatle songs 

had as fat as Mr. Manson is, concerned, 

. 	Ifq 	Now, the songs that Mr. Manson had 

24 

III • 	
20 

26 

written, were these songs that were aCtually 

written down oh pieces of paper, or would he make them 

up as he went along? . 

000096
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"Some of them were written down, 

"Was he, by and large, an, intuitive song- 

writer, that he would make it up? 

"Very. 

'What do you mean? Very intuitive? 

"Yes.' 

"And were you to receive a percentage of the 

gross profits in the event that Manson's music 

was commercially profitable? 

"Sure. 

"Mid in addition to this' bUsiness relationship 

you had with Charles Manson, you established.soms 
4 . 

sort of a personal rapportl, is that. cOrrect? 

"Yes, 

"Would you describe yourself, during the 

years 1968 and 1969, as being a friend of 

Charles Manson? 

"Yes. 

"Were you a close personal friend? 

"That is rough to describe. 

"When i was with him1 1. was. 

"And throughout your testimony, you 

frequently said that you had innumerable 

Conversations with Mr. Manson on a number of 

occasions regarding a number of subjects; is 

that right? 

"Yes." 
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"So$  is it fair, then, to say that you were 

with. Mr. Manton frequently? 

"No. 

"Well, when you were with hfira, you discussed 

various philosophical topics? 

"Yes. 

"And this was an exchange? rrequently you 

took one point of view and he took another point 

of view? 

"Yes,„ absolutely." 

in other words, you have two people. Sometimes 

We call that being the devil's advocate,, where we take the 

other side just to promote an argument or to promote, 

stimulate, conversation. 

Now,11r. Hanson and this gentleman indulged in 

this kind of activity. 

Does this mean anything in connection with the 

prosecution's viewpoint? 

This is Something that we• have to decide. 

Now, going on to page 14,190. 

Oh, yes. Just to give the continuity to it 

"Did it also appear to you that by engaging 

in these conversations with you, that Mr. Manson 

was attempting to arrive. at some form of,truthl—___,_ 

"Yes.. 

"In his conversations, did be pay particular- 

be 
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"emphasis to children? Was that a frequent topic 

of conversation? 

"Not frequent, no. 

"Well, when he was talking with you, 

from time to  time, about his to-called philosophy, 

would he often mention children? 

"Yes. 

"Would he mention that he was attempting 

to save the children of the cities? 

"Yes. 

"In what respect did he say that he was 

attempting to save the' children in the cities? 

"There were two specific respects that 

I could refer to. 

"Both of thee" 

Now, here is an interesting point. 

The law of circumstantial evidence says that 

if there is one view that is reasonable that points towards 

innocence, and another view that is reasonable that poitts 

towards guilt, we must adopt that -- we must say -- we 

must adopt that which points to innocence, and we have 

what we call the "not guilty"verdict. 

Now, we now have Mr Jacobson and Mr. Manson 

discussing at great length their various philosophies. 

There is nothing unreasonable about that. 

Maybe Mr. Bansonts apptoach to bow it shoul, be 
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done at Spahn Ranch, maybe his version of what a sunmer 

camp should be may not be oUr own, version of what a summeli 

camp should be, or where kids should go.to get off the 

street, We may have vast differences of opinion. But it 

would seem like his motive, his motive, as Mr. Fitzgerald 

brings out further in speaking with Mrs Jakobson, on 

the nett page, his motive is certainly not an unreasonable 

motive 

Whatever went on there in connection with these 

children was something that we certainly believe m- it 

took the children that were there away from hitchhiking, 

or whatever they ware doing. 
13 
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ReMember,Mr, Manson, this-record reveals, didn't 

2 want any.  guns.. 

Danny De Carlo said that Mr, Manson didntt 

'want any guns at the ranch. 

That waShtt fir., Manson's motivation fOr.tbese 

. 	people living together. It wasn,tt'guns,' 

And Mr. Watson is. the mechanical man In this out—

fit. He is the one that is supp4edly fixing:the dune 

buggies and all of that. 

.19 	
But in any event, Page 14,190, 

NI% Fitzgerald says: nes, please." 

12 	 Please to answer both respects., the two respects 

Is  .that Mr. aakobson referred to. 

"One had to do with he felt very strong, 

i5 ! 	aboUt the young teenrage gir10 who were hitting.  

the streets and.. going to places like San Francisco 

7 	 where they would be. very Obviously mistreated and 

Meet with bad ttds. And there Was a song about 

that's!  

And the other was -- referring to the 

younger children now -- he had a lot of concern 

about what the younger children were having laid 

on them by their parents; that any bad habits they 

had would be carried right over to the children. 

Mow, in respect to the first group of 

children you Mentioned, the teen-age girls who 

zr 
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1 
	

'"were in places like San Francisco, he felt, 

didntt he, that he could attempt to save them 

3 
	 from being preyed upon by a vicious society?" 

4 
	 And I an sure all of us heard about the Haight- 

Asbury District in San Francisoo as Well as other communes 

6. that we have heard about. Linda Kasabian said, don't knOw, 

that she lived at, what., some over a d9Zen or so communes? 

g 	 -"He wanted to we them to stay awayiyes, 

exactly. 
, 	? ' 

	

.10 	 "It was these children'thathe wanted to 

	

11 	 take into some desert sanctuary; is that right? 

'4Yes. 

	

13.. 	 "Did he also articulate to you a desire to 

. 	take young children with him to the desert? 

	

15 	 "Yes, 

	

16 	 nlbw„ did Mans= say that he was Jesus Christ 

	

It 	and the devil? Or did he say something to the 

effect that Jesus Christ was the devil? 

"In answer to your first question)  yes," 

go wherein Mr. Manson said that he was 3esus Christ and the 

21, devil. 

"In answer to both, yes. 

	

23 	 "Or did he say something to the effect 

24 	that Jesus Christ was the devil? 

25 	 "In answer tO both, yes." 

26 	 The question was, "Or did he say something 

000102
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"to the effect that Jesus Christ was the 

Then: 

"So, he„said„ in essence, that he3  

Charles Manson, embodied both Jeius Christ 

and the devil, and at the same time, he said, 

or,  at difrerent times, he said that Jesus Christ 

was the devil? 

uNo. He never said Jesus Christ was the 

devil. Not to my knowledge, 

'11 

12 

14 
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"He made no dichotomy, Janson, between 

good and evil; istft that correct? 

'Yes, that is correct. 

"Didnl.t he also feel that every human 

being was the personification of both good and 

evil, if one assumes that those terms are appropriate2 

"Yes. 

41 am answering yes to that." 

And then we come to a statement where lift. 

Fitzgerald said: In other words 

And the witness says: 

"Yese n  

Er. Fitzgerald says: 

"Indeed. Indeed." After mr. Bugliosi 
said: 

17 
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16 
	

"T certainly think he should have an 

opportunity to explain his answer. 

Mr. Fitzgerald says: 

"Indeed. Indeed. If you would like 

to explain, you. may." 

The witness says 

"Yes. 

"On a completely subjective level, 

having nothing to do with reality, just to 

intellectual concept.' 

In other words, just_ to ideas, just speaking 
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intellectually, with no connection 'with reality. 

"I mean, nothing to do with the experience 

of it.. 

"That is why it is so hard, because all 

our conversations jumped from one level to the next, 

from objective to subjective, from an intellectual 

concept to a reality or an experience. 
'%r answer to your question was ~ Yeas  

strictly in a subjective vein." 

Oh, what threw me off here, the court reporter 

Makes a mistake here. It says "Mr. Bugtiosi" at page 

14,192, but I believe this really should be Mr. Fitzgerald. 

This is a typographical error here. 

At page 14,192, line 18, thereabouts. 

"Let's say, for example, Mr. Jakobson, 

that you and I could agree that certain acts 

committed by human beings are bad acts or evil 

acts, and that there are some acts committed by 

human beings that are good acts, virtuous acts. 

"Now, assuming that, Mr. Jakobson, 

Manson would say that all humart beings are capable 

_of behaving: in both 'ways; you know, virtuous and 

non-virttOns ways; correct?, 

"Correct." 

So, here we have,two people who are :dismissing 

what, I suppose, the first discussion came about when. the 
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first two men. met on this planet and started talking to 

each other, good and evil;  and this is exactly what l+ r. 

jaitobson. and Mr.Manson are doing, they aro 'discussing 

good and evil. 

And then Mr. Fitzgerald asks: 

'Manson did not believe in any natural 

law theory of morality; is that correct?" 

And there was an objection and it had to be 

reframed. 

By Mr. Fitzgerald, page-14,194: 

"You took the poiition, in your 

philosophical discussion with Mr. Manson, that 

there were things that were wrong, that were 

always wrong, under all circumstances; and Manson., 

I take it, took some sort of a relative position 

in terms of morality? 

"My position was that there, Were' natural 

things and there were unnatural things. That was 

my position. 

"In other words, you believed in .some 

sort of natural law of morality? 

"Yep. 

'Viol Manson did not share that view? 

"Yet, 

"Ile believed that whether something was 

good or evil depended upon the attendant circumstance 
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"'Yes" 

And in philosophy and in ethics, in schools 

that are endowed with religious funds, in schools that are 

endowed with State funds, these are matters that have been 

discussed and are beim discussed probably this very 

instant throughout Southern California. 

COURT: N We will recess at this time, Mt. lanardit. 

20,297  

Ladies and gentlemen, do not converse with 

anyone or form or express any opinion regarding the'oase 

until it is finally sub witted to you: 

The Court will recess until 1:45: 

Whereupon at 121,00 o'cleck noon the.cburt 

vas in recess.) 
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1400 ANGELES, CALIFORNIA., WEDNESDAY0  JANUARY 6, 1970 

1:50 P.N. 

3 

6 

a 

4 
	 (The following proceedings were had in the 

chambers of the court outside of the hearing of the jury 

and the defendants, all counsel with the exception Of 

Mr. Hughes being present:) 

THE COURT: All counsel are present. 

I have received this morning a document apparently 

filed by Mr..Manson. It is dated January 6, 1971, entitled 

Motion To Examine Defense Witnesses and Relieve Counsels, 

The substance or the motion is that Mr. ManSon 

.apparently purporting to speak for. all of the defendants, 

Although he is the only one that signed the motion, wishes to 

relieve their counsel of record, 

Mr. Keith is not mention0d by. name,'and says 
• 

"Comes now Charles M:,Manitonl  et al.,and 

respectfully moves this Hdilorable Court to • 4 

relieve their defense counsel, Paul Fitzgerald, 

-Daye Shinn, Irving A; Xanarek, et al." 

I don't knOw whether you are supposed to be 

included in that et al., Mr. Xeith, or not. 

Then the motion goes on to state that the 

defendants would like to put on some defense. 

And it cites here various authorities and 

Alscusses the sub pet of the motion. 
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2 

3 

The motion appears to be a repetition of a number 

of different motiOns of similar character that have been 

made both in writing and Orally by the defendants in the 

past. 

I intend to deny the motions. I want the 

record to.  so reflect, that the motions ars: denied. 

2 

8 

.10 

'11 

13 

14 

16. 

17' 

:18 

19 

21 

i& 

24 

25 

26 
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Does anybody have anything else before we resume 

with the argument? 

KANARM: No, your Honor, except that i would 

:ask the Court to cOnsider Our request in connection with 

the confession4nstruction that we hive submitted, and 

We would welcome the Court's thinking as to why that 

7 
instruction Should not be, given in view of the fact that I 

a think we all would agree, on analysis, that it cannot be 

it would be, as a Matter of law, erroneous for that jury to 

10  consider that to be a confession. 

THE COURT: Well, it would be erroneous for the Jury to IL 
12   consider lots.  of things to be a confession that are in. 

13 ,evidenCe*  Mr. Xanarek. Mat is the reason, when' 	you start to 

.single out things, there is no way to stop. 

15 ' 	 MR, XANAREXT f course,.the only ore as to 	Manson, 

16 end the one.that'ws have any .- conceptually, your Honor. has 

17 
stated that each such Statement is to be used only against 

18  .a particular defendants So„ assuming, and not conceding -- 

19 
in fact, we disagree, because of Bruton and Aranda 	such 

20 an instruction can adequately be made and the jury would 

follow,it, nevertheless, l donft think that there are in 

these words that the prosecution fosters a confession. 

• There'has to be a full aoknowledgernent, as 
h 	) 

Mr. Fitzgerald said, of all of the,elements o the crime to 

be a confession. 

You Gantt have it any other—way. A confes8ion is 

21 

22. 

23 

24 

25 

26 
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very definite admission in the broad sense. 

2 	THE, =MT: We don't need to belabor it, Mr. Kanarek. 

hat is the reason that we have instructions that attempt 

0 specify what the law is, and if the jury finds that the 

acts fit the definition or the particular rule that is 

6 eing enunciated,then they apply that 'rule to those facts. 

T they find it inapplicable, then they don't. 

8 

	

	 There is no reason to believe that this is any 

ifferent in this case than any other rule that they are 

.10 sked to apply. 

MR. XANAREK: But as a matter of law, your Honor, there 

12 s no confession here. Y mean, this is our position. 

13 	 Now, is your Honor ruling that -- 

THE COURTI We dont seem to communicate, Liz'. Kanarek. 

have said it several different ways, and l don't know how 

16 - ise to say it. 

17 	MR. UNARM Well, does your Honor agree that a 

xs 44nfession must have, within its four corners, a statement 

19 hick, means that the defendant concedes each element of the 

go, :cadmp? 

21 	. MA. BVOLIOSX: There is no case that holds that. Malice 

g2 aforethought or premeditation do not have to be mentioned. 

la The name of the victim doesn't have to be mentioned. 

24 	KR. KANAREK: You don't have to have the words °malice 

25 aforethought° or flpremeditateds° and so forth, but you have to 

26 have facts which will substantiate the legal conclusion of 
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2'_" 

premeditation or malice aforethought, and 00- fOrth and so on.. 

And certainly that statement that Mr. Flynn says 

Mr. Manson made, if you take it at its full value: asSUMe 

that it happened, this Court could not say that that is a 

confession, 

Now, your Honor has made Other rulings. 

.4 

1 

2 

6 

8. 

o 

9 

11 

12 

13 

16 

17 

19 

go,  

21.  

22' 

23,  

g4 

25' 

26. 
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7 

THE COURT: The Court hasn't said that it is a 

cOnfession. 

MR. UNARM: yardon? 

THE COURT: This Court hasn't said it is a confe$Sion. 

MR. KANAREK: Then our position is, as a matter of 

'law, the most that it is is an admission. 

THE COURT: Then argue that to the jury, Mry Kanarek. 

H. KANAREK: I kflow. 	Lit We'-are entitled to toe ., 
a 

9 • dignity and the protection of a jux7 instruction to that 

effecta  since we have asked for it. 

THE CbURTI Well, we have gone over this Several 

times.. We are just repeating ourgelves. 

Anything else,, gentlemen, before we resume? 

VER. WARM: Is your' Ronor,denying that jury 

instruction? 	' 

THE COURT: I havet4t denied it yet, but I told you I 

would consider it, 

T will be prepared to tell you about it„ You 

Will still be arguing tomorrow, I assume, 

MR. KANAREK: Thank you. 

8VGLIont The instruction would be extremely 

prejudicial to the prosecution,, to tell the jury that this 

is not a Confession. 

I think it 1$ a question crfact for the jury to 

decide whether it is a confession or not. 

X personally think that it is a confession. 

4. 

5 

6 . 

.10 

11' 

.1:2 

13 : 

iti

15 

16 

17 

18. 

19 

24. 

21 • 

22 

.28 

24 

• 
25 
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1 ut assuming that I am wrong, it is up to the Jury to decide. 

For the Court to Say, "This 'is not a confession,". 

t has Overtones, you know, that Eanson did. not confess to 

4 hese crimes. 

THE COUK: Of Course it has overtones. One of the 

overtones would be that all the other statement$ in the 

case are confessions, 

MR. XANAHE: Your Honor can,yake- a0tppropriate limiting 

instruction, as yOU have, for instance, on the sup'pressiOn 

Jo. of evidence that Mr. Gutierrez testified to. ,Your Honor made 

11 a limiting instruction in that regard. 

Ig• 	.THE COURT: Because that was the only evidence of= 

13 suppression in the case. 

. But there is other evidence which could be 

15 considered by the jury to be .a confession or an admission. 

Whether they will, in factl  find it to be, is, 

1/ another matter. 

A. KANAHEK: As X say, I have no pride Of authorship. 

.0 If your Honor will, indicate what framework, I will be-glad 

20 to try to frame an instruction that your Honor would giVe, 

41 :because it is my position that that is preJudieial error, 

9 	"22- 

23 

24 

25 

20004 
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THE COURT: 'The instruction I propose to give 

adequately covers the situation, Mt. Icanarek. 

MR. KANAREK: It doesntt, because the jury has tot 

focused in by way of jury instructions as to the elements 

that are necessary for a confession. 

They may have been told 'what murder is and all 

of that, but they are not lawyers and 'without 

MR. BUGLIOSI: That is for you to argue, but the 

judge is going to give instructions as to what a confession 

is, and you :can apply the judgets instruction to Hanson's 

statement. 

You can do that for the jury. But for the 

judge to do it, I dontt agree with you. 

MR. RAVAREK: I think in these proceedings that is 

"mere argument." 

There is a dignity in jury instructions that 

mere argument- does not have. It is .a denial of a fair 

trial under the Fourteenth Amendment for the Court not 

to protect Nr. Manson from what is at best an admission: 

• THE COURT: 1,11 right, gentlemen, let's resume. 

(The following proceedings were had in open 

court in the presence and hearing of the jury, ail counsel 

with the exception of Mr. Hughes being present; the 

defendants are not present physically.) 

THE COURT: All counsel and jurors are present. 

You. may continue, Mr. Xanarek. 

9-1 
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9A) 30(1  

MR. UNARM Thank you, your Honor. 

As we look at page No, 14,177; actually 
beginning at the bottom oaf page 14,176, Mr. Jakobson was 

asked 	this is by the prosecution, actually the 

prosecution interrogating at this point: 

"Q 	You are aware Mr. Nelcher formerly 

lived at the Tate residence, 

"TUE WITNESS: Yes, 

"Q 	Have you ever been to the residence 

at 10050 Cielo Drive? 

any times. 

That was when Terry lived there. 

Yes. 

During what period of time was that? 

I guess 1966 all the way to 0.68. 

Early t68? 

On into the summer of 0 68. 

Did you tell Hr. Manson that you were 

seeking to have Terry Belcher finance him in 

recording and making the film?" 

Mich we have discussed, which we heard testimony 

22 . about. 

So the prosecution, from the prosecution 

interrogation itself, it is clear thatift. Jakobson has 

been at the address on CieIo Drive. 

Now, at page 14,197, of the transcript: 

2 
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4 
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11Q 	And you are familiar with the lyrics 

of, I take fit,, thousands of songs? 

Yes, 
It Q 	And you were listening to 'Mr. Manson's 

lyrics in 1968 and 1969, correct? 

. Yes. 

Were his lyrics any different than the 

general lyrics popular at the time? 
tIA 	Yes. 

In what respect? 
ItA 	They were much more deliberate, and in 

a lot of cases more specific, and it wasn't just 

the lyrics, I mean, it was the whole package that 

you, buy, that you record, It is the man, not 

just the music and the lyrics, the music that goes 

with it. 

"Altogether it was a very unique, 

strong, honest package. 

"I hate to use the word 'package' in referring 

to, it, but I can't think of another word to ball 

it all up, you  know." 

Now, we also recognize from, what W. Belcher 

was out there for, that the package included„ that is, 

the consideration was being given to the people at the 

Spabn Ranch being part .,4.-being Part of the package. 

Now,. Utii is not unreasonable 

A 
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- 

We notice we have heard Fred Waring, we 

have heard of all kinds of groups where there is a large 

number of people, that are a package in the entertainment 

4 

5 
	

And this is certainly not an inconceivable 

package. As a matter of fact, Mr. Weller went out there. 

7 
	 Now, •the fact that it wasn't -- Mr. Melcher 

8 
	

did not think that it would sell.; that there was nothing 

9 
	about it that was worthwhile financially, that doesntt mean 

10 
	

it doesn't mean that the people there had the same idea, 

11 
	

Vhatever it is, whether they were right in 

12' 
	

their thinking or not, the fact of the matter is, if we 

• 13 
	

look at their states of mind, the people there certainly 

, with an eminent person like Mr. Meicher being out there, 

15 Mr. Jakobson, Dennis Wilson and these people having been 

16 spoken to, we can certainly agree that there VAS some kind 

'17 
	of a feeling that regardless of their life style and what 

18 
	

they did at night, in terms of their intimacies, there is 

19 still the aspect that it is reasonable td infer that these 

20 people had a motive and intent of telling this package to 

21 the entertainment vorld. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 
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114 Sure. 

6 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13•  

14 

15. 

16 

9a-I 

• 
'3 

• 18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

• 26 

'hen, gong , on, in order to leave some supporting 

matter out, you know, in the interest of expedition, there 

Were some .other matters which we think would substantiate our 

position, 

Going to around Page l4.0215t 

Is it a fair statement that part of 

Your work is putting together package deala? 

114 	That is part of your work? 
0A, 	Yes, 

And in that connection the wider known 

you are the better, is that right? 

Yes; sure. 

All right, now, •you have told us, 

Mr. Jakobsona that Mr. Manson wanted to buy some 

rope that would.go to the middle of the earth, 

is that right? 

Those were not my words. 

"4 	Veil,. you -- would you tell us" 

And here we have a situation which is Interesting. 

It is in connection with evaluating the man's testimony. 

He identifies himself to the prosecution because 

he is Very perceptive there. 

He has a perception that the prosecution also 

had in that he did not say that Mr.. Manson was going to go 

to the middle of the earth. 
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They make the distinction between the bottomless 

it and the middle of the earth. 

'Thisis a. distinction that is made in this court- 

oom at Temple and Broadway in Los Angeles in the year 1970 

connection with this casem 

There id a difference it the context of these 

7 rpceedings between the middle of the earth and the bottomless 

it. That is something maybe that we should consider.. 

	

9 	 But theprosecution seems to .make that kind of 

Jo,  distinction. 

"Those were not my words." He picks up on 

	

12 
	

that. 

	

13 
	 nq 	Well, you -- would you tell us --- 

	

14 
	

!'I believe you testi tied on direct 

examinatiOn that Mr. .Wilson wanted to put the 

Sirle at the ranch to work, do topless dancing 

	

1.7 
	

so they can buy enough rope to go to the center 

	

18 
	 of the earth. 

"Is that correct? ' 

11A. 	In part, but those were not my Words. 

Would you like me :t0 Say what I said? 

"4 	Yes, please do.: I would like to 

know how Much rope it takes to get to the center 

	

24 
	

of the earth. 

	

5 
	

"A, 	The girls were to go to work ,and 

	

26 
	 earn money so rope could be purelhased*tOgo down 

into the pit, the bottomlesppit," 
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22  

23 

.24' 

25 

24 

.U41  Was that rope to be made out of 

itet There was talk of a special rope 

tt Row deep does this pit go that Kr. 

2 

a 

6. 

I 

jp 

11 

12 

13 

15 

16 

17. 

20,311 

So Mr. Jakobsori makes that distinction 

between the,bottomleso pit •and the center of the earth: 

nylon, three-twist?" 

The rope that was found at the Tate home was 

nylon three-twist. Danny De Carlo and the others testified 

that the rope at the Spahn ranch was nylon threetwist. 

used in shipping, 	the nautical term I don't 

know -- gold rope, and I believe it's made out of 

nylon, 

Gold nylon? 

I believe so. 

To the center of the earth? 

No, I don't know anything about 

the. center of the earth. 

Manson told you about? 

I haVe no idea. There was no specific 

no specifics mentioned.' 

New, we must keep in mind that the prosecution, 

as the motive in this case, has said that the motive was 

in connection with the race war and all of that, the Manson 

approach to it was that we were to go into the desert and 

into,  this bottomless pit. 

This,is the motive that the prosecution is telling 
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4s is the motive for what occurred in the Tate-La Bianca 

homes, 
116r 	The center of the earth? 

Nn, I doritt know anything about 

5 
	 the• center of the earth. 

6 
	 .ng 	How deep does this pit go that 

7 
	Mr, Manson told you about? 

T have no idea. There was no 

specific -- no specifics mentioned., 

:16 • 
	 I see.. 

11. 
	 erg 	Thousands of feet were needed. 

12 
	 a4 	Rave you ever beard of the 'magical 

13 
	 mystery tour'? 

14 
	

Sure. 

15 
	 "4 	Pardon? 

17 
	 And. M. Manson, tor, Manson spoke 

10 
	 of the magical Mystery tours with you, right? 

Quite possibly, yes. 

20 
	 ita 	He did, in fact? 

21. 
	 1144. 	He could have. I am not saying no," 

22 
	 We have to analyze this testimony from the 

23 standpoint of a prosecution witness who has spoken with the 

.24 prosecution, and when he says3  uI'm not saying no," 

gs really' he is saying yes. 

26 
	 We suggest that, that that what he is sayings 
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'11 

fl 	
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16,  

17 

18 
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20,  

21 
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26 

26 

because of his position In this case, clearly that "I am not 

saying no" is in effect a yes ansiter, 	„ . 

114 	When. you are 1,11.-4 that, you are 

saying yea, is that correct? 

"A. 	Okay, 

rrQ 	Pardon? 
t  , 

t$A4 	Sure, yes, 

114 	All right, and Mr. Manson is a 

person Who has a good sense of humor, is that a 

fair statement? 

Yes." 
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21 

Naw we are coming to a question, and this is 

interesting in the context of this case. 

"Mt. Manson --Y will withdraw that. 

"Now, directing your attention to this 

center of the earth bit we have just told you, about." 

And then the prosecutor says: 

"That, is a mischaracterization, your 

Honor; it is assuming a fact not in evidence. 

"THE COURT: Mr. Kanarek, will you get 

a little farther from the microphone. 

RAMER: All right. 

"THE COURT.: l Aid not hear you." 

The prosecutor says: 

"He reerred,to the center of theearth 

and be told him ad naltSeam he did not say to the 

center of the earth." , 

The prosecution is hanging on to, this diatincti 

between the bottomless pit and the center of the earth. 

"MR. XANAREX:' Then 1 will ask him. 

"How far from the center of the earth 

was this pit to be? 

"1 have no idea. 

"Pardon? 

"I have no idea. 

"Now, when Mr. Manson told you that 

he was going to buy rope to go to the center of the 
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"earth 
	sr 

The prosecutor again: 

"Sane objection, your Honor. 

"MR, UNARM: I'm sorry, I'm sorry. 

"Q 	---to the bottomless pit. 

"By the way, how many people were going 

to hang on to this rape in going to the bottomless 

pit? 

"I don't know.. 

Nas ,there'any discussion on that? 

"1 slippage they were supposed to use  

it one at a time. I have'ne idea. 

"Pardon? 

"1 don't know. 

"And how was. the tope going'tob6 

secured, if at all? 

"Well -- 

"May I finish? 

"Yea. 

"How was the rope going to be secured 

if at all at the end that Vas .at the earth, or above 

the earth? 

Ihrbat, I don't know either. 

"As a matter of fact, Mr. Manson was 

joking with you, is that correct, Mr. Jakobson? 

"I don't think so. 

10-2 
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23' 

24 

2S 

26. 

04 33:0 

wIt01,1 cion't think so? 

vilo, sir, 

"Valli  Mr, Jakobson, didlir. Manson 

tell YOU, how much thUt,rol:e cost Dor foot? 

Wit was mentioned. X think it had -

been -priced.'" 

• Top of Page 3.4„220. 

NThis 90 :d ropi? 

1Xes. 

"Gold nylon rope? 

-4Yes. 

"Right? 

wYes.. 

And he told you that, a figu.re as to 

what the cost,Per toot, but you c3.0n4t remember 

hOw•MUch it cost per foot?. 

,thinkl% co.• 

10 

13 

14 

15: 

16 

1,7 

i t  
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II:41 right, how much did it cost per 

foot? 
tr,  I think it cost $3 a foot. 

4 
	

11$3 a foot? 
11 Yiaa, sir. 

6 
	

4'1 see-, and did you make some kind -- 

did you bavo some Rind of discussion as to how 

many topless dancers Would have- to dance how 

many werDhs in order to buy enough rope to go. to 

the, place where we are taking about? 

• ''You did, not make that corTutation? 

"I did not ,get into the mathematics Of it 
, 

Ekt 
• 
-Because in fact you were joking, -mr. Manson 

and you were joking, righti 

1.1 "No, lxmause in,fitot. it really did 
t
not con- 

- 22 • 

18 

19 

20.  

-21 • 

cern me that .-Mucti4 

.1tYou meaniyoU.did tot pay any attention? 

had previous knowledge of the =lice. 

I have seen such rope used in the boating indus-

tryI._ 

23 
	 wes aware of the rope, so when he talked 

24 - 
	 of it X already knew of the existenpe of such a 

25 
	 rope.*  Iltich is gold. 

26 
	 % am saying the vords/ "'whichiS gold." 
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1 
It 

ti  Z leaVi dt .wal5 very expensive tOta r  and 

X knew aft was very' strohgvrdiV*  

"That Is why we did nOt get .into it gluali 

more; i suPpose. 	• 

Im sorry, I aid not hear you.. 

"Xn what industry did you vay? 

"This in of rope is used in the shipping 

and boating -- in nautical -- well, boats, shipping. 

"YOu mean you have a spacific gold nylon 

rope in mild? 

"Yes, I do. 

"You have seen this? 

"1 have seen it. 

"t see. 

Now, would you tell, u$ wk, n aid that 

conVersation take place ,ot;)ncerning this topless 

dancers working for all this zloney that would buy 

this• rope? 

"in Spring of 169." 

An. •Objeotion was Sustained. 

"Directing your attention to this conver- 

sation concerning' -- it was a bottomless pit, 

is that right? 

"Yeso 

"Wouid you tell us the whole conversation as 

to -- well, Z *ill withdraw that and will ask you 

4 

S , 

6 

7, 

9 

U 

12 

20' 

?1- 

22.• - 

23' 

 Ps, 

25. 

26' , 
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20/  $19 

w first 

Nes there conversation concerning what --

how the people were going to live when,  they got 

to the -- well, somewhere near the  bottom perhaps 

of this bottomless pit? 
0There was some conversation. 

III see, and how were they going to live/ 

NUch as they dO now much like they did 

out at the ranch*  

4117011, do they live on the sides of the 

Pit -- you say it is a bottomless pit* 

Do they at sone time reach. a level 

where it is no longer bottomless, or how 

does it wort? 

/!There was 	we talked of 	some of tt 

way i, elaborate op the 9uestion you aSked? 

9 
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it • 
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4,  
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13 

18 

19' 

28 

21 
, 	• 	' 

22 

23. t • 

24 

25. 

• 26 

: "No one is:. stopping you, Mr. Ilakobson. 
. 	, 

atikad, ''Where do you go when you 

enter:the 
$. 

	

uMucli of 	has to 	withh-ManY thousand 

year old Nopi 4, -- ^ doptit .thine my pronunciation is 

	

exactly rigilt there; 	 "Zndian legends, ,and 

the 1-10p1 Indians,: ad many of, the -tribes believe 

to this day -A- they don tt talk much of it 

that there are an undergrox,ind people living , 

there now, and. they left and began living under- 

around thousands of years ago where we once a. 

lake and i$ now Death valley, the lake dried up 

and there is talk of great caverns and under- 

ground ;rater, and even of finally reaching a 

ia pi r itua 1 point or a point in life where you can 

live and cnstain yourself without food...It  

Now, 'what we have to-  see is whether we are 

/discussing that is really in the area of philosophy& Are we 

discussing something that is ,j ust a general conversation as 

to the wrposes of life and Why we are here and where we are 

andwhere.some particular person wants to go and 

what some particular persOn wants to do/ 

This is what we have to decide in connection 

with this ease because .the prosecution has brought up this 

_subject matter. This is the subjeat matter that has been 

presented to us, and so this is the subject matter that we 
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1 

,.• 
vust look at. • 1, 

2 
	 411-R. MINAMK: I am speaking. hour of a 

'3: 
	 phyncal rc.aching. 	'aln.speaking now of a 

4 
	 place#  

ItThat is the placee-that we were talking 

6. . 	 aDaut; that I was talking about, with Charlie, 

`7 
	 that Charlie and X spoke of. 

`8. 

9.  

10 

11 

12 

13 

• 14  

40 .! 

16 

18 

40 

20 

21 

- ;3.  

24 
	 along with him and you declined, or haw did that 

• 	25 ' 	12ork? 

26- 
	

"Thatrls right. 

'II see, and there was talk also of how 

pa,ople wore going to sustain themselves. 

"They were going to take something with 

them other than the tope? 

"There was no- talk of that, of what else 

vas thlrel  other than there's huge caverns With 

water, and so on. 

"Was this talk of bringing Provisions with 

them to sustain themselves somewhere near the 

bottom of this bottopless pit? 

"Not to my knowledges. Sir.. 

"Vow., did you believe that there was --

that there mere people -- pardon me. 

"Did you 'intend to go along' on this tripl 
ifrx  o 

it/ see.' bid Mr. Matson invite you. to go ' 
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4 

20,322 

see, and you declined? 

*Vesi 
°Did you lcelieve that in fact Mr* Manson 

4, 
	 was going there? 

"x be 	be would make a good try* 

X see, 

Now, X think. we get to a point which we think 

has some significance for Our consideration, that ue have 

alluded to yreviously today, 

i0c 	10  

11 

6 

12 

13 

20% 

21 

22 

23 

24 

'26 
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29:43  

2 

4 

6 ' 

7 

a 

9 

11 

13 

Page 14,22 7, 

"Mr. Jakobson,„ where uvre you on August 

Et, 1969? 

"1 believe I was home With my wife and 

children. 

"Any other idtrkesses with you? 

1)esides my wife and children? 

Yes. 

"X don rt think so, I don It know' it 

could be. 

"Maybe youlmaren't there, huh/ 

"sot Itm pretty sure I was there because 

a polidemen" --a policeman '' I am repeating 

x4 ''"policeman." myself; he didn't repeat it — "came to me 

• shortly after that date that you mentioned and 

asked ine., end at the time my memory was very 

fresh, and I satisfied, his -questions. 

*You satisfied the policemen? 

"Yei, sir. 

"Was he in plain clothes? 

"Re was. 

"Pardon? 

"Vet; he was, 

"X see. 

"Do you know where you were bn August 9th, 

1969? 

16 

17 

13 

19 

.20.  

21 

22 

23,  

24,  

24 

26 
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4 

5. 

6 

9 

10 

.11 

12 

13' 

14 

15 

•16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

.24 

25 

26 

20r  324 

.4  

"Xs that Saturday? 

' "X dontt know, 

if it was saturday X.was riding-  a 

tagtorcYcle out in the desert. X think that was 

saturdayi I he not Mane." 

I want to ma] sure that Z doh 	I am trying ,  

to -read That the Court allowed into: evidence, 

"Were you with anyone on august 9th, 1969? 

"Yes,- sir, 

"Who were you with? 

"I was with the people X was riding the 

motorcycles with and I was with my family. 

"I see, and who were 'those people? 

"other than, ray family? 
at 
Y08. 

At'got want their names? 

"yes. 

"Well:  there to a falIoienamed John Vincent, 

Dennis Wilson,- and there might have been a couple 

rocre„ but I tm not suret  so rather than to mention 

their names I would rather not because 1 1m not 

sure they were with me,- 

"X take a lot of rides with my friends, 

and they differ, 

:year And,  a half ago,.  it would be hard 

to'remeMber who I vas riding with on that 
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• "particular day. 

20,325 

see, but you know you were with them 

on that particular day? 

n seem to recollect that, yes, sir* 

."You knew that 100 per Cent for sure? 

• "100 er cent? Gee, I 'd hate to be held 
, 

to .3.0O par cent for sure., 

"/ see, de yOu.• mow where you were August 

10th, 1969? 

"No; I- dorklt. 

"You have no recollection at all as to that 

date? 

'No. 	• 

"Pardon? 

"Ile, I don st5  

"Did yoU talk with CharlesManson on August 

$ th, 1969? 

"No,. 

"Bow do you know for sure? 

24. : 

• 	25 

26 

Ilk 
4 

5 

.6 

7
. 

a 

10 ' 

11 

12 

la 

' 	15 

16 

• 17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 
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this, I think, has soma significance, 

  

6 

7. 

9 

"X wOuld have remembered it because the date 

has Special significance to me.°  

That data has special significance to 

Mr. Jakob son. 
DIYid you talk with him on August 01.19692 
Nd . 

"How do you know that for sure? 

 

"Because that was still in the same 

  

10 

11 ' 

13 

14' 

zs 

16, 

19 

period. That would have special significance. 
nX see, you mean as a result of the police,-

men coming and talking to you? 

'Well, as a result of what happened up at 

the Altobelli house.°  

And of course, we all equate the Altobelli house 

with the Tate house. Mr. Altobelli testified here and vie are 

Certainly all in agreement that that is what we are talking 

about, as to the eve tic, ltatve-have called the Tate home or 

the Folanski home. 

 

20 

21 

The next question: 

°As a result of "'hat happened up at the 

  

• 22' 

23 

24 

25 

26 

AItobelli house? 

”Yes.n  

Ana this is'it Page'iii;23-0 44f the transcript, 

in volume 130. 

Nowt  as there any reason for you to 
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3 

4 

s: - 

6 

7 

g. 

9 

10 

11 • 

'12 

13 

201327 

*remember on AUguSt 8th, 1969 MAO* 
11 

There was no answer to, that question. 

• The Court suggested keep the. Microphone a 

'little further away. 8o the ,particUlar 'question *seen it 

answered,. 

The next. question: 

"Xs there any reason,. Mr. Jalcobson, why 

you would have remembered whether you were in .  

the presence of Mt. Manson on or about August 

the sth, 1969? 

"Yes. 

"Is there a reason why you would remember 

'why, .or 'why not you were not with biro 'Ranson on 

August 9th, 1969? 

4 ' .  
4 	•. 

"noes the' same apply to Auguitt 10, 1969? 

"zt. 44tAt, eu 
	• 

"Now, directing yipUr .attention to the 

events-, at the "Tate ,hoMe, did: youl  Consider at 

any time that yOU, pereonp,liy were under investi-

gation for' these event.' • 

"Pardon? 

"When the policemen' -- this is plural, ra-e-s 
roams to speak with you concerning these eves tO 

441•4f444.4r/m4,11,04 

76 

17 

• 13 

19 

20 

21 

,22 

' 

'24 , 

25 , 

26 
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'lad you consider that you *were tinder inveSti 

2 	 gation for these events? 

"Well, they really did not, come to speak 

to ma. 

"They spoke to my wife more than ,me. I was 

6 ' 	 there so they spo to mat  too." 

SO, it is clear that on these two 	not just 

one night, but both nights, vath tl newspapers filled with 

11-death to pLgs,” "rise.," "pig," "helter skalteri ft  

10 especially "halter skelter," it would seem, if there was any 

kind of significance,. Mr. aakobtion 

12 	 13UGLIoSZ: Z object to that. No evidence came 

13 from that stand that the words "helter skelter" or "rise" 

14 were in any newspaper at that time. 

15 	 1654-4 1611anK: Well, is Mr. Buglicisi saying it lAnsntt? 

26 

17 

1$ 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 
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20, 329 

 

100 

• 

;8. 

11 

12 

MR. %MUM': There is no evidence that it was, your 

Bonor* 

MR. IONARE:K: It is a fair inference • 

T1 CODRT: There in a difference between an inference 

and a Tergesentation Of fact, Mx. Kanarek. 

The Objection is sustained, 

mR4174/utImi Ve can fairly infer, we can fairly 

infer, with the publiCitr,in connection with"this case, the 

very 'reason that -we are se414estered is because of the fact 

of the pdblicity, we 4an fairly infer that all of these 

words were in the newspaper,. "Reiter Skelter*  included, 

and with that inforerbe in mind,:withAr. Jakobson, Mr. 

4lakobson speaking to the police officers, with Mr. Jakobsants 

intimate contact with Merles' Manson and the Opal= Ranch, 

We Can fairly assume, it is a fair inference, that Mr. 

Oakobson made ne equation whatsoever between Mr. Manson and 

the paSsing away .of these seven people. 

This is circumstantial, evidence that we can 

consider, because mr. Oakobson lies a most unique person in 

this case. Ile was a person'that was intimate 	and am 

wee:king now 	am not spat:Citing of sexually tntimate .-- he 

Vas intimate in the sense of having been at the Spahr!, Ranch 

:and having been at the Tate home and having been questioned 

by Las Angeles Police officers. 

We think that this has Ooze Significance because 

it shows that Mr. Manson was not at all responsible for any 

 

14 

15 

17 

18 

3.9 

go, 

21 

.22 

23 

 

• 
24 

25 

20 
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0, 33Q 

2Q 

21 

22 

23 

25, 

26• 

f these events. 

It shows that Mr. Jakobson would bay focused 

all of this circumstance that ';..e have here, which shows very 
conclusively that Ma . aakohson woUld have focused uron 

Mr. Manson. 

2' 

s. 

8 

9 

I0 

.12 

13.  

'14 

15 

16 

17 

18- 

fi 
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Page 14,232; 

ft 

Itct 

' Yes. 

24114 Mr. Altobelli knows that 

stA 	we were wry close rersonal 

friends of the owner of the house, if' that 

clears it up. 

You mean Mr. Altobelli? 

Right. 

Now, he.ve you Spoken with 

Mr. Altobelli. Mr. Jakobsono  Wit= to coming 

'tcrtestifir here to today? 

yoU are testifying here today? 

• Whit X, don •'t' know., 

pardon? 

I -don% know. • 

In0713 that you are going to 

testify in :this 'case, right? 

PA ' 	I -would think so. 

"Q. 	:09w ,long 'hale you been a close 

personal friend of 14.r. Alt.o)xali? 

Oh** ,  gueis 1906:When i4.r. Melchor 

roved into Mr. 	 's house. 

"0, 	' You' )1,4've,:ieeri. a. Close , 'personal 

. friend of his since. that Uwe? 

4A 	iorsonal, and business. There 

was' some business .done. 

• 

• 14 

15 

16 

7  

18 

19 • 

20 

21 

22 

23 

'2f 

26 

• 

1,1Q 

10 331 
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1 
	 lig 	 And is. it a fair statement that 

you visited the Tate holds on many occasions while 

3 
	

Sharon Tate lived. there? 

4 
	

"A 	There are. two,  homes raw* one LP 

s 
	

AltobeilL is and one i the Tate home,. 

:6 • 	 RI never visited, the Tate home. 'I '1.sited 

the property many times and went to Altobelli 

house which was in the back. 

	

9' 
	 trQ 	 Many times while Sharon Tate lived 

	

let 
	

there? 

	

'11 
	

"A 	Yes 	. 

	

12 
	

Is that a fair statement? 

	

13 
	

Vh-huh.. 

14 • 	 Is it a fair statement that many 

15. 

16 

17 

,ok theSe ;69cisions' yoU ,Visited 	Alto/?e 111- at 'a 

time when MiSs tate Was also on the premises? 

repiql once , seeing Miss -Tate On 

the premises while X Baas visiting Audi., Mr, 
-; • 

. 18 

.19' 

20 

21 

22 

23 

At, 

' 4 
I. 	• 	• • 4 

rrQ only once? 

ltA 	Yes." 

Now,. this question we think has Sonia significance, 

Page 14,,234: 

sow, is it a fair statement that 

25 . 	 you had no occasion to pinpoint any events con- 

26 
	

cerning Charles Manson, as far as time goes until 
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"sometime in 1570? 

2 
	

"A 
	

PLAPotriting Charlie man600 la 

3 
	 what? Would you restate the question/ 

4 
	 Yes, surely, 

5 
	

"Is it A fair statement that you have had 

occasion to pinpoint the events that you have 

7 
	 tallted about here in this courtroom until sometime 

8' • 
	 in 1570? 

9. 
	 tt.A 	No, that it not a fair statement. 

xo 

11 

12 

13 

14 

16 

17' 

18 

9 

20 

21 

22 

'23 

gt. 

25. 

26- 

fig 	Well, did tau in 1969 have 

occasion. to pinpoint when you had certain 

conversations with Mr. Manson?.  

"A 	014 absolutely. 

Pardon? 

"A 	Absolutely : 

"4. 
	 Xn- connoction with this cage? 

"A  Yes.' 

I see, 110 you knew of M. Manson Is 

alleged. connection in this case in 1969? 

fist 	Is 'that right? 
..."A 	Yes. 

!I 	Ali right,- 'when 'in1960 did 
•1 . 

you kiloW about li4r. Manson Is alleged conneOtion 

	

,-. 	• 
in this case? 	' • 
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1 

• 	2 

3 

4 

8 

6 

7 

8 

.9.  

10• 

tt 

of 468? 

1969." 

tr A  V4/3. 

Now, you tesstitie4 -on direct 

20,334 

"A 	%Ivo Wee 	a utek arid. a half 

before,  Tharils'givin4, which is what, November 25th'2 

That is after Mr. Manson has been arrested. That 

is the first time in!,196.9 that t:Ir. aakobf.3on knows Of any 

connection og mr.:.9:aineon as far as this case is concerned/  • 
meatiitig that, 	everyone else in the whole *act world, .  
Mr.; .takcs);gon read and heard cal glitz Media that Xr. Manson was

, 

so; go414 over that again,,  "Ali' right, when 

in 1969 did YOU 	w about ft.,' mans= is alleged 
•. 

connection in this case` 

uiwo vieeks 	a week and a half before 

'Thanksaivinot which i what,. November 2$t h? 

"Q, 	Of '68? 
tk.A 	1969. 

"Q 	Pardon? 

"A • 1.9q9. 

"Q 	1:909t 

"A 	Tes, 

"Q 	And did you at that point start 

PirlpOinting in your mind when You had conversations 

with Mit. Manson? 

ii 

.12 

113. 

19 

:20 

g2 • 

23 

.251 

26' 
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7 

9 

10 

12 

1 

'14 

15 

17 

14 

19 

20 

21: 

22 

16 . 

23 

24 

' 25 

20, 3'35 

"sOcamintion, Mr. aakobsons  concerning Thanks-,  

"Do you recall that? 

"A 	Thanksgiving of 46e or h69?: 

WOli, do you remember testifying 

concerningconcerning ThalAsg-ivitng? 	 * 
"A 	Yea r  of 1)ot1 years. 

• IIQ 	411 right, now, you have known 

Mr. Manson since before Thanksgiving of 1968? 

"A yes 
ycl 	Now, when you had occasion  to pin.- 

point in your mind conversations concerning your- 
. 

self and Mr. Manson, did you make any notes of 

these conversations? 
;IA 	YOU mean on paper? 
nQ 	Well, any notes or any 	is there 

Any .other Way?' . 

"A 	Yes, sure, mental note as opposed to 

paper and pencil note« 
_HQ 	very-we/Ls  paper tOte. 

")k 
41Q 	When. .s the first time, if at all, 

that you made paper notes concerning Mr.. Manson? 

- "AI never did. 

You never have? 

"A 	NO; tar., I4lover have. 
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1 

4 

5.' 

6 

7 

10 

11. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Avi4,2410 

So as to any conversations that 

you,' have svelter), of on direct examination you 

at.no time reduced those conversations to writing.? 
o • 	That rs right, yes, sir. 
94 	Now, before testifying here today 

you have spoken. with Mr. angliosir is that 

correct? 

"A 	Yea. 

On how many occasions? 
It A 	oing all the 10y back to the Grand. 

Jury.# 

So we have a situation where Mr, Ma.nSonis taken 

into custody. 

• fdr. Jakob,son, after Mr. manson is taken into 

custody, knots, is. informed that Mr. Manson is in custody, 

and we know tha the,  Grand Jury indictment is December 8th, 

16 that is the date that it care out in the court, although the 

17  pubaicity on it was 	when Mr. Manson, valt• arrested up north, 

18 VINT Yr.now that -- we 'know that from the evidence in this court-

room, so that from the time of the Grand jury going all the 
20, way back to that time, Mr. 41,1cobSen has Spoken with ;people 

from 'the prosecution: 
	 ' t • 

"4 	My question is merely on how many 

occasions, Mr. tiakobson. 

Do you want me to' go that far back, 

sir, to 4riswer your question? 
og %SI  in your lifetime how many times 

• 22 

23 

24 

25 

26 
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1 

2 

4 • 

6 

8 

9 

10 

- 11 • 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

2-0 "43 

"have you spoken with Mr. ugliosi? 

Six or Seven. 

And during these conversations 

with Mr. rugliosi eras there ewr a court 

reporter or court stenourapher or stenographer 

present taking down each and every word that was 

uttered between. yourself and Mr. Bugliosi? 
KA 	I don tt know. 
uQ 	- You don tt remember? 

"A 	No/  Iremember but I don tt 'mow. 

try don. it know how to distinguish a court 

stenographer; there were people around, on different 

occasions. - 

'IQ 	Bas any recording been taken of you? 

"A 	Yes. 

IfQ 	on how many 

and Jr. Sugliosi Is voice 

occasions was your voice 

tape recorded? 

18 	 "A 
Mt; 	

one. 

19 	 And when w as that? 

go 	 "A 	. Six months ago* It doe= tt stand out 

'21 	in my mind as to tine very much. Six monthsago." 

22: 	 'That 'was six months before August 16, 1970* 

.23 Mr. JakobsOn tells us. 

""- it down It stand out in my mind as to 

tins :very much*  six youths ago.- 
'IQ 	Have you spoken with any other law 

24 ' 

' 25 

;6' 
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24, 338. 

"enforcement Officers other thin Mr. Bugliosi? 

	

n.A. 	
. 0114  4 great number, yes. 

	

HQ 	Concerning this case? 

	

.11k 
	Yes. 

Would you tell us the law enforcement 

'officers you have 'spoken to concerning this case? 

fiA 	Sergeant Gutierrez,, Sergeant katchett  

Lieutenant (alder and the other ones I really don It 

remember 'their names," 

Quite a 	people, quite a few people that 

Jakfobson spoke' to in connection with this case. 

"41:. 	Do• you know what agencies: or what 

branches of law enforcement they were with? 
IfA 	Ves. 

What branches? 

"A 	Detective uomicide, gobbety,, Downtown 

Division, es best as I can do with titles. 

Of what law enforcement _agency? 

'6. 

7 

• . 10'  

1?' 

13 

14 

15 , 

16 

17 

20 

21 

22 

23' 

24 

	

' "A 	LOP Angeles 'Police force. 

	

Itg 	And have you spoken to anyone in 

the Disttict Attorney's office other than 

M. Bugliosi? 

Yes. 

	

11.ci 	And vho were the people you have 

spoken to other than Mr. Bugliosi? 

	

"A 	There was a, fellow named Don there, 

26 

2q • 
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2.Q, 339 

"There was a fellow named EloWard, and a 

fellow mimed Tim, 

.3 
	

"That is all X can remember as far 40 

4, 	 names go." 

And for whatever it may be vprth, those of us 

6 On this side of the bench regrett  believe r  wa don't have 

7 the resources that the District Attorney has in terms of 
.2 personnel,- and. the ability to do what perhaps should be done 

9 in terns of work and effort. 

10. 	 Maybe that is not a big point, maybe it is. 

11 • 	 But nevertheless, not only Peoge from,  the 
• 12 Lis Angeles Police Department but. also people from the 

13 prosecutor's office., great numbers of them, have spoken to 

'14 :Mr. Cakobsen. 

15 
	

There are other points here that we will 

'16 eliminate out of expediency .from reading any further:. 

17 
	

Eevertheless„ there is no question when ve think ,- 

18 maybe erroneously -0- that. time spent hare is better spent 

1.9 looking at the evidence ,in the transcript, because that 

,g0 really is what we are 
I
supposed to use in deciding this case. 

21 
	

ye are supposed to consider the evidence., and the 

22 mechanicai,difficulty of remenpering4;nany times, is Emph 

23 that• in a long trial, a. trial aS long as thiss it becomes 

Z; • physically impossible'actually.fer 	rembmber some 

'25 'whatever it 4o, l9-2A,6dpages Of transcript. 

26 
	

There is a point, and 'this is ',at Page 14,264: 
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• 2 

6 

7 .  

2U,340  

u4 	And directing YOur attention to your 

conversation with Mr. Manson, were these conver-

sations such that you at any time directed any 

police authority to the attentidn of Mr. Manson? 

11,6. 	Would you rephrase,that0  please? 

"4 	Yes, 
, - flAt, any time did you came. Mr. -MaAson to bel 

brought to the attention of any police authority? 

"A, . 	No." 

Zoit is clear that Nr.,.what we,  have been 

talking about here, it is clear that N. Manson 'was not -in 

• 

2 M. irdkobsonts mindin.connection with. the matters that. 

is. happened on August the 8th and Augubt the 9th, 1969: 

14- 	 0Q 	At any time did you cause Mr. Manson 

15 	 to be brought to the attention of any police 

16 	 authority? 

"A, 	No. 

At any time did: you Oause Mr. Manson. 

himself to go to any police agency? 

In regards to what time? 

Wen, 	talking about time let's 

say in-August of 1969. 

"Ae 	No. 

"Q 	Now, is it a fair ,statement, 

mr. Jakobson„ that in. August of 1969 you knew that 

Mr. Manson had been arrested,. August 16, 19690 

17 

is 

20 

21 . .  

22 

23 

24 

25' 

26 
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ao,341 

"right?" 

The raid that we are' speaking of here, 

right? 

Yes, 

3 

4 

S 	 74 	And you say that 	when did you see 

- 	 Mr,. Nana= in connection with August, 1969/ 

7 	 I saw him in the month of August, 

z. 	and az far as any specific date goes, x cannot 

• say)  I cannot put a date on it.," 

' - 	 Right there it is conceivable. that M. ManSon Saw 

11 'Mr, Jakobson on August 8th and 9th.'. He told us earlier that 

12 axe knows fOr certain that he did but query, it is certainly 

p.-raot unreasonable with the frequency that Mr, Jakobson went. 

14.)tO'the Spaht, Ranch: 

15 • 	 "You dontt knOW when you saw him in August 

16 	 of "692 

It 	I know that it was later in August 17 

18 

.214 

21 

24 

25 

go 

of 169, 

0i 	'So you saw Mr. MO,nson looking at it 

probability wise, you say, later, you Mean after 

the 15th of August, 1969, right'? , 

mean in , the latter part of the month•  

of August, 19'69, 

If 
	

All right, would you, say perhaps 

between. the 25th and the 31st? 

11A. 	Yes, perhaps," 

4 
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On Page 14,266)  beginning at Line 18: 

114 	All you knew is what you read in the 

papers. You mean you read about this raid on the 

Spahn Ranch on August 6th, 1969? 

Yes, air. 
rrQ 	It was after that that 	saw 

Mr. Manson? 

Yes, sir.  

Now, when you spoke with Mr. Manson 

on the-se many occasions, did you speak and take 

notes? 

!ix 	No 

3' 

:10 

it 

,12 

13' 	 And Mr. Zakobson did nothing whatsoever' in 

- 14 Connection .with these matters after knowing about that 

ugust 16, 1969 raid. 

And did Mr.. Manson. make any notes as 

he spoke with you? 

HAA 	Not that I know of. 

n4 	So all. of these conversations that you 

tell us that you had with Mr. Manson were the types 

of conversations that yOu have undoubtedly engaged 

in many times in your lifetiiel  is that correct? 

Yes. 

And you have engaged in discussions 

with people concerning the forces around us, letls 

say the Establishment, you have engaged in these 

Yrs 

tiQr  

10 

19.  

20 

22 

'24 

'-25 

26 
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"conversations with many people, is that right? 

nit Yes." 

On Page 14,0270z 

ita 	Well, you stated., Mr. Zakobson, 

that Up to a certain point you went up to a certain 

point in the discussion,. and you did not-  go any 

furthery 

That's correct. 

- 04 • ,Well, would you synopsize for us what 

that portion Of the disedssion involved that you 

have 'cut off with the words, it either went on or 

went back, we never gat into that, but life went 

13,4 	We' went to the- point of disoorporation. 

YOu,went to the n  point of discorporatiOn? 

Yes, the physical end or ,the body. 

HQ, 	What do 7ov, 'mean by discorporation1 

'114, 	That is when, and I am using, I think, 

I am trying,to be 'as 'close to Webster's-definition 

as I can. 

°It is when the-spirit leaves the physical 

body;, when the essence of what was inside leaves 

that, which was op tht Outside. 

o4 	'I see, and it' there some reason you 

did uPtip5'on any 'furthery 

tIL 	Mayhe we ran out of time, I don't know. 

6 

7 

15 

16 

12 

18 

2O• 

21 • 

22 

.23: 

zs 

26, 

000153

A R C H I V E S



20)344  

- 	 I see, and who was present at the 

discussion when y011 out off at the point you are 

telling. us that you cut off? . 

4 
	 There 'were many discussions and I 

5 , 	 could not tell you who was present." 

16. 

18- • 

6, Then they talked about evolution, and in the 

' transcript here that is with a line across it, 

Ziolution, an ordinary e, without the line across 

it, and deVPlutiOn. 

And they spoke about those matters, and he said: 

"The difference between evolution and 

devolution: Devolution is the antithesis of 

evolution: It is the exact opposite. 

Evolution, you would have to Ask one of the 

Beatles what he meant by that one. 

41Q, 	 So, what it boils doWn to, you and - 

Cdr. Manson were discussing the Beatles music„. 

is that right? 

19 
	 I don't think so, sir, 

20 
	 Pardon? 

21 
	 Ise 	NOt, in this particular instance that 

22 
	 you are speaking .of‘ 

• ' 23 
	

"4 	Well, was it just one instance? 

24. 
	 "X 	Was, it. that/r  

25. 

26 'spOke of Many things. ,.Which specific One .are you 

"There Were many singular instanced-that we 

ri 
• • - 

3 
- 	a 
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.flreferring to now? 

tt(4. 	X am not referring to a specific 

one, Dam just asking the question if you would 

Please tell me. 

"A. 	I also am not.referripg to any 

specific ones. 

."There were'many and they are cumulative; 

they all go together. 

'f4 . And actually—you don't remember what 

was said apd who said it, do you, Mr. JakobsOn? 

I certainly don't remember all of what 

Was said and who- said all of it, no, but I -do 

remember much of the essence of what was said." 

And at this point Iris. Jakobsdn -- 

Mr, ilaxobson has spoken to the prosecution in this case. 

Mr. Jakobson is not sequestered; Mr. Jakobson is 

out in the world,, submitted to all of the horrendoUs publicity: 

against Mr.' Manson. 

And that is something to think of in connection 

with:these witnesses, as to what effect.--what effect ,upon 

their state of mind these. witnesseS• -- the publicity that has 
• 

been.  generated in this case. 

' Is there 4Any vffect? 

One 7pV the factors .4.- that is one of the factors 

of-credibility we have to consider in connection with these 

witnesSes, as to what ettectshave been. generated,, what they 

2. 

s 

6 

7 

9. 

10; 

11 

3.2 • 

13 

14- 

15 

16 

17 

10' 

19 

-261 

.22 • 

23 • 

24 

• 	25 

26 
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tell us here in this courtroom, and can we believe what they 

2 tell us, the way Dr. Katsuyama and 	can we compare that 

credibility with the credibility of Dr.. Katzuyama and 

Dr. Noguchl? 

And here is a question and answer that we think 

has significance as to this entire trials  as to aIl Of- the 

types'of witnesses like Linda Kasabian and other witnesses. 

At Page 14s274t 

14;1, 	Do yog remember, Mr, 3akobson, and 

you only caused yourself to remember after yog 

spoke'with Mr. 13ucliOsi, richt? 

1111, 	In some instances there was no reason 

to remember until someone are me one, right." 

14 
	

That is a prosecution witness answering, 

15 	 • In Other words„ right there probably will be the 

kernel of the prosecution, 

In some instances there was no reason to remember 

until .someone gave me one, 

In other:motas„. we have the situation, we have 

20 the pitliation of .acitness like Dianne Lake where she somehow' 

or othel',i they recorded Dianne Lakes  and we know for sure 
M 

3 

- 	4 

22 

23 

26 

24 

25 

that Officer Gutierrez- threatened her .with the gas chamber, 

threatened her with .what he- called5  "The:crime of the. century 

andllYou know who we rant -to set, we want to get No4 1, , 	. 

Mr. Nanson-..'" 

A 130-pound fellow; we have seen him,here.. 
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That is who we want to get. 

In some inStanCes there was no reason to remember 

until somebodygave me one. Right. 

And the prosecution has again -- Mr, Jakobson has 

given . Linda Xasabian many,. many witnesses that we have here 

a reason by talking and talking to them, programming them, 

conditioning them to be consonant with the prosecutionls 

viewpoint in this case. 

Do.we have -- do, we have credible eVidence that 

We cani take from anyone when they are gi'en a reason, and 
• 

the reason id to-getikr*  Manson', no Matter what, no matter 

what. 

No matter what happens to our system of justice, 

no matter what happens to fairness, no matter what happens 

a fax as fairP14Y 	.00n04rn‘4 justget'Mr. Manson, that • 

is what we'are after. 
,t 

And that was the reason that the Prosecution gave 

Mr. Jakobson for the type of testimony that he gave, he says 

.n some instances. 

BUGLIOSI: That is a misstatement, 

THE COURT: The objection is sustained. 

The jury will disregard that last remark, 

We will take our recess at this time, ladies and 

gentlemen. 

Do not converse with anyone Or form or express 

an opinion retarding the oase 'until it is finally submitted 

12,  

13 

14.  

15-

.16 

19,  

20 

21 

, 22 

23 

24 

25 

26. 

2 

• 

4 
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-00 y.011, 

TIE COURT; We will recess ror 15 minutes. 

3 . 

4,  

7'- 

8 

-5- 

8 

10 

11 

2 

13 

y. 

A- 

19. 

20 

21 • 

22 

23 

'25 

14. 

15 

12' 
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26 
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THE COURT: All counsel and jurors are present. 

You may continue, Er. Kanarek. 

ER. UNARM Thank you, your Honor. 

Ladies and gentlemen, we will remember that 

Mr. Jakobson -- and I am sure the pro6ecution will argue 

this -- that I. Jakobson testified that Mr. Manson was 

like a caged animal. Various things like that. 

ls I say, rather than to try to make this --

trying to make this as exp.:ditious as possible, rather 

than read the exact language, I am sure that we will all 

recall that,. but we must remember that this subjective 

consideration by EX. Jakobson of Mr. Manson and his 

demeanor, and so forth, and Et. Watson, that this is a 

reflection of the prosecution's viewpoint in this case 

For instance, at the top of page 14,275. 

And Mr. Bugliosi gave you a reason 

to remember;. right? 

"L 	You can say that, sure." 

In other words, this witness's subjective 

determination about being caged, and all of that, is 

conditioned not only by the horrendous publicity but 

also upon the prosecution talking and retalking with 

the witness. 

And these are matters that we must consider 

in determining the credibility of the witness* 

The witness doesn't speak, to us with the 
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authenticity„ for instance, that Dr. Noguchi speaks with 

Now, in speaking to htm concerning dates. 

Page 14,287. 

"Mhat other dates can you tie down 

for us other than a -date that you, read in the 

paper and memorized, namely, August 16th, 

J.969? 

"Thinking back freely over all of this, 

none comes to mind. 

"If you would give me a specific one, 

/ can ten you. 

."I will make it even better. I will 

let you pick the specific time and date as to 

anything you have told us in this courtroom. You 

pick the date and tell us. 

then, I will let those -7 % 

can't think of any others than the two that we 

just talked about." 

And the two dates, no we have it tied down, 

one is four days before Thanksgiving, 1968. Re remembers 

that specifically. 

"What other date can you tie down for 

us other than a date that you read in the paper 

and memorized,, namely, August 16th, 1969? 

"Thinking back freely over all of 

- 

4 

5•  

6• 

• 7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

• 13 • 

14F 

15 

17 

19 

• 20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 
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1 

2 

3 

-"them, none' comes to winch!' 

So, he is telling us that those are the only 

two dates that he,reailly dan tie, down. 

So, again, it is for us to consider agt to 

whether or not maybe,, in fact, evert it is possible that 

Jacob son. saw Mr. Manson on the two dates that we have 

been talking about so extensively for the last six months.  

 

4 

 

5 

6 

7 

12a no. 8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

11 

 

, 18 

19 

20 

    

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

    

     

000161

A R C H I V E S



123352 

12a-1 	1 
	 For instance, at Page 14,316. Mr. Jakobson says: 

"X never heard Charlie Manson sing the song 

.3 
	 Belter Skelter,tight, 

4. "Uu never heatd him sing it? 

5. , mlught. 

..!"NoverT 
	4 

"It is somebody elsers song, the Beatles' 

gong, , 

• 

9 • 

11 

12 

1.31  

14. 

15 

16 

' 

18 

19' 

. 	20. 

22 

23: 

• 24 

25,  

26 

• fiYou have told Us that Mr, Manson has used 

'some phrases,'some 'words, some' lines from other 

songs; is that right/ 

"Yes. 

"And yOu are now telling us that you never 

heard -him sing the song /leiter Skelter? 

"tight, 

"Are you telling us 	in other wOrdsi. there 

is no. question in your mind that Mr. Manson never 

saps the song Hefter Skeltet? 

°THE WITNESS: I never himrd him," 

And again: 	• 

"THEI/ITNESS: I have neVerrheatd Charlie 

sing' anybodyts song but his Dwa,ft  

And again, Page 14,318. 

"Are you telling us that you remember, 

Mr. Jakobson, that Mt. Manson sang the song 

Piggies? 
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"I told you thatObarlie never sang anybody 

alsets song but his. *`on..  
4 
	

"If you talk about specific words, I can, be 

10, 

11 

• 12 : 

13 

0 

15 

• 16 

• 
25 

.18 

19 

20 

21 

17 

22 

23 

44 

26 

.8 

5 

6 

7 , 

9 

. 	, ti  
much more -- l can' .answer you much 'better.'" 

And then.the question; "Well, would you just 

answer this question, Mr. .7akobson: Did mr, Manson 

ever sing the song tPiggiest? 

"Did he ever sing any Beate song? 

"You never heard him sing a Beatle, song? 

"From the beginning to the end, no. 

"But he may have sung part of it? 

"Oh, yes, part, yes. 

"Words, yes. A song, has a beginning, and end, 

and it has many verses and choruses. 

nI see;' 

wIt is a specific 'structure. 

"Now, you are telling us that Mr. Manson has. 

sting part of Betle songs? 

"Absolutely, yes. 

"Right? 

"Right. 

"All right. 

"'W111• you tell us what part of Hefter Skelter 

Mr, Manson sang, that you heard him sing? 
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,T)E6u'hesird' him say Reiter' .Skelter? 

r"Rght:,  

'*tside of the two words, He1ter.  Skelter, 
' 

Imre you heard him 'say: or.ising any part of that. 
7 

sOne?, 

"Rot to My. re0611ebtion0. 

And this .testimony about,Eelter Skelter is after 

the prosecution has informed•Mr. JakobSon of the prosecution's 

-theory in this case. 

MR, BUOLIOSI: That is a misstatement*  your HopOr.. 

NR. IAN. REK: That. is a fair inference, your Honor. 

THB. VOURTt The objedtion is sustained. 

• . The 'jury is adMoniahed to disregard that state- 

8 

10 

• 12 

	

• 	14' 

15 -; 

	

12b• 	16 

1'7 

18 

go' 

21 

22 : 

23 

24 

25 

26 

3 

4 :  

ment. 
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MR, KANARE: well, we can make the inference, if 

I may put it that way, we can make the inference that the 

prosecution has discussed the words Reiter Skelter with 

prosecution witnesses, 

As a matter of fact, I believe it was the 

witness Juan Flynn that jumped the gun with Mr. Bugliosi, 

and Mr. Juan Flynn offered -- Mr. Juan Flynn offered --

he said "This is about the time" -- this is the effect 

of his testimony '-- "This is about the time that I talk 

about Helter Skelter, isn't it?" 

Re used something, like "Are you speaking in 

relation to Hefter Skelter?" And Helter Skelter hadn't 

even been spoken of previously. 

So, we can make the inference that when this 

witness, Mr. Jakobson, talks about Helter Skelter, he 

is paraphrasing, repeating, there is no particular way of 

saying, it, the witness has.been conditioned, programmed, 

by the prOsecution. 

This is something for us to' consider as to 

whether this is true or whether it is untrue. 

We think there is great evidence in this case 

that it is true. 

. For instance, page 14,326. 

"And did Mr. Manson participate in this 

group singing? 

"I don't remember any group singing that 

20,355 

i2b-1 1 

2 

4 
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901356  

Charlie did not participate in. 

"So you are saying he participated in 

group singing all along with everyone else, is that tight? 

"Right. 

"And was the song, Blackbird, sung at 

Spahn 'Ranch by people who lived there at the Spahn 

Ranch? 

ItNc  

"Was the song,. Rovolutiro 1., sung at 

the Spahn Ranch? 

'That Was never sung by the group? 

"NO. 

"Was it,ever.sung singly? 

'No. 

"Were any of these Beatles songs that 

you have testifieoUto'Ating singly, that is, by One 

person at. the Spahn Ranch. 

"Never." 

I will go on. 

Now, heremain, we have the evidence from 

which we can infer the prograMming that the prosecution 

accomplished in 'connection 	to—Say the least, some 

of these witnesses.: 

'Page 14,328. 

"Wg , Jakpbsda reerrilag to the words 
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12b - 3 

.10 

11 

12. 

13 

411 	14 
12c.  fls. 

Ys 

16 

IT 

18 

19 

20 

2/ 

22 

"'ripping off' 

"Yes. 

"-A,  would you tell us what words did 

Mr.Manson actually uttcr concerning ripping off? 

"If I may just have a moment. 

"(Pause.) 

'i,s close as I can come, they wzre going 

to go into some ,white families' homes and rip them 

off really good. 

"By question is, could you tell us the 

words that Mr. Manson uttered, Mr. Jakobson. 

"Those are they, 'they are going to go 

into some white families* homes and rip them off 

really good. 

• 

24 

25 

26 
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12c - 1 1 

2 

3 
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6 
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'21 

22  

23 

24 

25 

26 

"In other words, Mt. Manson used the 

words 'They're' they are going to go in -- 

"As fat as 1 can temember he used the 

nerd 'they're.' 

"Mo was he referring to when he said 

Ithoylreol 

"The blacks. 

"The blalcks? 

"That's right. 

"1 seer  and when did he utter these 

words? 

"This would have been late spring, 

rEkg;  springtime of '69. 

"In the springtime of '69? 

"Yes. 

"No later than April or May of '69, 

is that right? 

"No later than May. 

"Of '64? 

"Right." 

Now, in connection with that language, is 

that spontaneous, that Mt. Jacobson remembers that 

independently, or is that language that has been Suggested 

to hi by means of having.conferences with the prosecution, 

remembering that,he'was in intimate contact with the 

police, he knew about the events at the Tate residence and 
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'200359 

at the La Bianca residence, he made no equation to any 

kind of ripping off, despite the, words Reiter Skelter, 

especially the words Reiter Skelter, be made na connection 

between that and Mr. Manson. 

Is this significant? Or is it not significant? 

And here is something -- here is something --

this is not entertaining, but we think it is significant, 

and maybe sometimes the most significant of matters are 

not neceSsarily always the most entertaining, but at 

page 14,.329: 

u Q 	NoW, would you tell us when you were 

paused to recollect first the fact that Mt. Manson 

uttered those words that you have just told us 

that he uttered? 

"A 	It was:probably -- I had probably first 

cause to recollect those words when news reached 

us that there may have been an involvement there 

with Charlie." 

In other words, when Charlie Manson 	Mr. 

Jakobson is informed that Charlie Manson is arrested 

in connection with this case, and that Mr.Jakob.son is 

speaking with whoever he is speaking with, then he is 

connecting Mt. Manson with these events. 

"I set, and will you tell us when that 

was?" 

Nowa, again, thinking of when does he make the 
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2 

5 

6 

a 

9 

12 

13- 

0 

10 

2 d fla. io. 

Tt 

I8 

14 

24 

21 

equation between Ht. Manson and these events. 

nhat would have been 'ten days -- 

seven days before Thanksgiving of 1969." 

Mich is after the time that Mr. Manson is 

arrested. 

"That is when you were caused to 

remember? 

"Thatrs right. 

"And directing your attention, when you 

were caused to remember this, whom did you first 

talk to? 

"Concerning -- 

those words? 

"I am not sure, probably the police." 

Probably. I will say that again.: 

"I am not sure, probably the police. 

20,360 
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Nell, which police officers? 

"Sergeant Patchett, Sergeant Gutierrez, 

Lieutenant Helder." 

These ar the police officers who have 

suggested to Mt. Jakobson that M. Manson has an 

involvement here. Ifx. Jakobson makes no such equation. 

Be makes no such conclusion himself, 

But the police come to him, and then Mr. 

Jakobson is programmed for what occurs in this trial. 

"Md where were you when you spoke 

with them concerning these words? 

"My homes 

"And how did they happen to come to 

your home?" 

He is not seeking them out, but the police 

are seeking him out. 

' "I don't know what led them 'to my 

home, really. 

"Now, when they came to your home 

you had already known for some period of time 

about Mr. Manson being, arrested, is that right? 

"I don't think so. I think it was 

the other way around. 

"Vhich way was it? 

"It was the other way around. 

"Well, 'would' you tell us, when you say 

000171

A R C H I V E S



20,362 

police concerning this case? 

"Right. 

"Is that right? 

"Yes. 

"And you were contacted by the police-- 

when were you first contacted by the police? 

"About ten days before Thanksgiving, 

6 

7.  

8 

lo , 

11. 

12 

13 1969. 

"And was that while you were at home? 14 

15 "Yes. 

"They came to your door? 

"Yes. 

"These three police officers that you 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

mentioned? 

"They called first and made an appoint- 

ment, 

"I see, and how long before they came 

did they call and make ita appointment? 

"The following day, they called in one 

evening%  or late One afternoo6 and it came oat 

the following day. 

22 

23 

24 

26 

12&21.  

	

,2. 
	• 

411. 	
3 

4 • 

s. 

"the, other way around, can you tell us when -- 

"I was contacted by the police before 

any news to that effect broke." 

He was contacted by the police. 

"W611, you were contacted by the 
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"And did they tape record any statement 

by you? 

Do we know -- there is another situation where 

there is no tape recording. There is no original confron-

tation or no original statement. So, we donit have the 

benefit of that is this courtroom. 

We have the fact that people have been killed 

at the Tate house, we have the fact that 24r. Jakobson, 

that he has some kind of relationship with that Tate 

house. we don't know what Officer Gutierrez said, the 

same offiCer who told Dianne like that unless --that 

threatened her with the gas chamber in connection with 

"getting the man you know we want." 

That is the same kind of situation where the 

police officers are talking to Mr. Jakobson. 

And how do we ItnoW, how do we know, I mean, 

Ht. Jakobson has candidly said that in some of these 

discussions he did consume marijuana, in some of the 

discussions that he has spoken about,. and how do we know --

we dont know, we dontt know, the relationship between 

Mr. aakobson and the people at the Tate house and. Whatevet 

involvement there may be there in connection. with marijuana 

or whatever. 

So, we have the relationships between people 

opintri$ into play, these relationships being much more 
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important than the mere words that are uttered. 

These are the circumstances, these are the 

types of things that we must consider in connection with 

whether or not, in connection with whether or not we can 

use the evidence that comes from this witness stand, 

and whether we can use it and believe that it is credible. 
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'Did they stenographically record any 

	

2. 
	 statement by you.? 

	

3 

	 "fi. 	They wrote down in their .notepads with 

	

4 
	 a pencil: 

My question is, like this court 

	

6 
	 reporter here is taking down 'word for word everything 

	

7 
	 that is being, uttered here, hopefully. 

	

"A 	No-. 

9 , 
	 2 Q, 	Pardon? 

	

"A 	no,. stenographically they did not take 

any statement from me. 

	

32 
	 lrQ 	MO vas present at this conversation? 

	

"A 	Other than the three officers I 
13 

	

14 
	 mentioned? 

	

is 
	 11Q 	Yes. 

16 

	 "A 	My wife. 

	

"Q. 	Your wife, yourself and the three 
17 

police officers? 

	

"A 	Yes. 
19 

20 

	 "Q 	And they came to you and they asked 

yo u what you knew about Mr. Manson, is that correct? 

	

"A 	Yeso 
22 

23 

	 "Q, 	And you. spoke to them concerning Mr. 

Manson? 
24 

"A Yes. 
26 

	

"0, 	Now, at the time that you. spoke with 
26 
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13-2 	/ 

2 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1L 

• 14 

15 

"them did you tell them about your having lived 

at the Tate residence? 

I never lived at the Tate residence. 

"Q 	You never lived there. Did you Stay 

there overnight? 

'I A 	Yes,. 

fig 	Vas there a discussion concerning' your 

presence at the Tate residence?" 

And then that was repeated: 
no 	Was there a discussion concerning, your 

presence at the Tate residence? 
St.A. 	I don't think so.. 
11Q 	'When they came in, what did they tell 

you concerning Mr. Manson if anything? 

"A. 	Why they were there? 

°Q. 	Yes. 

"A 	They had just talked to Terry, Y.  

believe. 
"Q 	And what did •0. 

°A 	And they wanted to know everything I 
knew in the remotest sense to the most specific 

sense, they 'Wanted to knoj everything and anythin 

I could think of. 

"Q 	That you knew concerting Vt. Manson, r . 

right, Vt. Jakobson? 

"A Right. 

16 1 
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And is it a fair statement you knew 

Yes. 

t! Yes. 

23 - 

24 

25 

26 

120,  And stk. yOu knew at that time that 

RIA Right. 

And you then told, them whatever you 

13-3 

20,367. 	 

"Q 	And at that time you knew you were 

being interrogated, Vt.Jakobson,. at that time you 

knew you were being interrogated concerning the 

events at the Tate home, is that right? 

2 

4 

Yes. 

I mean, they did not then frau the 

"A  

6 

instant they came into the door, you knew you were 

being interrogated concerning this? 

they Were interrogating you concerning Mr. Manson? 

n  A 	Yes. 

And did they tell you that Mr. Manson 

was under arrest? 

Mr. Manson was from the police viewpoint arrested 

in connection with this case, right?.  

told them? 

Yes. 

RR n 	Nowa  did you ask at all that.everything 

that you said be reduced to writing? 

"A 	No. 

"0. 	Stenographically recorded? 

16 

17 
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tt y 	No, 

	

n 	Did you tell the police, now, let 

me vithdrav that and ask you: 

"In connection with this ripping off • 

that you have spoken of$  did you tell them, did 

you toil them when that was stated? 

I don't think so. 

In other words, you did not tell them 

when in time previous to the time you, spoke with 

them it was. stated, right? 

	

"A 	I don't even know if I told them any- 

thing about ripping off," 

In other words, even at this time there ia 

nothing about this so-called ripping of 	the ripping off 

doesn'.t occur until there had been several more interroga-

tions„ undoubtedly we can infer from' this evidence, ,by 

the prosecution, •and also by law enforcement officers: 

	

tro. 	Oh, you might not even have stated it 

at that time, right? 

	

"A 	Right, I was only answering. questions. 

They asked, and I answered. 

	

"Q 	- 	see, and you knew they were there 

on a criminal investigation? 

	

"A 	I sure did. 

And you knew that Mr. Manson was 

arrested, as you say, in connection with this case, 

13-4 

S 
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"and you are not sure that you even mentioned about 

- this ripping off, right? 

°A 	Right," 

And-so forth and so. on. 

Going further now: 

Ncw, the word 'ripping off,114r. 

Jakobson, is a VOrd that is used -- it is part of 

the current jargon among tieople that you might call 

hippies or nomadic people pr people in some parts 

of the movie industry, and the,muiic industry? 

"This word, ' ripping off,' is a very 

very common word, is that correct,-Mr. Jakpbgp4? 

'A 	It is now. 
no 	Well, are you saying it was not a 

common word in Thanksgiving of 1969 or thereabouts 

20130 . 

13-5 

3 

5 

6 

9 

10. 

11 

T?' 

13 

14 

15  
when you spoke to the police officers? 

"A Yes." 

And so, Mr, Jakobson, under the guidance of 

the prosecution becomes somewhat of an expert on semantics, 

or becomes an lexicographer or something like that, telling 

.us that "ripping off" hada different meaning at the time 

we are talking, than it did in 1969: 

"A Yes. 

°Q, 	It was not a caamon. word? .  

"A 	Yes, it was hot a common word. 

'Q 	I see, when did it become a common word? 

16 

17 

'13 

• '19 
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13-6 

5 

"A 	I ,don't know." 

For instance, page 14,339: 

"t1 	Well, haVe you discussed the 

word, tripping off' with Mr. Bugliosi? 

HA 	Discuss the wore 

"1 told him of the incident that.  it' 

was :used. 
nQ 	You told him after he spoke to you, 

right? 

'You did not mention it before he spoke 

to you, j.s that correct? 

"A- 	Right, yes. 
It Q 	So Mr. Bugliosi is the first person 

you used the word, ripping off, to, is that 

correct? 

"A 	I believe so, yes. 
tt 
	

You did not use it with any other 

law enforcement officer? 

I believe so. 
it.fa 	I see, so you actually did not use 

those words that you are attributing to Mt. Manson 

until February of this year, or December of last 

year, let's put it that way? 

irA 	As to the time I 

"Q 	-- hazy? 

"A 	-- hazy. 
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"Q 	You are guessing? 

u, I am not even going to guess, it is 

too hazy for me to guess. I don't know." 

For instance, the question on page 14,341: 

When you first tailed to a police 

officer concerning Charlip Manson, you, never mentioned 

it, right? 
IT Right. 

nO, 	But when you talked to Mr. BuglioSi, 

it c ame out? 

"L Light*" 

He makes a point in connection with all of 

this. There is no question from what we have here that 

Hr. Jakobson, and what he has told us, has been covered, 

to say the least, as a result og being interrogated by 

the police officers and by -- and also by the prosecution. 

Now in connection with -- there are some 

details concerning 

You remember the same type of programming that 

we have been speaking of in connection with Mr. Jakobson 

occurred in connection with Linda Kasabian. 
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r 	d 

Now, we have seen Linda Kasabian testify in 

this courtroom and we have -- we cau editorialize, and 

we can give some broad-brush statements concerning Linda 

Kasebian. 

But we can see a pattern, admittedly it is 

the kind of thing, the only way we can get it is by 

studying this transcript. 

We find the same kind -- the same kind of 

programming in connection with. Linda Kasabian. 

Page 4947, by the prosecution: 

When did you have this discussion with 

Mt. Manson about the Beatles? 

"A 	I dohlt know the time. 

ug 	Okay. Within the ones-month period? 

°A Yes. 
"Q 	Who was present at the time? 

"A 	I don't really recall who was present. 

It seems that all the faces were the same way back 

then." 

Now, Linda Kasabian testified in this 

courtroom at a time when W. Jakobson was not present. 

They testified outside of each other's presence.. 

Maybe this is not significant, but when we 

decide this ease we have to -. we cannot just take the 

words that are uttered by the particular witnesses, if 

we do, if we do then we just accept the prosecution's 

13a-I 
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13a-2 

z 

4 

5 

viewpoint, and that then becomes --that then becomes the 

end of it. 

The fact of the matter is, in studying over' 

Linda Xesabianis testimony we find the same programming, 

the same suggestion and .-the tidestions that we have gone 

into in connection with Mr. Jakobson. - 
We find that Linda Xasabian, as far as, for 

instance, this kind -- this by Linda Kasabian: 

question by the prosecution, page 496a: 

Did Charles Manson ever speak to you, 

Linda, about the unity of the black man as opposed 

to the white man?" 

Linda Xasabian answers, and of course Linda 

Xasabian is granted immunity and she is an accomplice for 

seven counts of murder and one count of conspiracy, but 

she is still Linda in this courtroom; 

"THE WITNESS; Yes, he used to say that 

blackie was much more aware than 'whitey and. super 

together, and whitey was just totally un-together, 

just could not. get together; they were off on these 

side trips, and blackie was really together." 

And then by the prosecution on page 4972: 

°Q, 	what did he say about bringing the 

white man together to be more like blackie? 

"A 	He said he had a way to - do it and 

his way was the only way to bring the white man 
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"together." 

These are!statements that ate attributed to 

Mr. M[anson by Linda *sabian after many many many many 

interrogatiens,by both Mt. Bugliosi, Mr. Stovitz and
. 
 other 

prosecutors. 

inda Kasabian was .taken *out of the Los 

Angeles County Jail on several occasions and to en ov.:r 

to the Tate residence, and elsewherc in connection with 

this prosecution. 

What is the reason? "What is the necessity to 

take Linda Kasabian out of jail, take her over there on 

several different occasions? What is the reason, if tot 

for programming her, if not to have her adopt the viewpoint 

of the prosecutionl 

We have never been there! The rest of us have 

never been to the Tate residence. But Linda Kasabian has 

been there on several occasions. 

The qiestion is a matter of credibility. The 

questien is the detail that we have spoken of. Is it 

important? 

It is not very romantic; it is not very --

maybe itis not very dynamic., but in the posture of 

deciding a lawsuit, the credibility of -witnesses is almost 

the whole story, and if you dont t look at these details 

then we have a result -which does not reflect --I'd better 

not say what I was going to say. 
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Anyway, at page 5029, at lifte818 and 19, and 

2 
the only way you. can -- the only way you .can get this is 

3 
by going through it word for word. 

We hope that what the court reporter does 

5 
here, in connection with these transcripts has some 

	

6 
	significance. They -work' here until 0:30, sometimes 8:00 

	

7 
	o' clock, 8:30, 9:00 o'clock every night. 

	

8 
	 'Anyway 	beginning at the bottom of page 

5029, 1iues 18 and 19, 'here is an example x  again it is 

10 , 
an example which we think would be lost if we did not 

	

11 
	look at the transcript. 

	

12 
	 We feel that this is true. I standup here 

13 
and become Horatio at the bridge and give you the 

14 
Gettysburg address and all kinds of things, and become 

15 
an orator and speak eloquently. 

But I think the eloquence in this transcript 

17' 
tells the story. 

Here is the most typical -- page 5029, we 

19 
are talking about conspiracy; we are talking about 

20 
supposedly somebody who is there, who is going to tell us 

21 
the way it was, the way it happened. 

	

22 
	 We have a question asked, and this is the 

23 
prosecutor asking the question: 

	

'24 
	 liQ 	Did they indicate to you in any 

	

25 

	 fashion what they were going to do?" 

If you didnIt look at the transcript, we suggest 
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110 Well, now, did they indicate what you 

"A Np." 

1FQ The question, Linda, is: Did Tex, 

14 • 

20376 
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,3b fus, 	26 

we would never get this passage, which is so significant. 

The witness answers: 

"A 	Yes, Tex said we were going to a house--" 

And then the prosecutor interrupts: 

were going to do ia what I am concerned with." 

She is telling him; she is telling him what 

Tex said they were going to do, and the prosecutor doesn't 

want to hear that because she has missed her cue. 

She is,notsupposed to k.now what they are 

going to do the first might. 

So thereafter this interjection by the 

prosecutor: 

"Q 	Well,;nowl  did he indicate what you 

were going to do is what / am concerned with. 

The answer is no, after she started off 

telling us that)  "Yes, Tex said we were going to, a house." 

Does that have any significance? 

Then the prosecutor goes on at page 5030, 

beginning with line 7: 

Sadie or Katie tell you. what they were going to 

do that night? 

"A 	No, they didn't.° 
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She started to tell; 

"Tex said we were going to a house." 

But that would be inconsistent; that would be 

inconsistent because the prosecution, they cannot do 

anything with Linda rasabian on the second night because, 

my God)  she's been at a place where there were five murders, 

so there is nothing they can do about that. 

But the first night they want her as clean 

as possible and they don't want her*  they don't want her 

to know anything. She gets in the car with guns, with 

a gun and knives and all of this. 

They want her to look clean in this courtroom 

and so the prosecutor interrupts her. He interrupts her 

When she says "Yes,. Tex said we were going to a house." 

the prosecutor .interrupts her because that is 

not consistent; that is not what she hal been programmed 

for, and she went a little bitogf schedule. 

At the bottom of page. 50480  lines 25 to 26. 

Did you have any idea, whatsoever that 

the knives and the gun might be used to kill people 

with? 

"A 	tib4 ft  

Now, why would a prosecutor ask that question? 

Ve are in A case where this lady is a 

defendant. She is supposed to be there. She is Supposed 

to be there because she is part of this group they allege 

13b4. 
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originally, but they change it around. 

The prosecutor becomes someone who is advocatin 

the impossible, and so the prosecutor is advocating that 

Linda Kasabian knows nothing about what is going to happen 

the first night. 

Page 5072. 

Speaking at the Tate house, Kasabian, says --

the question is asked: 

that is the next thing that happened, 

Linda/ 
n, I came around from the back and Tex 

was standing at a window, cutting the screen, and 

he told me to go back and wait at the car, and he 

may have told me to listen for sounds, but I don't 

remember him saying it.' 

And that'is,pregnant with what is important 

here because Linda is walking .a tight rope. 

Uhtson- probably said 'If anything happens 

and we need yoii,"or something or other, "Come On in, "or 

whatever it may be.. 

But she doesn't really want to say it. She 

does not wait to say it for sure. 

But Mt. Watson, we believe, had an arrangement 

with Linda Kasabian that Linda Kasabian was to do certain 

things. 

Why would she weasel on it: 

1313-21  
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screaming? 

Did you hear what the people were 

No, just at one point in the beginning 1
.

). 

Row long did the screaming continue? 11(1  

Oh, it seemed like forever, indefinite. 

I don't knave 

!t0 

in intervals? 

"A 	It seemed constant. I don't know. 

No 9.0  'what did you do *AlleMkyott heard 

20,379 
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"He may have told me to listen for 

sounds, but I don't remember him saying it." 

Because in the workings of her mind she does 

not want to be inside of that house where've suggest she 

was, 'where her knife was found, and so she words it that 

way. She words. it that way. 

That particular detail is there in this 

transcript. 

Later on at page 5084, Linda Kasabian tells 

us about the sound that she heatd: 

I heard a man say 'No.,  no.' 

"Screams, and the screams were as if 

pleading for their lives, but I heard no actual 

words. 

Uas• the screaming constant or was it 

these screams? 

"f. 	I Stetted to tun towards the house. 
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• 	
3 

4 

6 

I! Q 	'Why did, you do that? 

It A 	Because I wanted, them, to stop, because 

I knew what they had done to this man, that they 

were killing these people.' 

But Mr. Watson ,hs.dro t told her anything. Mr. 

Watson hadn't told her. anything. 

The prosecutor interrupted her. The prosecutor 

interrupted her. 
7 •  

13c fls4, 
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Haw did' she know? How did she know that they 

were killing these people? 

She tells us they were on a creepy-crawley 

mission. She tells us that she was listening for sounds, 

and she ran to the house because she wanted it to stop. 

Do we believe that? Do we really believe 

that, at the time there when part of Linda Kasabiants 

vocabulary was "pig"? 

She has had a resurrection that she has, told 

'us about, supposedly in this trial. 

Immunity from seven counts of murder and a 

count of conspiracy.. Boo—we believe that? 

Page 5894, where Linda is interrogated, she 

testifies, at page 5094, speaking about Mr. Frykowskit 

	

Q. 	You say he eventually got up and moved 

to a different place? 

"A Yes." 

That is concession of murder. That is Linda 

Kesablan confessing to the murder ofMr. Frykawski. 

	

"(I 	You say~ he eventually got up?" 

And this is after she knew, she says, that 

the people inside the 'house were being killed, she knew 

that,. 

Page 5236, the most incredible -- and the 

reason that we are comparing Linda Xa'sabian with 

Mr. Jakobson is because, is because we think there is A 
' 	" 	' 
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credibility comparison that is valid. 

• A person like Mr. Jakobson, who is a person 

'" 

10" 

D. • 

12 

who is not an accomplice, his testimony in this case is 

. testimony which is 

Mr. Sugliosi speaking, which is the proSecu!. 

tion speaking'on page 5236; is this the prosecution speak-,  

ing on behalf' — on behalf of what the California_ 

Constitution 'stands fort 

"Q - Did you. want to go along with 

MausOn and the others on this secOnd night? 

!tA. 	.11o. 

"TBE WIT,NgS$ 	I did not want to go; 

My intentions were to go to the Waterfall with 

• Gypsy. 

"Q 	Why' did you go along with,Mr. Manson 

and the others? 

'"Why did you go,,along if you did not 

Want to? 	 11. 

"A 	Be lase. Charlie asked me and. I was 

afraid to. say ,no." 

. Now, do we believe' that?' 'Oto• we beiteVe that? 

Remember -- remembipt. that -Linda Kasabian 

Kasibian at this tiMe haS a•iready seen the tight'. 

• She received this light, she saysy ,at ,  the Tate..residenee, 

and we look at •the words that she utters hire in the 

coatroom. and compare these words with the words that she 

13 - 
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.utters later on, that she says describes her feeling as' 

she walked hand in hand with :Mr,, 14anson, offering peanuts., 

lind Abe felt so good at the beach, and all of this, 

Do we believe that? Do we believe that that 

happened? 

She supposedly had left the La Bianca 

residence. 

She had left the 1,s, Bianca residence thinking 

that two people were going to be ,- were going to be 

destroyed, and she goes to the beach with something like 

that, she is ,afraid. of when the prosecutor asks the question, 

was 'she supposed to answer that she is afraid of 

•••? 
r 

• , 	. 

10- 
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ig 

And she goes to the beach; Supposedly she has 

just avoided someone being killed, and'then she walks hand. 

in hand, afld tells Mr, Manson she is pregnant, and they'share 

peanuts, and. nIt felt so good." 

The question is do we believe that? 

Can persons  in the light of what has,beenpOr-

trayed in this ciourtroom, dan a person believe., can we use 

that type,  of testimony in, connection with j=udging this case? 

If Linda Kasabian wanted. to„ there were several 

different places that Linda Kasabian could have gotten 

evidence, very critical evidence, in connection with this 

case., after she supposedly had seen the light concerning 

Aro  Manson, 

isinda Kasabian could haVe .gotten the license number 

of that white Falcon. She could have gotten the license 

number of other automobiles at the beach... She supposedly 

hitchhiked. 

I'mean, it is.  just filled -- X Mean, this testimony 

is filled with places where the slightest motivation whatsor 

ever on the part of Linda Kasabian would give us something. 

qhe question is: Can this witness 'be. believed.? 

That is What it boils' down jto vhei she tells Us $ 

when,ehe utters words. from her mouth, and then we look at • 

what we know of certain.' facts •theit come.from peOple that are 

not accomplices. 	 _ • • 

.Now, she was'dri4ing the'ear. She was driving the 

4.  

5.  
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.10 

11 

12 

• IA 

14 

car when the oar went and stopped at 'Harold True's place in, 

the enact sante spot as we recalled. 

"dad you ever been parked in front of that home 

'before?" 

rage 527/ of the transcript. 

"Yet, In the exact same spot before," 

And we are referring to the transcript 

because this is sort of like)  if I can get .poetic a little 

bit and maybe invoke Mr. Lincoln)  didn't he say something in 

the Gettysburg Addtessf They won't remember much what we 

Say here, but they will reMeMber what they did here; meaning 

the people in the Battle of Gettysburg. 

They are not going to remember, Surely)  what we , 

say here, I suppose, but they certainly are going to remember 

throughout the world 'what we dO in this courtroom)  what-the 

result is in this couttroom. Nhat happens here is.  going to 

be remembered.. 

Page 5286)  Lino 15. 

"Now long after he left, the car did he 

return to the. ear?" Meaning Mr. Manson)  supposedly; 

at the La aanca resider*. 
• A 

I  " remember 'we all lit up cigarettes ) and.  

we smoked about three-quarters of a Pall-Mall 

cigarette)  however long, that takei, 

"Several minutes? 

"Yes. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 
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• 7 , 

8 

"When Mr. Manson returned tO the vicinity 

of the oar did you observe whether or not he 

still had the leather thongs around his neck? 

"I don't really think I noticed at that 

point, 

. , "Did you at any, later time in the evening 

notice whether Or not be stiff l. had the leather 

thongs around his neck? 

"Yes, I did. 

"When .was that? 

"When walking on the beach. 

"everal hours later? 

"Xes.lt. 

• 10 

11 

14. 

14 

 

16,  
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• 	t 3  

6 

7 

8 

And here we have somethip6, that is significant. 

LindkKasabian, at Page 5266 of the transcript)  saying, 

among other things: 

"What happened after Mtv4tanson returned 

to the car? 

"He ,called Leslie and Katie and Tex out 

of the car. 

"Was he put of the oar at that point, too? 

• 

18 

19. 

2a 

.:24 

14 

15 

• 17 

11 

12 

' 

the conversation that he had with Tex and Katie." 

Bits and pieces. 

Now, then, we have the bits and pieces4 ,  

"I, heard him say that there were a man ,and a 

woman up in - the house and that. he had tied their 

hands, and that he told theta not to be afraid, that 

he wasivrt going to hurt them." 

qe then have Linda Kasabian testifying exactly Q1 

behalf of the prosecution,. exactly what the Prosecution 

:Presents to us. in terma of the piCtures. And this is after,  

Linda Kasabian has been spoken to and respoken to concerning 

:this ease. 

"What happened nekt?, 

"Sadie -- excuse me -- Clem jumped la the 

back seat with Sadie4  and I pushedbver on the 

passenger,s side, and I heard bits 'and- pieces of 
. 	a 

26. 	 This is what we have to decide in this case. We 
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2 

4 

 

have to. decide whether, it several minutes, whether in 

several minutes, it would be physically possible. 

She says a Pall Mall cigarette. She says the time 

it takes. for a Pall mail cigarette. This is what she tells 

us is what happened. 

SO, the question 'is, the question is; Can we 

believe? 

The prosecution hopes by,thesheer, by the sheer 

force of thoee,wordst  the prosecution' hopes that we won't 

• look at the circumstances, the prosecution,  hopes that we 

Will just, rex 	words uttered, just remember the Worde 

' uttered and4Ogot all of the surrounding circumstances in 

connection with what' has teen Presented:here. 

In connection with 	I will try tb cover some 

of it 	some or it 1 wild past leave out,beCause of time, 

but I will 'try to, go through this .  

' Now, directing bur attention to the wallet,: 

"She says: 'I  picked the top of the tOilet 

bowl, the cover, I lifted it up and placed it on 

a bulb, or some sort or thing that is :Lathe 

toilet that helps yoU flush the toilets  arid put 

the lid back down." 

Those words, standing by themselVes, are- 

just meaningless, unless we integrate those words with the 

fact that despite -- despite -- the importance of the wallet, 

supposedly in this case, Linda Xasabian has nothing to do, as 

s 

 

6- 

7 

8 .  

9 ; 

10 

12 

13  

14 

T5 
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far as identification or anything concerning this wallet, 

until, I think the transcript reveals, April of 1970, 

It isn't until April of. 1970, notwithstanding the 

fact that she is in the County Jail all this period o: time, 

notwithstanding that, the prosecution is asking us to accept 

theie wordsas •goapel, as what actually, happened in 

connection with that wallet. 

That is something that we have to consider. 

/ 
1 	- 	0K. 

8 

it • 

1g 

20 
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23. 
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20,390 

In connection with this 'wallet, Linda. Usabian 

-- in connection with the control that these people had over 

14inda.Xasabian, they could have, it would seem like, it 

woad seem like, if anybody really believed, really 

believed,that Linda Xasabian had any connection with that 

wallet, it would, stem like you wouldn't wait until April, 

you. wouldn't wait until April to discuss it or whatever 

as far as 'Linda Kasabian is concerned, as far 0 that 

wallet is concerned. 

It would seem like, it would seem, like that 

would be the Xirst thing that votild be done. 

But something about'that wallet, there is 

something -about that wallet that doesn't smell right, and 

09 fact of the matter is -that on August. -- that on 

DoceMber the 8th, as wei know, the 'Grand 54FY indictment 

'calwa%in. On December 10th, the wallet is found while 

_Linda Rasabian is nowhere around. 

Kapabian is nowhere around.- that gas 

station on or about December the 8th or December the 100 

of 1969. 	 e" 

These are circumstances Those irre circum-

stances. Maybe what we are saying;/maybe what we aro 

saying is something that doesn't have any significance. 

Maybe what we ate saying does. 

The questto that we have.' to resolve is: 

Are we going to accept the bare words of 

25,  

26 
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1,4b-2 .LindalCsiabian, or are we going to look at 	what is 

2\ reasonable, when. a -wallet is put in a toilet near operating 

s emechanism, that toilet, it is about a couple of days 

4 ma be that that toilet 'would last without running over. 

A couple of hours maybe, It is not going to sit on. the 

operating mechanism for four months. .It is not going to 

7 sit there for four months and not interfere with the 

operation of that toilet. 

9 

	

	 So, with the Grand Jury indictment coming about 

December the 8th, and December 10th being the time when the 

Wallet is supposedly found, a couple pf days is about the 

12,  time you woad have,: 

13 	 So, Linda'Kasabian has to be programmed into 

14 putting the wallet wbere 	pen/Er-found it, and Mr. Koenig 

found it on the operating meChanism,, Right on it. 

:Look at the picture. Look: at the picture. 

Forget about Linda Xasabiam. Look at that operating°  

mechanift, See if we can make some reasonable inference, 

as householders and as People that are familiar with this 

type of mechanism,-  Would that wallet be there forfioar, 

)11011thSr 

It is a circumstance)  it is a circumstance that 

is unbelievable, especially when you consider, especially 

when you consider that all the ,prosecution has given as -- 

23 all the pictures that they have taken 	all the . 

prosecution has given us in connection with that toilet 

17` 
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13. 

14 

15 
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17 
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19 • 

20 

21 

22  

23 

24' 

25 

26 

is just the tauk.• Just the tank.' 	 fi  

' • They haven't seen fit, they haven't seen fit 

to give' us the detail of the rest-roa0. Vas it,:in'fa*4 

the women's rest-room as compared, with the men's rest-room 

as compared with the men's rest-room? 

They haven't seen fit. They had plenty of 

pictures here concerning that, but they didn't see fit to 

introduce those pictures., 

THE COURT: We will adjourn at this time, Mr. Kanarek. 

Ladies and gentlemen, •do not converse with 

anyone or form or express any opinion regarding the case 

until it is finally submitted to you. 

The court will adjourn until 9;00 a.m. tomorrow 

-morning. 

(Whereupon at 4:29 o'clock p.m. the court 

was in recess.) 
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