v . , o L. BUCLIOST

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
‘ FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT KO. 104 HON. CHARLES H. OLDER, JUDGE

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA,

R
ot

Plaintif?,

vs. ) No. A253156

CHARLES MANSON, SUSAN ATKINS,
LESLIE VAN HOUTEN, PATRICIA KRENWINKEL,

COPY

Defendants.

REPORTERS' DAILY TRANSCRIPT

Tednasdary, Januswy 13, 1271

) APPEARANCES:
For the People: VINCENT T. BUGLIOSI,
DONALD A. MUSICH,
STEPHEN RUSSELL XKAY,
DEPUTY DISTRICT ATTORNEYS
For Deft. Manson: I. A. KANAREK, Esq.
For Deft. Atkins: DAYE SHINN, Esq.
Y For Deft. Van Houten: BONADLD HUGHES / Ex
' A NUELL NITL, Eaa,

- For Deft. Krenwinkel: PAUL FITZGERAiD, Esq.

VOLUME 157 JOSEPH B. HOLLOMBE, CSR.,
y MURRAY MEHLMAN, CSR.,
Q PAGES 70,801 to 21,103 Official Reporters
- _'.6'

CieloDrive.COMARCHIVES



10

11

12

B

14 7
- 15
16 ]

17

18

- 19

20
21

22

25

%.

20,491

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA, WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 13, 1970
9:32 A,
memin) e
(The folléwing prﬁceedings were had in open court

in the presence of the jury, all counsel with the exception

- of Mr, Hughes being present; the defendants are not

physlcally present in the_cé#rtroom:)
THE COURT: All counsel and Jurors are present.
MB. BUGLIOSI: May we approach the bench?
THE COURT: Yes, = |
(The.rollcwing proceedings were had at the
beneh out of the hearing of the jury:)
MR. BUGLIOSI: I just wanbed bo bring to the Sourtts

‘attention that I am very well aware of the Griffin rule,

of course, and I will never gt gny time during my argument
impiy that the defendants should have taken the witness

. But throughéﬁt the defense counsels’ gpguments
they constantly sai& "Why didn't the prosecution call
certain witneaaes," even if they hadn't sald that, but
particularly 1n view of the fact they did say that, I intend

- to say repeatedly-during my argument, "Why didn't khe
| defense subpoena them to the stand?" ’

This will, of course, have nothing to do with
the defendants. I will be referring to other witnesses
who supposedly, according to. the defemse, had knowledge of

3
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: .I matter. : ~: L. t

fcertain items, items of evldence.

And I will merely turn it around and say, "Well,

' certalnly we could have called a particular witness like

Sandra Goode, bub on the other hand they could have called

1 that’ witneps too,"

I am going to place the Court on notlce this will

be an approach of mine, but at no time will I suggest

"that they should have called the defendant, or why didn't
' the defendant tesfify.

- It will be Just witnesses, completely unrelated

to the defendanta,‘ o
MB1 KANAREK' Iou? Honor, I wquld like #c ~= Just prior -
many minutes pr;qr’tq'the time tnat we'haVe‘éonvened in

cburt I aslted the clark concerning a Jury instruction
t : '

A H .
LI L] ‘€

He indicated to me that the Court sald there was

" 5o time the court’di& 'not ‘wish to Hold up the trial.

~ Yhen may we have that Jury conrerence?
THE GOURT: I don't know; this is the first I've heard.'
Apparently you approached the clerk about five
minutés ago. We wére ready to resume the srgument,
N MR, KANAREK: -T was while your Honor was on the
bench in conriection with‘other matters this mcrning{
THE COURT: 'Have you presented some requestved
Jury instruction? * "
MR. KANAREK: I have a jury instruction here,

1
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| with the clerk?

' clerk said you wanted to talk about 1ib.

. your requested instructipnsﬁ if you Have some,

rai

THE CdUBT: I haven't seen any. Have you filed them

 HR. KANAREX: ©No, I -would be glad to. I thought we

would go in chambers aé*we normally did. I will be glad to.
THE COUBT: I have no notice other than the fact the
. 'Sometime before I instruct the jury we will have

another conferenee then, at vhich time you can discuss,

{ '\
. 1
r . L

-, §
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MR, KANAREK: Very well. I would 1ike those as soon .

| as possivle.

THE COURT: I.would have liked the requested

| instructidna as soop as possible, too0.

It has now been considerapvly In excess of a month
sig¢e we-étartea talking about jury instructiqns. .
MR, KANAREKY ”hat is correct.
The prosﬁcuﬁion, and e, Leiﬁh have offered

’instructiOns, and we have thls matter which we would 1ike

" the Court; to consider. j'i-"'

THE GOUR“* ;Iiyill cohsider it, we will have another

- .- » - a
- o B *

AR.‘KANABEK‘ “hanK you._
iR, KEITH: 1 Was nenina,ﬁr. ﬁugliosi and had ‘&

Adilfficult tine hearing nlm, but I did &ather the intent to

witnesses Phat were avallable to the defense,

" THE COURY: He sald -~ well, you can explain,

e, Bugliosl,

Hb. BUGLIOSI: Yes.

Several times the‘uefEnsa attorneys said:

.| Why dian't we call Satura Goodé, or BaYbapra McCann? And I
 intend to turn 1t around ana say that they had a right to

- call these people, too.

sfe KBITH: Fox the.record, in the event that you do

that, I would object Lo your coing it, and I will cite you

CieloDrive.COmMARCHIVES |
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I too.

- to prowve a certaln point. : -

‘for-misconduet right now, and I will ask the Judge, when
:»yqu:do it -~ 1f you do it, when you do it -~ to admonish the
dury t§ disregard it, for the record, rather than jumping

- up every time.

MR, BUGLIOSI: Of course, there is authority for 1t.
MR, RKEITH:; I know. There is authority the other wdy,

. NR. BUGLIOSI: Only if you imply the defendant,

vhich I do not intend to do, I do not intend to do it and
" I will stay a million miles away from it. But I can

| certainly say that you eould have called certain witnesses

b

MR, KEITH: I'wbuid;iike to protect the record.
MRa FITZGEBALD I uou;d like to join in that request.
THE GOURT' The fecord will show that all deﬂense
counsel will be deemed toghaVe objected and to have cited
the prosecufor fbr miscoﬁduct 1f he makes any reference to
witnesses that they eould have called. . ; ; 7.7
MR. KANAREK: Yes. Join in lr, Keith's’comments.
- ¥R. SHINN: Yes., Join in the comments.
‘ TﬁE‘COURT: The objectlons will be overruled.’
. MR. BUGLIOSI: Thank you, |
. ¥R, KAWAREK: Your Honor, in connegtion with tiat jury

ingtruction matter, all counsel are requ&stiﬁg that jury

Anstruction.

(Whereupon, all counsel return to thelr respechive
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" places zb counsel bable and the following proeeedings occur

in open -court within the presence and hearing of the jury:)

THE COURT: You may proceed wlth your closing argument,

1 Hr, Buglioal,

MR, .BUGLIOSI: Your Honor, defense counsel, ladles and

| sentlemen of the jury:

You knov, as I wus listening t0© my colleagues,

| Jlossrs, Pitzgerald, Shinn, Kanarek and Keith, address you,

I thought %o myself that elthough they learned the law ouf
at thelyr respective law schools, they dldri't learn how to
be maglclians. They didn't Iearn hiow to pull a rabbit out

of the hat when there wasn't any rabblt in the hatb.

. Clelorive.COMARCHIVES
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| witness stand during this trial, ladies and genktlemen, -

|into this courtroom with a verdi¢t of not pguilty.

Based on the évidence that came from that

their clients are as guilty as sin, and there is nothing
they ¢an.do about it

Charles Manson and his co-defendants could have

Frm B f T e

‘been represented Sy the laste great Clarence Darrow, and I

don't see how 12 reasonable mont and tvjomen could come back

I have yet to see the man that ¢an convince 12
Teagsonable men and women that black is white and white is
black

fe e wman

E

I wonder if any of you folks have read Victor

Mr. Hugo says that no ian can appreciate such

2 £ish unless he haé seen it. o

, - He sayé that it has the aspecé of scurvy and
gangrene. He desciibes it as disease embodied in monstrosity.
It doesn't have any beak to defénd ‘itself Tike a bird,

no claws like a lion, no Ee&th Iike an alligator.

But it ﬂoeS'have what, one gould call.an !

fink bag, and when it is attacked 1t lets out a dark fluid
‘Erom that ink bag, thus ngking all-tha-su:rounding watet¢;f )
dark and murky, enabling the octopus to ‘escape 1nto the darks
Now, I ask you folks: Is there any gimilarity
between that description of the ink bag of the octopus and

Eheldefense in this case?

e T PSP B

v

e o e orn o P
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| sought to emplay. the 1ﬁk bag J@-thé octopuslmaking every~

e,
thing dark and murky?*aném&&aﬁgzgé into the darkness?
MR, KANAREK: Your Hoﬁor, that is improper argument. o

j“octopus for the simple reason that that is the only defense

| the ink bag is not a legally recognized defense to muxder.

'pféventién of a felony, defense of others. But the ink
| bag hasn't yet reached the statutes, the law books.

{ it never will.

20,898

Has the defense érgued any real, valid, legitimate

defense peasonably based upon the evidence?, Or have they

No défense was put on. mhe burde 18 upon the
prosecutlan to prove their case. 4nd because of that, thiq
is improper argument, your Honor.‘ ) " g l o 5

THE COURT: The obgectlon is overruled.

+

The prosecqukor was- obVlously reférring to the

arguments.
MR. KANAREK::‘He'said "Defenge," your Honor.
THE COURT: All right. Objection is overruled.
MR. BUGLIOSI: The answer to that question, ladies

and 0ent1Emen, is an easy answer.

They have sought to employ the ink bag of the

they have: to these saven'murdhrs.

The only problem ﬁor them, of course, is that

There are‘defénses‘to nurder: Self defense,

You wouldn't lose any:money 1f you wagered that

- ._..M/\
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‘,,‘.k ; .‘ 11 — ~ ’
o" . i . ;4
Stated in another way, ‘eaich defensé counsel has

ey 2
 sought to pﬁr&de g plant smoke: gcregn.ground theifacts in
- this case, Their only hqbé is that you are golng to be

unableé to see throurh the smoke screen to the facts and

- pome back with a verdist of guiity.

@?going £o be obscured by the smoke screen and by the dark

fluidf the ink bag.

. MR. KANAREX: . Your Honor, ‘that is improper argument.

|* . . I make a motlon that the admitted testiuony go
‘before the Jury, that the Jury haye each and every bit of
| admitted testimony. '

I make that motion heve In open court, on the

'15:'law under the 14th Amendsient. I ask that that be done,

THE COURT: You are interrupting the prosecutor's
argument with an improper objection, and I will ask you to

MR, KANAREK: May T have a ruling?
-THE CQURT: Denied.

Proceed,

and c¢lear up the water which defense ¢oumsel have sought to

ot muddy, so that you folks can .clearly see the evidence,

the facts, the issues in this case, so-that you are going to

be able to behold the form of the retreating octopus, and

Theg-are hOpeful that your vision of bthe facts l1s

MR, BUGLIOSI: I intend to penetrate that smoke screen

SR S

i St Xk

O

i g At i o Bt oty i

i

%
|
|
|
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bring these defeéndants back to Face justice, -uml,
lgiving my final swmmation Is .thap-there is so much evidence
|placent, and I Have to';ﬁate the obvioﬁs, ¥nielr humarn beings
Luve s béndeney not tO want to conesra thelselves with.

tand soy these defendants are gullty and to come back with a

I part would be rather arrogant .

26

Tne only real problem I em going Ho have in
agalnst taese defendants amd 1t 1s so obvious thut they
-are sullty that I hove to acthally fight from belng com-
If T were just to et up here in my final swmmation

verdlet of not gullty -- I mean with a verdlet of gullty -
and not argue to you in great depth,Tthat appréach on my

- GleloDrive.COmMARCHIVES -
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You mlghn thereby be 1nf1uenﬂed in your verdict

_: by that negative impression, g; I am going to respond to
* defense counsel!'s argument, and:I'm-golng to respontd in
1‘cOnsiderable depth.

. ¥ am not going te ba complacent, and I am going

, to state the obvious,

However, I donmtt intend to resgond to each and

‘every solitary argument‘made by-each defense atforney in -
- this casej I think collectlveiy they argued for, about twq

., 2

| weeks. You may rest -assared 1 am ot goingAto be up, here

¢

_for two Weeks, ten dayg =- i the other hand I am not goxngi
“to be.up here for ten minutes exthnr. |

I will do my very beSt to keep my f1na1 Bummgtion <

I am going to breask my closing argument‘down

First, I will respond to defense caunsel's |

, argumeits about the doctrine of reasonable doubt and

| eircumstantial evidence.

Then I will respond to miscellaneous arguatents

Next I will respond to the déefense counselts
axguﬁéntS‘with respegt to Linda Kasabian; that is, the

3

Vimmunity, the accomplice rule, LSD, her credibility as a
26 ) - :
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| withesg., ‘ S A

Bext I wilt respond to each defense atitorney's

contention that rhe prosecution did not prove the guilt

| of these defendants beyond a reasonable doubt.

This will necessitaté my going over the main

| itemg of evidance ggainst each. defendant oo the Tate and

1,5 Bianca murders.

This will also include of course a discussion

| of Minson's domination cver Tex Watson and the three
| female defendants, and also the primary motive for these

| muxders, Helter Skelter.

Fimally, I will make some closing observatiané.
MR, RANAREK: Your Honor, I would like at the outset Qé
 then, I would like to make a motion in connection with this
putported domination by Mr. Manson. My motion is that the
Courk -» ' '
- THE GOURT: Coumsel will approach the bench.

(The foilnwing proéeedings were had at thé
bench out of the hearing of the jury:)

THE COURT: State wyour motion, Mr. Kanarek._
MR. KANAREK: My motion is this, your Honor:

That'the Gourt instr&ct the jury that there is
no evidence in this record WhiChl“f from which the jury can
make'any inference of any &omina;ion over ==

THE COURT: Now, listen, Mr. Kanarek, I'm going to
tell you something right now;:A :

=
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This :Ls imprc)per aﬂd you know it. You arse.
:Lnterrupting the prosecufiion attprneys arguments, like youe
tried to disrupt the direct testimony of all of the key

4

witnesses in this case from the ba;ginning.' B ;
I warn you, sir, if you keep it up T will find

you in coﬁtempt: of court. _

And I mean what I say,
MR. KANAREK: S%@ur Honor has not even let me finish
{ the motidn.
| THE COURT: I have heard encugh. ' You can make all

the legitimate objectiqns you have a right to make, but when

you start nonsensge like thisg Y am not going to let you get

away wiﬁh it. |

| MR KANARER: This is not nonsense.

THE GOURT: Now, go back and sit down.

| (The foilowing proceedings were had in open
cmxrt in the pfesenje and hearing of the jury h)

MR. BUGLIOSI: 7'No. 1, reasonable doubt and circum-
stantial evidence. ‘

" No. 2, miscellaneous.’
No. 3, Linda Kagabian.

No. &, the main items of evidence against each

defendant and, lastly, some final observations.

Let's talk about this doctxine of reagonable

Houbt |

" The word "beyond," in the term "beyond

1

}
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"beyﬁgd in the texm beyond a reasonable doubt, and that is
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| & reasonable doubt," is a rather confusing word, especially

{.in the dictionary is of course "more than, over and above."

{-4s used in the term beyond a redscnable doubt,’

s ] guilt of these defendants to the exclusion of all reasonsble

{ of these defendants, dequit. » - i

‘to lay erple.

 "to the exclusion of =~- to the exclusion of."

b e Y e S T ke e

'So with this 1n'mind; we can cnmpietely eliminate tha'WDrd

‘accurate statement and definition of the doctrine of

The principal definition of the word beyond
This is not the sense in which the word beyond .

There is &‘secondary definition of the woxd

Thig is the sense id vhich the word beyond is

g e
— p——— -

used in the texm beyond a reasonable doubt,

The prosecution has the burden of proving the

doubt, not all p0931ble doubt, all :easonable doubt.

g o S ¢ b

QfF cOﬁrse there iseall the difference in the
woirld between-a possib1¢ douht and.a reasonable doubt.

"heyond" frow the term beyond a reaSOnable doubt and coma ‘

1

e d——

If you do not have a reason&ble doubt of the

aFvoQ

If you do have a reasonable doubt of the gullt

e,
¥ havée eliminated the woxrd "beyond" f£rom the

term beyond a reasonable doubt, and we still have a very i
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 weasonable doubt.

- Now, obviously, ladies and gentlemen of the

, jury, the dactr:.ne o,f reasonable doubt certainly does not

- place an msurmauntable buzden on the prosecution because

if it did we would ngver be able o secure a conviction in

o

L IRY

As his Honur will :r.nstry.ct yo&, & réaﬁonahle

doubt is not a mere possible daubt, be.cause ;everything

: relat:.ng to human affairs, and dependmg on me;r:a}. evs.dence ,

e 4

i *

His donor will instmct you that the pxosecut:.on

| does hot have f:he burden of offering thai depgree of proof
| which excludes all possibility o_£ aerror, and prd&uc'es

|absolute certainty o
1 |

py-iilinnatiey
-krl;l“h degree of proof ig rarely if ever pcssible.

 Only moral certainty is required.

His Honor will insi:ruct you that moral certainty

in an unprejudiced mind.

Now, Mr. I‘J.tagerald S8 id that the prose.cution

.. has the burden of proving the guilt of these defendants
2

Lo a near cextainty.

His Homor will give you mo such instruction,

'te-:k?:‘éer absolute certainty nor near certainty 1ls required.

Only moral ¢ertainty is required.

" CieloDrive.cCOmMARCHIVES
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MR. KANABEK: Your Honor, I must objeet to that because

| of the casé law of the State of California which lr.
1Fi£zgerald.pbinted‘out to lr, Bupliosi, your Honor --

VHE, COURT: Overruled.

WR. ‘BUSLIOSI: Only moral eertainty is réquired, ladles

and genbtlenen, Xou will take your law not from Mr,

‘ Fitzgerald nér ﬂrcm ﬂr Kanarek but from Judge Older.

: Jor&l eertainty is that ﬂegree of proof which

'

‘ producea conviction in an unprejudiced mind.

In summary,’ then, tne proSecutiOnsdces not, I
‘repeab, the prosecntion does not have the burden of proving
the gullt. of these defendants - to the peint-where you are
absolutely positive and absolutely céertain and ahsolutely

your mind of their guilt. ‘ .
' That 1s not the law, because, as his Honer will

instruct you, such degree of proof is rarely if ever

¥We only have the burden of-proving the guilt of
these defendants to the exclusion of all reasonable doubt,
not all possible doubt

So the fact that you might have some small doubt
in vour'minqgjback in the Jury room&.of the guilt of these

]deﬂéndants~~ané for the life of me I don't even know how

you ¢an have a small doubty-but, assuning that. you have -3

'small doubt, this does not mean that you are thereby duby-

| bound o come back into this courtroom with a verdict

.
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“argued it uith more precision than the other defense

ﬁ%here the People's case 1s based on clreumsbantial evidence

" not telling you that the People'!s case is based on

of not gullty. A Hf?‘: s . ;,
It i only if you have a reasonable doubt.
& %%Z?can define the word reasonable Just as well as
I canf?ﬁounda sensible, loglcal doubt based on the evidence
thab -came from that wltness séand.
| Of pourse, based on-the evidence that came from
that wiltness stand, ladies and gentlemen, not only isnft
there a reasorable doubt ¢f the gullt of these defendants,
there 1s absalubtely ng doubt whatsoever that they ave gullty
as charged,

Defense counsel, particularly Hr, Keith, Who .

P B L

ce wr aprm e

yv
stborneys, and he dwelf on it in greater depthpall four
of them argued that the People's case 18 based on circum-
étantial avidence, and'hggrererred to the instruction

you ¢annot find the defendants guilty unless the proved
¢ireumstances are not only consistent w1t£§iheory they are
gﬁilty, but are irreconcilable with any other raﬁional
conelu&ion.0 .

Let me make one point clear at the very beginning. -

When his Honor gives you that instruction he is

circumstantial evidence. He 1s telling you that if you
find thét,the Peoplé's case 1s based on circumstantial
evlidence, then that lnstruction spplies,
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' determination.

Hia~Hénor will give yoﬁ this instructidn; éﬁd I |
quote, this will be st ‘%he end of the instructions he '
- glves you, he will say: -, ., : :fJ L } f "
g "You have been instructed a8 o all of
the rules of law ﬁhaﬁ mag be ﬂecessary for ybu
tQ reach a verdict " Whéther some o¥ the g
instructions will apply will erehdlupog your
determinatian ¢f the racts.
“You will, diaregard any in$truction which
. applies to a state of xacts which you aetermine
qoes not exist. |
"You must not Eoncluﬁe from the faet that
an instruction has neen‘given-fhat the Court Is
Aexpressing any opinlon az %o the faocts.?

S5¢ it is up to you, you folks, to make that

Now very areuablx.tnat instruction on circum.

stantial evigence does not apply to this case for the

on eircumstantial eﬁidence -
HR, KENAREK: Your Honor, as to kr. Hanson, that is

improper argument., Ths prosecutlon has- stated that

evenbs, therefore, bg definiltion the oase must be.circum;

shantial as to Mr, Lanson, and therefore I ask the Uourt
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- 1s based on clrcumstantlsl evidence &nd direct evidence.

" about Irving Kenarek, just wait, it will be coning, maybe
_evidence. The direct evidence is that Linda Kasablan,

. ladies and gentlemen, was an eye witness to the murders of

- Steven Parent, Voityck Frykowskl and Abigall Folger, and

‘elreumstantial,

clearly as to Mr, Manson his argﬁment 1s inmgroper.
THE COURT: Ovérruled.
‘ Continue, Mr, Bugllosi, .
MR, BUGLIOSI: The People's case, lagles and gentlemen,

e rmimnntar =

Inaidenbally, I am going to have a few words to say
Ak s

-

a half hour from now. : A

S

It 1s based on circumgtantial and direct

%
-

of course eye wibness testimony is direct evidence, not

And Linda Kasabian's testimony with respect to -
Hanson's orders on the nights of the Tate and La Bianca
marders; Is direct evidence of Manson*s membership in and
leadership bf the conspiracy to commit murder as, alleged
in COunt number VIII of the In&ictment.*

-,

MR. KANAREK: I must opjeeﬁ #o-that,:you?‘quor, fﬁi:}
that 1s an improper=s%aﬁement‘df the law. - j

THE COURT: Overruled. & = ° -

MR. BUGLIOSI: Iﬁ fact, Lindatls testiﬁpny with
respect to her being with the other defendants in this
case on the two nights of murder 1s direct evidence

against them of their membership in the conspiracy to

Thay
»
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. . Lt : .
| obher than eve withess testimony, Eye witness testimony \

being dirset evidence;
 There are situatione whgrefdirect e

;'on this? Lo T

‘beneh oub of‘the hearinﬁ of the Jury')

argument ,

‘ it a number of times-duriné this triél.

2

- I warned you about it, Mr. Kanarek, This 18 your last

95 |

A
commlt murdeyx. ‘ . \

3

Actually, circumstantial evidence is all evidenc§

(¥

MR, KAN&REK: Your Honbr, I riust object %o that. (:}

HB. BUGLIGSI  Your Honob, may we approach the bench

"
\ * -
5 “
- %

THE COURT' Yes, ydu.may.

T ) i R
(The following froceedings’were had at the
MR, BUGLIOSI: He is hux-tfng the effec‘l:iveness of ny

THE COURT: Mr. Kanarek, I don't want to hear a word
from you until I tell you ~-

MR, KANAREK: Very well. |

MR, BUGLIOSI: He is hurting the effectiveness of my

THE COURT: There is no questlon about that, &nd there

1s ho question about what he 1s trying to do. He has dons

I had t6 find him in contempt twice for naving | f
done exactly the same thing. I am.going to do it agein.

warning. -

MR. KANAREK: Hy argument 1s he 1s lmproperly arguing

CieloDrive.COmARCHTVES
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e, Kanarek. L aZm givinb you fair warning if you keep

|trying to disrupt the prgsecutor s apgument llke this, making

| the law.

THE COURT: You may aisagree with his argument, that
3does noY make it lmproper.

MB. KAMAREK: He cannot argue improper law to the
Jury. ) , |

TEE COURT: He iz not argulng improper law bo the Juwy.
‘ Now, this is going fo be your last warning,

'these fr:Woloup objectfons arid motiona, I am going to find

you in\contempt,

+

You,are not precluded grom making all reaSOnable

argunent s and MOLLOKS e you are inzerrupting.ma, sir.

4

This is your last warnin g5 Mr. Kanarek.f I want
you to clearly understand that, .

MR. KANAREKa When your: "Honor’ says that thén that
deniexs the right to effective counsel -~

THE COURT: You may make every objection you care to,

fout when you: make frivoious objections, when it's obviously
‘fbr the purpese of interrupting and distracting and

idlsrupting the argument, or distracting the jury from the

content of the argument; then I am going to do somebhing
abbux 4t, and that is exsetly what you have been doirig now.
fou have done it numérous'times before in Yhis trial,

You are not goling to get away with it, .

 amrrr. - e gl M“MM
MR, KANAREK. Your Honor is not listening. to me.

“CieloDrive.comARCHIVES
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‘through this apgument desplte his gross conduct, ladies

i6

THE COURT: That is all. Leb's proceed,
(The following proceedings were had in open court

in the presence and hearing of the jury:)
MR, BUGLIOSI: As I was indicating, we are going to get D

and gentlemen, _ i
MR. KANAREK: Your Honor, I must object to that, that \

ol

comment of Mr, Bugliosl., MNay we approach the bench on that?
PHE COURT: Overruled, Let's proceed., The jury will

disregard'the last comment of Mr, Bugllosi's.
Let'S'pfoceed.

‘MR, BUGLIOSI: 48 I was indicating, ladies and
gentlemen**cincumﬁtanmial evidence is all evidence other
M
Yhan direct evidence, . Direect evidence belng eye witness
testimony. '

Even bh& defendant's eonfession, even finger-

i S P

prints are cirqumstantial evidence,

L

As I indiceted during volr dire about a8 half
yesr sgo -~- I hate to say 'it's that long ago, but that is
about when 1t was, 1t'startea on June 15th, direct
evidence 1s evidence which proves a fact in issue withoubt
the necessity of drawing any inferences.

' Circumstantlal evldence, on the other hand, s
evidence fthat tends %o prbve‘a fact in issue by pgoving
another fact. o . o

£

ﬂow only is Linda Kasablan's testimony with

r

CieloDrve.Com AR CHTVE'S
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4on
respect to tiee observing the murders of Steven Parent,

Voityek Frykowskl and Abigall Folger direct evidence, but

‘the virtual equivalent of direct evidence. \
| Linda's testimony, ladies aﬁd'gentlemen, places
Busan Aﬁkins, Tex Watson and Patricia Krenwltkel at the
{seene of the Tate murders, and her testimony places Tex
Watson, Patrielae Krenwinkel and Leslie Van Houten right out
lin the street in front of the La Bianoa residence.

| Now, although she didnft actually observe the
murders of Sharon Tate and Jay Sebring and Leno and Rosemary
La Biancsé, she physically places these defendants rignt at
the two murder scenes, which i3 the virtual equivalenﬁ of

@direct evidence, =

: i
To believe thab at the very same time these - i
defendants were at the twe.mnrder scenes ﬂome unidentified ?
party or third parties arrived at the séene and murdere& 1

Bharon Tate, Jay Sebring ana Lena and Rosemary La Bianca

[
1423 ridiculous, ) ) .
1‘§£§2nzi circumstantinl evidence thuaticn in a

criminal case would be exemplified by the example I gave
you during voir dire,'ﬁgi defendant ls charged wlth a
burglary of a TV repair shop; two TV sets are stolen; no
sye witness to the burglary, no one ¢an even place the
gefendant riear the scene of the burglary. An hour or &0 .

later he is driving his vehlcle; he 1s stopped by a pgplice

~CieloDrive.COmMARCHIVES
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[efficer for & traffic viclation and the officer sees the two
{ TV sets in the back seat of his car,

sets is circumstantial'éviﬂehce that 1t was he who

 aommitted the burglary.
| eye witnesses, and no ong can evenr place the defendant at
the scene, is & glassic situation where the Instruction on

circumstantial evidence would apply.

| comfortably into that instruction for the simple reason .

| that Linda saw three of the murders, ladles and gentlemen,

murders is the virtusl egulivalent of direct evidence. ' ?
. Lokt .

- | vased on eircumstantisl evidence. ;

| stantil evidence and sometzmes the opposite is true,

| fleeing the scene of & burglary at night, and he only gets

*

Now, the defendant's possession of those two TV

This burglaryfihypothetical, where there are no

The evidence in this trial simply does not fit

v, #an .
%ﬁ%&r testimony with respect to the other four )

4 Eet's assume for the sake of argument, let's

assume For the sake of argumbnﬁ,that the People's case is
Well, what in the yorld is wrong with circum- 5
Jr

type of evidenca in 4 oriminal trial, and, a8 his Honor ™|

evidénce over circumstantial evzdence as a means uf proof. t

Sometimes direct evidEnce 13 better than circum—

A person wlth poor vislon observes a burglar

CieloDrive.COmMARCHIVES
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T

o,

~ a brlef, gXahce of'tﬁétxburglar. That is dlrect evidence,

. nearly as strong as the ourblar’ﬂ confession or' his finger#

| conelusion,

i 4
.y . .

Certainly 1t womld not be nearly as robust,

N -i..

1

prints being found at, the scenea"

Defense cbunsel want you “to bélieve, ladies

and gentlemen, that those instructionsion circumstantial
{
{

Well, letts put those instructions under & t

evidence favor their clients.

microscope. Let's put them under a microscope and see

whether they favor the prosecution or the defense. i»
‘ Let's closely. g0 over the folloﬁing instructiont
again: . ’
"Where the People's cuse is based on circum-

stantlal evidence, you are not permitted to find the defen-

. gonsistent with the theory they are guilty, bub ave

irreconci;ébie wibth any other rational conelusion.”
Eow, noﬁe, the language of that instruction ls

not irreconcilable with any other conplusion, dg Mr.

‘Fltzgerald said once in his argument., He left out a word.

It is irregoncilable with any other rgiional

. #nd 1 submlt that the word rational is somewhat

I synonymous with the Wprd reasonable.

So the key word I want to emphasize and underline

- in your minds, the word which Fir. Fitzgersld glossed over,

CieloDrive.cOmARCHIVES
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is the word "rational." ‘ ‘

' The third and final time I will go over that
instrucblion now, we will concentrate on that word
rapional: ‘

"Yeu are not permitfed to find the defendants
gullty unless the proved circumstances are not only
consistent with the theory that they are gullty but are
irrecondilable'with any other rational coﬁﬁlusion.” "

: Questibn? Besj;defs the rational cohclualon that
thg evidence 1n this case points towards the gullt of

these defehdants, would another rational concluslion be that i ‘

the evidence in this case points towards their inviccence? i

-‘ﬁ»f ' - .‘i".‘:-

N ’ i o
« . . " CleloDrive.com ARCHIVES
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| there is no other rational conciuslpn that it points’ tcwardg;
| innocence, then, under that very instruction, the one which ' i
| M, Reith and his cq~counsel Say.is.favorablgftp,the ot !

: gullty.

" |towards innocence.:

Would rhat be anothertaéional conclusion? Or

would that be cne of these far out, imaginary, anything-~

 is~possible type concluaions?

I submit, ladies and gentlemen, that a '

conclusion that the evidence in thig case poiuts towards
! the 1nnocence of these dafendants is so ridieulous, it

| doesnft even rise to the dighity of being absuxd.

1€ the oniy rational conc1381on frﬁm,this
eyidénce is that tha evidence | points tawards guilt and

defense, under that very instruction, you ghould come back

into this courtroom, as I know you ﬁill, with a verdict of

Al T e s et

L

Of course, given any set of facts and circum-
stances, people can reach as many coneclpsgions as the

power and fertility of their mind wou¥d permit, but not

'all would be reasonable and rational conclusions.

Mr. Fitzgerald mentioned another instruction

{on cixcumstantiél evidence, He wisquoted it, leaving out
- |the mogt imporkant word in the-instructlon. |

. He said that in a circumstantial evidence case, !

4,

if there are two interpretations of the evidence, you have ; ;
to adqpt that interpretation of the evidence that points Q}\
: &

I .

B
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The instruction he mlsquoted and the one he

referred to, prov1des‘ If the evidence is susceptible of

- - —r

.two reasonable -~ there is that word "reasonable" ‘again ~-

two reaSOnéble Literprétations, onc of whlch pnxnts taward

- s i =T

the defendant!s guilt and the other to his innocence, it

T e

ig your duty to adopt that 1nterpretation which points

= emd T awnpan

] towatds innocerice and regect that interpretation which

———
- L
— -
T s 4 A oo - -

points towards guilt. , B

Létts'stop and talk zhout that instruction for

X { a meoment.
10 '

The instruction doesn't say if one single

| solikary piece of evidence iz susceptible to two reasonable
interpretations, That instroction refers to looking at

1all the evidence in this case, all of the circumstances.

If, when you look at all the evidenée, there

should you accept that interpretation of the evidence

|which points towards inmocepmec. Because the instruction
goes on to say -~ the instruction goes on to say -~ 1f there

jare two interpretations, onetwhich is regsonable and the

other one which ig unreasonable, as his Honor will instruct

you; you should reject the unreasonable interpretation and

| accept the reasonable interpretation,

Gertainiy,aladie& and gentlemen, the most

reasonable interpretatlgn of the evidence in this case is.

that these deféndants are guilty. D S T

. ! ;
oo, \ -~ <
4 ' -
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‘[ evidénce doesn't ta1L about ‘any chaln.

An interpretation that the evidence points

1 towarde the innocence of these dofendants has mob to te

unrcasonable. it hrs ,ou to bc ridieglcus. It hou i€ to
bo obﬁurﬂ.

Mr. Fitzgerald told you that in a c;rcgmsthntxal

P

| evidence ecase coeh link in o chain of circrmstaneos has to

- o it - = me L

be - proven bcyond a rcason zble doubt. R

..-«-—--

Fmrst of all, thc instructman on cmrcumstantiai

e

et

it 1s a set of circumstances, not a chain uf

ern e — - — e e

circumStances.

- e et Sy
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c‘ireumat-ahces .

with a verdict of not guilty.  °!
16 |
| They - didn't gay it expfessly because, No. 1i it :Ls not the.

- your would reject :u: out of hand.

Thet "link in the chain' argument is so old,

‘. I thought it-went out with high button shoes. Yet Mr,
Fitzgerald is talking asbout a link in a chain.'

I will tell you in just a few moments why I

| think he used that word.

It is a set of circumstances, not a chain of

I will tell you ‘V‘h&t defense counsel attempted
to do during their arguments.

LY
%

Without directly stating it, they tried to get [ i

a | you to bel:i.eve that if there were 100 facts y oY more facts, ()

circumstantially pointing towards the gullt of: their

elient, but two or three facts, or even cme fact, pointing '

| towards their innocence, you are duty bound to come back .

-

B . [

Now, thay‘ d:ldn't éome out and say it expressly.

law. That is the first Teason., No's 2, if t’hey said :(.t, 3 |

‘e » ’ ‘ I ) "' ‘ &
But by inmenﬂo, 1t almogt’ seemé they t:x:!:ad ;e

to implant that idea in yaur minds, Sp you would unconsciously|
» 1 T ¥ . -
| statt thinking in that direction, '

1 y ot

. Ledies and gentlemen of the jury, it is up tg .= "

each 'of you individnally to decide what set of circumstances
‘is necessary to personelly convince you of the guilt of

’nthese'de’fend‘ants, and what facts are presemt ox migging from

CieloDrive.COmMARCHIVES
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his Honor is not going to give you ény éuch ingtruction.

gevidénce, and if it doesn't ccnviﬁcg you beyond a reagongble |

;. . o

| that; set of circumstances to pe:songliy conv1nqe you oﬁ the
'guilt of these defendants. o C 2

' | S
4

There is mno specific-setldf facﬁs,Ahb sgeciﬁié

| set of circumstances, which, as a matter of law, has to be
| shown to you to comvince you of the guilt of these .
| deféndants,

For instarcey his Honox is not going to tell

you that facts A, B, ¢, D, E, F and ¢ have to be proven;
and if one fact is missing you have to come back with a

|werdict of not guilty.

1t is completely up té you, completely up to

|you, what set of circumstances and what facts are necessary

to convince you of the guilt of these defendants,

Mr. Fitzgerald said that you could not consider
any 1tem of circumstantial evidence -~ I am quoting him

now -~ unless it points unerringly to the guilt of these

defendants.

Thexe. is abgolutely no such rule of i#w, and

Mr. Shinn even went a step further and said:

—— & A g MM

You have to look at each piece of circumstantial
' |

'doubt that the defendants are guilby, you have to dlsregard

it.

There is no such rule of law, no such rule of

|1awy; and his Honor ﬁill give you no such instruction, ladies

~CieloDrive.COMARCHIVES
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their problem is that they misconceive, they mis_conceive ‘

1 eirepymstantial evidence.

‘not 1like a chain at all.

| and,gentleman.

I think the defense coungel's problem, I think

Cizcumstantial evidence, ladies and gentlemer,

Mo o A e e

ig not like a chain the way Mr. Fitzgerald says. It is

" o w ompme o-

If it were, then you could have a chain extend-

ing the span of the Atlantic Ocean, frqm Nova Scotla to

1
 Bordeaux, France, consisting of milliong of links, and !
M i

one weak link in thatfand the chain is broken. 5
' s

i

b
-

b

,'a\

as

-
[
-

,[f'

CieloDrive.comARCHIVES




o1

o

n

12 |

, | other strands of almost steel-like strength, that

e more than strong enough to bind these defendants o justlce.
5|
16:'ladies and gentlemen,

1w
.18»;1 wonder whera he got the word "chain”? 4 link in 4 chain,
| ne maid. ' " |
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s like a rope., It is like & rope. And each fact 1s a

| strand of thaﬁ rope, And as the prosecutlon plles one fact

{and we add -strength fo that rope,. untll it is strong enough H
| %o bing these defendants to justice. - \

for a moment that any strand has broken in this case -~
but L one strand breaks, thattrqbe is rnot broken like a
t’chaih is broken if 6ne'link breaks. The rope isn't even
weakened, Its strength hasn't even been difééashea.

fmight be compstible with innocence 1f you were to look at it

- Lok
-in a vacutm, if you ware to look at 1t by 1tself,.Yhen yam

| look at all the evidence, the totality of the evidence, all

(ircumstantial evidenéé, ladies apd gentlemen; ]

upon another, one clrcumstance upon another, we add strands

If one strand bPeaks — and I am not concdeding

A,
- Why? Because there are so many'nihniig §0 many

-

,_&d‘

That 1s what circumstantial evidenca ig all about,

1 wonder where Mr. Fitzgerald got the word "chain"?

Now, true¢, one isolated fact or circumstance |

]
of the circumstances, the entire picture, not just one {

single, solitary isolated fact.

o
™

- v,
! " .
v . -
-
" . N .
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Ayid when you do 1ook at all the evidence and all
of the circumsbances in this case, you are led bo the
irresistvable conclusion that these defepdants are guilby.

So we see, ladles and gentlemen, that not only
isn't this a classic sase of eiroumstantial evidence,
since we{havé eye witness téétimony to three of the mur-~
ders, and the virtual equivalent of gye witness testimony
to the other four, but even assuming that that instrucﬁion
on circumstantial evldence is applicable, it favors the
prosecution, not the defense.

’ ﬁnj? Because the circéunstantial evldence in E
this caée is so powerful 80 masSive that the only ratioﬁal
conclu;ion, the only réasonable interpretation is that these
defendants ave guilty as oharged;{ DR - o h

Getting 1nto the.aeggpd_gﬁgse of ny final B
surmgtion, I told you therg-wouid be_five parts. Unfor-
tunately, the segond phase 1s not going to be quite as
short as the first phase, | |

I want ©to clear up one point at the very
beginning -~ at the very Beginning, -

This is mhere L wiil respond Vo miscellaneous

b o e

A et e

arguients_made by the e _defense atE?EEE??;__M o
Defense counsel sought to imply to you, ladies

and gentlemen -- they didn't come right out and say it,

but they sought to imply it -« that somehow they couldn't

subpoena witnesses to this stand -- to that stand -- like

“CieloDrive.COMARCHIVES
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| and I believe it is a valid objection, your Honor.
' and you made your objection. It is on the record.

that he is on rlght now..

"change of clothing from Squeaky -~ that is Lynne demme -

the prosecution did. ‘
MR. KANAREK: Your Honor, may I =--

MR; BUGLIOSI: Mr. Fitzgerald said this: -

MR. KANAREK: May I, either in the presence of the
jury or at the bench?

THE GOURT: You haVe already done it, Mr. Kanarek.

MR. KANAREK: 7T can only enunciate the objection,

THE COURT: You asked to come to the beénch earlier,

MR. KANAREK! I am speaking of this part:icular point
THE COURT: The oblec.tiqn 1a overrul:ed. Lo
MR. BUGLIOSI: Mr. Fitzgerald Said ﬁhat Linda testi~

her ;gcupife‘ ﬁrom Larry Jones, her dr:i.ver'a license from

Erenda Mccann‘
He said: Why didu't the prosecution call thase

And he said:s Well, the reason they probably didntt is
becauge it didu't happen the way Linda said it happened.

This is incfedible sophistry, ladies ard
gentlemen. The defense attorneys in this cage did not walk
through that door handeuffed, gagged, and with their feet
in chains. ‘ A

Squeaky, Larry Jones{ Brenda McCann, aré hard-core

CieloDriveCOMARCHIVES 1
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t stand if they could rebut what Linda Kasabian testifxed to?
| 1€ it didn't happen the way Linda Sald it happened? BN &

tattorneys dontt even have to concern themselves with it,
f@ﬁg Sheriff's Office will go out and pick up the witness
|and literzlly hand-carry the witness into court to testify.;;;rg

| that peopie like Squeaky, Brenda McCamn and Larry Jones,
|members of the Family, would testify even without a
| subpoena. ‘

20,926

'
:v‘,

Why d;dn't the defense call them to the mitness

Vhy didn't these defensa. attarneys call these
three witnesses to the stand? o

Ineredible soptht:y.

Why didntt the prosecution call those three
people to the stand? If the defense wanted to prove a point
in this case or disprove a peiﬁt wade by the prosecution,
why didn't they subpoena those witnesseg who could give‘
evidence on that polnt?

Stop to think about that for a mémentc

, . The defense has the power Eo subéoéna;witnesses
 just like the prosecution, and if that witness doesn't
show up in court, the defense can ask Judge Older to issue

a bench warrant For that witness's arrvest, and the defense
I think it is the most reasonable assumption -

I hate to devote time talking about something
1like this, but you folks ate lay people, you are lay people,

‘CieloDrive.COmARCH IVES
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: you. are ot 'ati:orneys » and you have no way of knowing whether

| the defense attorneys in this case, as opposed to the

, | ¥hich prevents them from celling witnesses to that stand,

1 |

prosecution, are scmehow operating under a legal infirmity

L

1
¥ 4

,_
e
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1 you took a few notes whénfdefense attorneys were argulng.
You toss thah rignt batk to them like I am_going tc ao.

{ 1t is incredible 80thhtry to imle they couldn'i do it,

| am sure’is‘already painfﬁlly obvious to all of you. -

f (
as you have zéen for six months, 1s not & tea party on a #
well-manicured back lawn Of & Bel-Alr mansion onpsunday % |7

.

16 |

e

we are not ‘throwlng kisses at each other. : w;

I mind uas that he was deliberately trying to decelve you folké;

| Just think sbout that now. You took some notes,
why aldntd tna prosecubion call the witnesses to the stand?

i Why didn‘t taéy ‘cadl ﬂitnesses to the: stand?

1

especlally when We ars taikinb abouﬁ members of’%he Family.

Bafcre I discugs some -of these miz¢ellaneous

y 2

anguménts; I would like Eo.rémind you of something that I

In a case of this magnitude and complexity and
ilmportance,; obviously it is going to be hotly contested,

" The trial of a lawsult, ladies and genblemen, ‘

afterncon. HNow and then the going rets a 1ittle rough.
' f.gr.é:
L1
",

arguments and oy arguments in that 1ight. In other VOrds,l
;-!

AR
AT

S0, plesse don't look af defEnse counsels'

Let's talk about Paul Fitzg zerald. /!

R

ﬁhen hr. Fitderald addressed. you, ladles and ]

ggntleman, ne misstated the evidence so many times -~ and

I will point this out to you -~ that at first X absolutely
could not belleve what I was hearing.

The fipst spontaneous thought that came into my !

CieloDrive.COmARCHIVES -
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o { his argument, I sﬁbmit, was Just a wee bit confused. ;

o

F1 have tried six Jury cases with Paul Fitzgerald and I ‘
him - |
haVe_ﬁound/to be an ethical lawyer, So, the conclusion I .

came to 1s-the'only conclusion I could come t0, which is

1 that apparently he was not listening to that eviderice when
{ 4t came from the witness stand, and that when he gave that

| argument to you, when he prepared it, he dildn't bother to

" check out these points in the transcript, some of which were

fﬁf

Paul Fitzgerald, 1adiés and gentlemen, during H"bw
. el I~

. mentloned five, ten, fifteen times.

He started out by saying that if Steven Parent
left-Willlam Garretson's guest house at 12:15 in the

‘| morning and Tim Ireland heard the screams at 12:40, why :j?-’

did it take Steven Parent 25 minutes to go from the guest
" house to éhe front gate? The impliéétion being that Tim
Ireland hear& Steven Parent screﬁm.

Well, it is ohvious that Tim Ireland did not
hear Steven Parent scream.

fAnda Kasabisn never testified that Steven
Parent screamed..’Her;éesfimnny shows that 1t was Voityck
- Frykowski who was soreaming. L
' *Even Susan Atkins, In her conversation with

Virginia Graham, said that the man who ran past her inside -

. ran out onto the front lawn and was acrgaming.

Yet Mr. Fitzgerald got this idea that Tim Ireland

CieloDriveCOMARCHIVES
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| eluded that the defendants, or the killers, whoever they

0

heard Steven Pdrent seream.
Then Mr, Fitzgerald sald that the police con-
‘ 4

were, entered through the bedroom of the Tabte residence,

3 .

* - r . -
b % . . 1
X, ' v . ! _—
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131=3h°e-heel print, not a footprinkt, on the front porch of the

Now, where he got that, I don't know, The only

 evidence at this trial shows that they entered through the
dining room.window. That is the window where the screen
T

T had been removed and thete was a horizontal slit.

Yet he said the bhedroom window.

Then Mr. Fitzgerald said that Voityck Frykowski

' was stabbed 53 times and styuck over the head 71 times,

How many times hag it been mentioned duxing

:#his trial, and of course confirmed by Dr. Noguchi, that
| Vottyck Frykowski was stabbed 51 times and struck viciously

over the head 13 tlmev?

Mr. Fitzgerald then sald there was a bloody 2|

Tate residence.

!
: |
0f course, Officer Granada testlfled it was a !
‘footprint, not a shoeprint. |

. . Then Mr. Fitzgerald said that Linda Kasabian

Ot courSe, thare is People's 39, the Buck

|knife, and the othér two knlves, the dlmensions of Whlch.Wé
:discussed ad nauseam during this trlal. Three knives.

He says five knives. . SN
Then Mr. Fitzgerald said that Linda testifmed '

Dld any of you falks hear any of that testimony?

CieloDrive.cCOmMARCHIVES
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Linda Kasabian specifically testified that she

 ddesn't recall throwing the reyolver out of the car.
| She said she may have, and maybe she didn't. She doesn't
| krdow. She can't remember, |

Paul Fitzgerald said Linda testified she
£lung the revolver out of the cax.
I mean, where he got. thz.s st:uff, I don't g

N

know, He wasn't trying to deceive youé He ig ,not that
| type of guy. Lo e

" .

‘Then hc staz:ted talking about Ehe La 'Bz.anca

mm:dea:s, and 1lsten to this, 1f you ean bel:.eve it.

He says Linda test:.f:t.ed that Manson and two -

girls walked up Harold True's dr;,veway‘.-,- P - .
Did any of you hear anything like that during

| this trial?

in -

If it was mentioned once, it was mentioned at

least 20 fimes, that Manson got out of the car by himself

| and he alome walked up Harold True's driveway,.and Linda

Kagabian observed Manson walk out of her sight by looking
ovex her left shoulder. |

What can I say? What cwn I s.ayz Manson, and

two girlsh

CieloDriveCOmMARCHIVES
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. the car to Sylmar. ;: o

' Manson drove the gar {o Silmar‘

| ab Spahn Ranch on August 16th 1969, ]

b

Then Mr. Fltzgerald sald that the length of timl

that Manson was gone from the car was the length of tiue

pr———— -

it took Linda Kasablan to smoke one-third of a cibarette N
3

R

of courss, [inda testified that the 1ength of
time Manson was goue wad the length of tdme it took her to
smoke three—quarterq of a Pull Mell cigparette,

Now, that is not nit-plcking, of ecourse, because

e S T

in ferms of minutes, since the defenuse dttorneys gre talking |
about ﬁinutes, they'ére gaylns:  Tow conld Eansoﬁ have doné
all those things in a fewfﬁingtes? Then it becones very
relevant whether it was one-third of a clgarette or three-

P

qguarters of éleigafette. We are talking about 33—1{3

per cent Vik-a-vis 75 ner cenb.g" £ s z

" fhen he qaid that Linda testified that she drOVe

L N,

¥ . 4‘ * F O
7 a‘.\! .y P 1
i

She didn't testlfy to thaﬁ 'She testified that

. Then Mr.’ Fitzgerald said that Linda got the milk .|
shakes. |

j
Of'course, she testified thdt Manson got the ! |
mlik shakes, She was inside the restrbom‘hiding that walllt.
When she came out, Manson had four chocolaﬁe milk shakes. f

~ Then he sald that Deputy Olmstead pulled §

Charlie manson out by His haly from underneath the building

Deputy Olmstead wasn't even thére on Ausust 16 |

CieloDrive.comARCHIVES
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" had aliases.,

1969. He didn't parﬁieipaté'in fhat‘raid. o i
' Deputy Donald Dunlop is the one that pulled
Charles Manson out by hiswzaﬁé hair,’ flushed him out
from bennath that buildino.
He kept "oinb on and on, and I will point out
the additional things. |
Then he said that Paul Watkins and Brooks Posten ﬂ&:
There is no ﬁestiményiﬁhat came from that witnessz
stand, as far as I know, that they had aliases, | g
) Where he got that, I don't know. You wlll have .
to ask @é,“Fitzgqrald about that, |
Then Iir, Fitzgerald startéd readling to you somef'-
statements about Dianne Lake allegedly made by Linda
Hall, a soedal WOrqu at Patton Hospital,
2 Now, I don*t know whete he got what he was
reading, but it didn't cOme £rom that witneas stand, ’
1adies and gentlemen. When I objected Judge ‘Older

sustained thg objection, L R C

kY o
Lot £
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" Then Me. Fitzgérald sald that Juan Flyon gob

-éﬁé "'$1.100‘out of an interview he gave on a book about the
Femily. = | |

| ‘That is again misstating the testimony. Let's
| take a look at what the evidence is on that point:

e And they told you they wexe going to
make a bock of what you had toﬁ&.&y, is that right?
",  No, they didn’€ tell me nothing, you
, see. - '
"Féow‘,' the power of atto;s:ney was given
.o Mr. Faul Grockétt, yau -see, by L.
")  Your power of at"t&:-pey? |
"W Yesie oY “
"9 Ta sell ypur literary property, :.s that
right? Lt ;5 ‘ '
| A I did not say that, |
"z said the pow’er of at:torne.y in thg
things that was doing togethor, you see." -- Juan
with his broken English. R .
ke What were you doing?
"L Well, what was we doing, we .Was making

. music up in the desert up until we got disturbed.

"o You did not get any money from the story,

is that right?
"A  Well, the money was taken by Paul and
company and taken to the desert and they bought

14

T

it

CieloDrive.COMARCHIVES .
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“music equipment nd stuff 1:f.ke I:hat : R

“Like I said, it just lasted until I
got drunk and I pot mad at them and left.®
So 'keep the money! ~- ‘

In other words, Juan told them he was keeping;

the money; he was bailing out.

"So tkeep the money and music recordings,’
- you know.
"o But you were to shafé one-third in the
- proceeds of the story, isn't that ﬁright?

“A I wouldn't say thaﬁ, you see, the story
wag seild b v Bruce Poston, Paul Watkins and Paul
Crockett, you see, and they hoye the contracts of
this, you know. They have the contracts of this.
| "Thé only thing that Paul Crockett
.has with me is the power of attorney, you see, yoa
see. The story that was sold was sold by Paul
Watking, you see, and Bruce Poétﬁn and Paul Cré—ckétt-.’

o " What about the hook By Ivar Davis?
‘"a  Well, what about 1£? It's out,
"Q, You got. paid for that, right?

"4 Weil, if you think so, yes. S

'y Well, I*m asking you a guestion. Did
you get paid For it? , .

p——

"A Well, if I got pald for it, you know,

I must have been asleep, you know, because, you krow--

© g .. W - e
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| the cortclusion that Juan Flynn got $1100.

i Sebrisng was Edspen&e& in the air by the rope he was already ’7!
| injured. . - f

n

| was hanged, Sharon Tate.

{ hanged, not Jay Sebring. e “
l i:'oibe wag thrown over the Pyt e, if one were to pull that
| tope it would have tightened arcund Sharﬂn"s nec'k not +
' Jay' 8.

wag hanged. In fact, on my direct examlnation of ;)r. Noguchi

T poor Dr. Noguchi hardly got in the record that Shgron was ]
.han_ged. |

0 Did your shatc of the money go to Mr
Gro;kgtt or Mr. Watkins? o

. "A . 1 did not question that; I did not . |
question that -- I did not question that." *
From that colloquy Mr. Fitzmgerald comes up with

Then Mr. Fitzgerald said at the time Jay ,

1

There was no testimony in this trial that Jay !
Sebring was. hanged; abhsolutely not.
Dr. Noguchl gsaid that it was Sharon Tate who

You recall there were two rope burn abrasions

Dr. Noguchi saild it was Sharon Tate who was

B o A
Of course, Officer Granada testifiedtthe way the,

/P'r‘rl'!i«ym g

!
j

*

Mr. Fitzgerald said Jay '-Séiaéihg vas the one that

there. was such a torrent, such a bl:.zzard of objections that 1

i

"CieloDrive.COmMARCHIVES .
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But Mr. Fitzgerald, being the considerate fellow
thet he is, on,c:oss~examinatioq}asked>Dr. Noguchiz

0 |
1 |
) 12 7
18
o

"5 o

16
-17

18

1o

20

21

2%

2

2 |

"  Are you able to answer my question whether

or not, in your opinion, Sharon llarie Polanski was

suspended hy a tope with her full body weight before’

death?
Mg I believe I would be able to answer youx

guestion.

g, Would you please? What is your opinion?

"y I would be glad to.
‘ "1 believe, based on wonnd findings on
the l=2£ft side of the cheek and the way thé rope was
tied at the scene that I pexsénally observed, the

‘why the rope was placed over the beam of the living

room, I would form the opinicn that Misa Sharon Tate

- had been suspended, perhaps not too long a period,

- but perhaps a partial suspension for a short éime.\

"Ag to whether or mot this was caused
after death or before death, it appears that the
abrasion is & daxk - pardon.ﬁa -~ it is sort of

Light reddish, and 1 belmeve that the suspension

was caused during. ‘thie agonal stage." /
| That is the stige where a pexson was, just, !
| going through the process of dying' Coorn e

"Q~ L didn't hear that last word.

"A Agonal stage; durlng ‘the dying process M

1. .
i . * v
rl o ‘

*

.

PR

e it

R
.

-

U S
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et

| hanged.
| #r. Bugliosi.

| anyone or form or express an opmnlon regarding this case

| until it is finally submitted to you.- ’ ‘*' ‘ . !

1

?hén he says "during the dying process.” ,
Mr, Fitzgerald said it was Jay Sebring who was

m-n.,-

THE COURT: We will take ohr kecess at this time, |

.’l

Ladles and gentlemen, do not converse thh o]

The court will recess for 13 minutes. .
(Recess. ) XX % )

-
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pledse? T

. and I have ample evidence to bBupport this.

_quotes from him,

All counsel and*JurorB are present.

wiil counael approaeh "the bench for a moment

Il
+

t .

{The following pfbcegdings were had at the

bench .cutside of the heaﬁingiaf the jury:)
THE CQURT: I am concerned about the remark you made,
Mr, Bugliosl, to the effe¢t that youlwere going to have
somethiné t0 say abouf vir, Ksharek further on in your
argument.
Of course I have no way of knowing what you are

P b e T

going to say, but I want to call fo your attention it
would be impropef to meke an appeal of passion against
opposing counsel, I am sure you are aware. Read People
vs, HeCracken, 39 Cal. 24.

MR. ‘BUGLIOSL: Weil, the point 1s this, your Honor,

Iy, Kanarek apcused, made no bones about it,
agceuged the prosecution’ witnegses of perjury; that they

were robotg for the prosecution; that we programmed them

R

and he accused us of subornation of perjury, planting

evidence, it is eclear, your Honor, I haye got 15 direct

THE COURT: I was heye, L heard him.
KR, BUGLIOSI; Right, right. iow I can respond 50
ﬁhatt |

If he i golng to accuse the prosecubion and law

CieloDrive.COmMARCHIVES
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{ not use those exatt words.
‘ attack, Certalnly you can'answer his argument.

| made & viclous attack on the prosecution's witnesses, on

’ capltal orimes. There ig no obher way to slice 1t, he did

. you accuse someone of that, I have got t¢ be strong in my

- you give the case I rerarred tq & careful reading, and
. gome of the qther cases, befpre.yow engage in -any, excess

" that I could not cure.

enforcement of subornation of perjury, of course he did 1

e e

THE CGOURT: I am talking now sbout a personal

MR. BUGLIOSI: ' I am going to reapond to that, that he

e o i o g

the prosecution and on law enforcement in general, and I
am not going to accuse him of a crime. )

In my opinion he accused several people of

not use the ﬁord, he did not say ﬁer}ury oy subornation of

ae e

e

response.
' The Jury could say concelvably he's got something
there, I’vé;got to be gtrong in ny response to an attack

et e PRt iy 4 i« M B i RS

your Honor, 1f I am weak on that, conceivably a juror

L ms

could pick it up and say,, mgybe hets got something.
THE COURT: I woulﬂ _suggest before you do 1t that

-

T e .

So I am just giving you.fair warning Wpatéthe
law is, S | A

MR, BUGLIOSI: I am goinhg to talk sbout what he told

[REPERPERITISUPIIE | S
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and sald that there was an unmetched latent print on the
| green Helneken beer hottle Insilde the Tate resldence, and -

it a1d not beléng %o Jay Selring.

print on the Heineken beer bottle did belong to Jay Sebring.=

| 1d-July 4in the back house at Spahn Ranch,

‘that Menson forped any members of his Family to engage in
‘that orgy. o

Juan Flynn. I an just golng to talk about the evidence,

B s L pp—

your Honor,
' THE COURT: A1l right.
MR, BUGLIOSI: Thank qu.

{The following proceedings were had in opén

court ‘in the presence and hearing of the jury:)

o

THE COURY: You may proceed, Hr. Bugliosi, -
iR, BUGLIOST: Thsenk you, your Honor,

e e s,

fthen I'v, Fitzgerald vent on, ladies and gentlemen),

E
J

Of course Sergeant Ddlan testiried that the ,§

Theén IMr, Fitzgerald sald that the prosegution

put on evidence that Hanson forced #ie people to ehgage .
: . >

|

We never put on any evidence of that, - He spoke

in the plural, We only spoke about one sexual orgy in

Other than the young girl, there is no evidence,

P

1

»o
A

Then Me. F%b#gerald sald that you should take

W P e g

1nto consideratidn thab many of the prosecution witnesses

have committed perJury~on prior occasiona, again speaking

. ¢
. H H
LT TR P .
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'.eommitted perjury. - : i
:
§
}

I aidn't hear tois with my owa two ears, ladles and U]

. gentlemen, I would have guessianed Joe's transcript,

;‘uentlfaen his last flnal plea was for Charles manson. . 23
‘aq 1

;OB AMD

.\
in the plural, in terms of the nuiber of witnesses and i
| nwtber of prior occasions. e : E,.
Not only is there wet evidence that many

prosecution witnesses committed pepjury on prilor occaslons,

there.is no evidence that even one proaeoution witness

%ir, Fitzgersld himself said that what Dianne
Lake ald at the Grand Juyy wes not legal perjury. Yet he
sald many prosecu$ion witnesses coumitted perjury on many

prior occasions.

, - Where he gpt that I don't know.

- UL R

AR Then #r, Witzgerald sald there were five articles ‘

of clothing foundy over the side of the hill on Benedict
. i
Canyon soad.

0f course, tuere were seven artlcles of clothing
founu over the side of tie nill, People's 50 through 56.

And then I taiax .y, Fltzgerald showed the
final ultinate confusion.

0ld voe tollonbe thnere 13 one of the finest

, dut LL I wasn't here and

i

Mr., Fitzgerald's last final plea, ladies and S|

piTc 3aid tonls 1s not a a se. of the People vs. \

sregwinkel, Atkins und Van Houven. It is a case of the

CieloDrive.comARCHIVES
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14

California history,

People vs. Manson, and there lz no evidence agalnst \

Charles lianson,
Not onsce during iis entlre argument did he tell
you that he pelieved that his cllent, Patricia Krenwlnkel,

f was not gullty.

MR, FITZGERALD: T am going to object to that. It

. would be improper for m¢ to make such a reference, your .

' ‘Honor, ethically and under the law of the State of

California.

MR. BUGLIOSI: He said there was no evidence against

Manson, but nothing agains% Krenwinkel, .
!

THE QDURT Well the Jupry heard the arguments,

T

?roceed . ' - ‘-4 \

a

MR. BUGLIOSIr Ineiﬁentally, Mr Fitégerald also toldi!

you that you were the first jury to be sequestered in )

There have been many jurles sequestered before

e e W

you folks. - |
There 1s even a 3taﬁute in the Penal Code covering |
the~seqneétration of Juries.

3 The‘lasﬁ Jury to be sequestered, of course, was
the Sirhan jury. I thisk they stayed at the Biltmore.
I think you folks have 4? a little better over at the
Ambassador. |

. When Mr, Fibzgevald finally did get around,
ladles and gentlemen; to not misstating the evidence, tﬁe

1
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._Hilﬁ;{'knew cgarles ﬂanson, or assoglated with hyw or lived wibh

16

a8 4 takela 22 cdliber revolver to the Tate residenee if they

19 .|
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._I

inferenges he dreW'fromfevidencea

'against'the eo-defendants.,

1A

wanted to kill somﬁone?

by and large, were -
completely erronecus . ' B
Far instance he said that the proﬂecution.urged

bhat -agsocintion with Charles Manson was evidence of_guilt

4

-

There waS'teétimony in_thié’tfial about fiany, many

other members of Chaples Hapson's family, bub bhey are not

| on triéi.riéht now, _Théy-aré rot on trial,

There was testimony about Sandra Goode and

- Squesky and Snake and Gypsy. They are not onm trial.
wo|

- Paul Fitzgerald'a client Pabricia hrenwinkel, is
on triai because of.Lind& Kasabian's testimony, because “hexn,

fingerprints werve found dt the scene, and because. she- made

evidence. That*is why she is on trial, not betause she ,;

N 3 b
i -,» '.\, -

i*h&m..v T ? ' - {

mr‘ Fitzgerald said that why would the killers

s“a

How, during argumant ‘I sit here ahd I face the

) :ﬂront of the Caurt, but when he said thaﬁ % looked over to

' you. I thougnt maybe he was brying %o be funny, but I dia

# | not sea any smiles on any of your faces.

Why‘would they take & .22 caliber revolver!

i
f
l
i
'

it Just happens to be one of the most deadly of all firezsims,

CieloDrive.COMARCHIVES
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‘revolver, &nd Dr. Noguchl testified that one out of the
‘two gunshot wounds to Voltyck Frykowskis fatal in and of

:»>to Jay Sebring also was fatal,»anvo itselfl.

.would he have sent?

. pretty high or with the girls out there; he wasn't too

. second night,

"recall ‘ag they drave out of the parxlng lct, Manson borrowed

Was 1t deadly 4n this case?  Yes,
- Steven Parent was shot to death with that

22T

itself; the other gunshot wound,of course, was on Voibyck
Frykowski's leg, Mo fivearm would cause a fatal wound
nonmallyfif the bullef entered & leg.

And Dr. Noguehi tesﬁirfjd the one gunshot wound

Mr, Fitzgerald sald, "Why take & .22 revolver?®
‘-Rererriﬁg to the Tate murders, Mr. Fltzgerald
seid, "Why would Manson send three girls and only one man
out'ont& ﬁission of mupder?™ |

-Well, who else would he send? What other man
We ail‘knoﬁ about Danny De Carlo, He was either

much concerned with anything else,

Clem.Tufts, weill Manson did take Clem Tufts the

Other than those two, who else was there? There
was Bruce Davis.s'For a1l we kpow Bruge Davls wasn't even
on the premiae? of “the Spahn.Ranch on the evening of
Augus® 8thﬁ 1969. He was there the following night. You

- '.'3

SOme money from Bruce Davis.'

,«> . .+ .GieloDriveCOMARCHIVES
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i

In any event, i ir. Fitzgerald sdggesting that

1 Tate nurders themselves., There

¢

¥

€

. Tex, Katie, Sadle ana Leslie Van Houten were inadequate %o
“do the job? Ladles and gentlenen, we are talking about th

were 102 stab wounds.. \

20,947 o]
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A hundred times,

19 |

10
11
12 |

_;,indicatmg some type of favor:i;t:Lsm towards Linda Kasabn.an.
13 |

14

16

17

20

2 |

5 |
A  done Linda.

2% -

204948

"The victims were brutally slaughtered,
butchered to death.
Isn't Mr. Fitzgerald satlsfied with the hand-i-—j-
work of Tex, Katie and Badie?
Moreover, Tex Watson s gix feet two inches

tall; he hod a. revolver; he had a sharp knife, Tex and

{ Sac’iie- and Ratie had knives. There is no evidence that any

of the Tate victims wére armed.

_ tlith that type of a mismatch, they were more
than adequate to carry out'jtheir master, -Charle#, Manson's
mission of murdex.

Incidentally, Mr. Fitzgerald sald X was

He said if Linda Was not 4 progecution witness I would

| not bhe calling her "Linda.” ‘ b
15 . ‘

Apparently Mr. Fitzgerald hasg forgotten the £a
that during this entire trial I rveferred to his client by,
the name of Katie no more or no less than two or three

i

~ Somehow he thinks I am only calling Linda
Kasabian by her first name.
Mr. Fitzgerald sald that when Linda ‘Kas_abian
was arrested in New Hampshire, December 2nd, 1969, how

| noble it was of Linda not to resist extradition.
% |

 Then he went on to say what gﬁod would it have

./l

o
Ty

ST CieloDrive.com ARCHIVES
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: Krenw:l,nkel wag arrested in Mobile, Alabama, Degember 1

1969, &She wds not weturned to Los (ngeles until Fc:bxﬂary

- hoble as Linda.

~on the fact that Manson had comnitted a number of otbox
crines.

| eross-exgmination by Mr. Fitzgerald himself that brought
N:oui:: that fact.

asked Grap if Menson's name appearcd on the wall of the
|Malibu Sheriff's OFffice even before these murders, and
|Grap replicd that Maonson's nume was not on the wall, but

there was an outstandmﬂ warrant out for his a.rrest. /

that I dont't lwcw, gﬁf then My, Fikzgerald went even further
rnd acked Crapt

‘ ;5n, 04,9

I suggest that Paul i‘if:égérald ask his own

‘elient tlmt qucstion, Patxricia .L(renwmkeL Patricla

21st, 1970, rlost three montns later.

(S}

dpparently Patricic lxe mwinkel isn‘t guite oo

Mr. FTitzgerald said tuut the prosecutlon v

Actually there was some vather astonighing

k
beputy Crap was on the stand, Hr. Fitzgerald \

Thy-ti:ze defense attorney would aslk/ quest:mn lllite l/ j

"I*a:d you heard oher police officcrs
disenss Mr. Hengon before July 28th, 19697"
And Grap replied: - -
"Culy tiet lunsen had been. arrested fox

voricus =rimes.”
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| the photograph of Tex Watson, definitely is the pexson
| whnse pzints he rolled on Apmil 23rd 1969..

11

12

‘13

14

s
% | not Tex Watson's fingerprints. ‘ALl We have 18 Mz, Pitz-
7

' |
: evidence is that was Tex Watson's fingerprints on thosé
leards,
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*

Mr. Fitzgersld said Eha prosecution is putting
on eyidence that Manson had been involved in other erimes.

Mr. Fitzgerald sald Officer Egcalante, the
officer who rolled Tex Watson's fingerprints on April 23,

1969, Fitzgerald said that Escalante could not remember who

Watson was, and maybe the prints on the exemplar card,

| which is Peoplets 245, did not belong to Tex Watson.

The only problem is that that exemplar card,

| Peoples 245, containg Charles "Tex" Watson's name on it.

And alse Escalante testified that Peoplets 36,

- There was no equiVOcatlon at all in Officex
Escalante’s testimony. _

There is novraason to- bélleve that those dere

gerald*s bald naked declaration tc ‘the contrary. .

There is no evidence of that. The only

Mr, Fitzgerald said, why didn?'t the prosecution
call representatives of the Jack Frost store to the stand

:to testify that they seld Charles Manson some rope iIn June

No. 1, ladies and gentlemen, Danny DeCarlo was
there and he testified thai Mansom bought the 150 feet of

"CieloDrive.comARCHIVES
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19
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26:

f Sc we did have Danny DeCarlots tas timony.

whlte,three~strand,nylan rope. . !",

Danny is no~en¢my of Charles,Manson. He testi-
fied on the stand that h& 1oved hlm. 'He didn%t haté Chquzﬁ.

]

No. 2, DeCarlo testlfied that Manson pa;& eash .

. for that rope. 0bv10uslylpay1ng eash ig that much more ]

’

| difficult tio trace. P e

Lnd Mo. 3, how can Mr. Fltzgerald say that

| we should haVG called the sales people to the stand, whﬁn

a minute or two earlier his express words wera to you that
sales people camnot remember the faces of people to whom,
they sell mexchandise. |

You remember him telling yocu that on another

But then when it came to Charles Mansoh buying

16 | the rope in Santa,moniqa, apparently that principle of

M. fitzgerald's no longer applied.

This was his statement, that salesg peopls :cannot

He tupns around a minute or so later and says
"Why didn't you c¢all the sales péople?“ ‘
Now, we geét into the robot argument. v/

Mr. Fitzgerald alleged that since I said thege

e tdefendants were robotg and Zombies and automatons, they

25“{cou1d not premeditate, hence they could not he guilty of

“Ifirst degree murder.
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j robots tﬁey*would not be guilty of any crime at all.

| and Mr¢ Keith and Mr. Khnarek know Very very well, know
f'very very well that the words nobqt‘and ‘Zombies and

| who was slavishly obedient to someone else, g thesé
»tdafendants were to Charles TethaGSOna**d;‘ '

_ robct, oY someone'whose brains ha& been surgically removed

[ what theése three defense attorneys said I meant, not only

{ they wouldn't even be guilty of second degree murder,

| although Mr. Fitzgerald somehow thiﬁks'they'would be guilty
| of second degree murder, but, as Mr. Kanareék and Mr, Keith
fany erime at g1l if they were true robots; because second |

| Mr. Keith, that Manson completely dominated these co~
| defendants, Tex Watson and the three female defendants.

20,952

Mr. Kanarek and Mr. Keith said if they were

of coursge, 1adies and gentlemen, My. Fitzgerald

automgtons are merely a figure of gpeech to refer to someone

i}“.<‘ [
4
I wasn't reférxing to a alxﬁking Armor typa of L

+

And they know that. & . ":f 1.”%L;t
it shows the desperation, ladies and gentlemen,
the ineredible desperation of their posiktion, to hang on

a flgure of speech.

. If, by xobot, Zmeies and automatons, I meant °

wouldnt!t these defendants be guilty of first dggree,murden;

pointed out, and T sgree, they would not be guilty of

- a—

degree murder requires an intent tp kill a1§o.
| Mr. Keith bought the fact, he bought the fact,

v
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| gentlemegn, with M, Keith's position.

| know what they were doing, they were Zombies and bad no minds.

17;1might not: give you the ntmber, it's 3-34, These are the -

| exact words that Judge Older will give you you. /

| buries and sets aside this ridlcuious tzmewcon5uming s

. Mr. Reith went on to suggest that Watson and
the three girls had some type of a mental disability, those
. were his'ﬁoxds, which prevented them from deliberating and

premeditating, even prevénted them from having malice
aforethought. |
He éaidAthaﬁ for all intents and purposes they |
 didntt have theixr own mindj that it was Charles Mansonts
- mind, it was a case of transferred intent.

Vell, there are several problems, ladies and

The first problem is this, which completely
negates this baloney about thelr being robots and they didatt

It completély negates what they said.

Judge Older will give you this instruction,
ladies and gentlemen, if you want to write it down -~ he

"The infent with vhich an act is donéjf
is shown by the circumstances attending the act,/
the manner in which 4t is doge, the means used
and the soundness of mindiééﬁ‘éEQCretién of the

person committing the aet."
Here 1s,the crucial paragraph which completEIy.

argument by the defense attorneys:.

. Y
: e, e ki _*
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| matter of law, as a matter of 1an you'myst treat Charles
’ .Manson, Susan Atkins, - Patxiem Krenwltﬂcel and Leglie Van

‘Houten as hav:.no sound mlnﬂs, in other words, not :tmpa:.red:

'never put on any defense in this case of :msanity or
~‘_dim:|.m.shed capaeity, there wag no defencse Like that;, and

tthat is why Judpe Older is going fo give you this instzuc- |
ltgon.

20,954

"For the purposes of the case on trial

- you must” --

This is a command; this ik not discretionary =~
"~- you must assume that each defendant was of.

. sound mind at the time of his alleged conduct,
.w:hi;eh,‘ it is charged; constitutes the crime
~described in the indictment,"

Judge older will give you that instruction,
- In other words, ladies a_,nd gentlemen, as a

|
;
f
5
|

]
\

by . any i:ype. of mental 1nf1rmity or disablln.ty. - '

And this is so because the defense attoméys

.- -—— o

CieloDrive.cCOmMARCHIVES



5g-1

10

1 .

-

13 |

14

15
16:
o
8 |

19

-21

sg -

25

26

20,955

20 |

‘That instruction alone completely eliminates,:
diScérds,‘jetfisons, throws out the window this ridiculous
prepostefdus.argumgnt ef"théirs.

There aréiapﬁer problems with ﬁr. Keith's
argument. o e

Before he gave you his argument he should have |
talked to Paul’ Fitzveralﬂ T In f&ct before Paul Fitzgerald
SpORﬁfﬂf Keith should have spokﬂn to Paul Fltzgerald.

I will tell Jou.khy, because here ip wh&t Paﬂl Fltzgerald -
himself sald about these three 1¢'ejmaale defendants, com-
pletaly giving a2 lie to the robot argumeut.
Here i5 what Paul Fibzgerald said: .
"These defendants are bright; they are - } {
by

the benefit of the szme Sraining snd education 3

1nbui€iVe; they are perceptive, and they had

that we have,"

You reeéall Paul Fiﬁzgerald telling you that?
nghe they should have had some type of conference before
they hung their hat on this robot argumgnh.

o | In fact, éven if they had looked at this
instruction they woﬁld not have made an argument'like vhatzﬁp-:

.
v

Maybe they thought I was unaware of this particular L

instruction. | o S
The third problem with Ur. Keith's argument, the

third problem, as if we need a third problem, the first

instruction alone completely negates that argument.

CieloDrive.COMARCHIVES
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'that witneas skand that these defandants were suffering

£ron any ﬁjﬁé of mental, inrirmitye

| very, very clearly on these two nights of murder,

.Auguat 9th in frant bf Ruool; ﬂeber's home, the obvious

,window, bhey disposed of the clothing and the revolver, 6me'

' The third problem is that there is ebsoluteély

no evidenee in this record, no evidence that came from

To the contrary, thase defendants were thinking

~ You recall Patricia Krenwinkel going down o
Parent's car where Linda was, and telling Linda,
"Linda, 1is§en for sounds., "
o Does that sound like & robot?
You recall Tex Watson telling Linde Kasabian
to wipp the prinﬁs Gff the knives before sine threw them out
of the car, t‘hinkinu verj, very olearly.
Dc you rqgall Te%, Saﬂie and Katie washing the
biwod off thelr bodies in the early morning hours of

purpose of whigh, if théy Were thpped later by the police,
they would not 1uok suspiqiqus havinb bldod on their ’ A

M j;‘
clothing.gggg in addition o throwing the knives out of the/}

/""
Leslie Van Houten e off fingerprints at the La Biagma
/

residence. . L
./%:M ﬁj?/ud/v oo
dbsolutely ho question that these defendants a
were thinking very, very clearly on these twe horrendous J
nights of murder. . ' : ;

Mr. Keith said, agein going on the robot argument,

CieloDrive.COmMARCHIVES
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;"Ir these people are robots" .
| ‘"that there was ne intent to k{1l the victims in this casa.“

that these &efenﬁants never 1ntendad to. kill the~victims

”1-and show you all these plétures, you have already seen

viciously aver the heaﬂ 13 times.\

Of course, we have proven that they are not -~

He gaid, "It‘s Just as reagonable to believe

in this cade,” ‘ .
Jay Sebring»mi'm not going to be liae Mr.’ Kanarek

hem, Juss brieflyﬂaiay Sehring, ladiei*#P genﬁ%emen, “
Abigall Eblger, look 8t those vounds, ontwewelrsd in blcod

Bosemary La’ Bianea LR stah wounda‘
Hera is a picture ot Leno La Biancaﬁss»horrendous
no ome even <¢an 1oek at it.

v@ityck Frykpwski 51 stab wounds struek

-
ot - vl
.
a.
¥ . e
. : .
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3 beautiful hﬂney blonde, bharon Tate, bathed in
blood, ﬁut up sava&ely 1zke an anlmal.
" Steven Parent, brutally murdered in his car,

" And tir, Kelth has the audacity to say: UMaybe

c these defendants weren't trying to kill these people.”

¥hat were they trying to do? Hurt them or
frighxen them? ‘

With humor like that, 1f they ever go oub of the

1ega1 profession, thay ecan perforn on the stage, 1 you‘

want to buy that type of sic‘c humor.

The LatewLa Bianeca VLetima were sﬁabbed 169 v”'

| times., And Mr. Kelth gets up in front of you and says

it Is just ag reasonable to believe that they weren't
brying to kill fhese people. .

| | Well, you know, 1éd1es and gentlemen, this 1s a
ffee cauntfy, 1ike Lr, Kanarek said, the F¥irst Amanﬁment;
you can sdy anytihing you want to,

You can come up to somecne and say, "I heard a

' cow speak % the Spanish language." You can say you saw

an alligator doing the polka. It is a free ecountry. But

that doesu!t mean anyone has to buy what you are saying.

It doesn't mean on the open market there 1s any value to

{ what you are saying.

And the intent to kill in this case wasn't
a spur-of-the~moment Instantanedus intent to kill, ladies

and gentlemen, The mission on both nights was murder.
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| morée premeditated.

i ‘cna‘b nibht, they all webe golng to be killed,

sgnse’ ' ;__ . .'-.‘ ' . ‘ LI . . i

6 | other way, Therels no evidence that any one of these

'The intent to kill couldn't passibly have been

Susan Atkins herself told Virginia Graham that it

didn*t make any difference who was in the Tate residence

~,f That is premeditation
Tex Sadie Katie and Lealie definitely were .
robots and vombies and auﬁdmatons no.question gbout it, i ‘
but only in the sense zhat they did whatever Gharles Mansudl //
told them.to do and never disbbeyed him. Only in that

This does rniot mean that they dld not want to
do what Charles Manson told them to do and werer't very

'willing'participants in these murders.

AP ——— —p— i e o g o o

To the contrary, all of the evidence goes the

P

e —————— o~

defendants objected to.Charles Manson about these two
horrendous nlghts of murder.

Only Linda Kasablan, down in VEnice, sald:
“Gharlie, I am not you. I can't kill.,"

-

That 4is Linda. I-am-talking about these three
female defendants here,

And the 0verkill, the overkill, like -
stabbing Voltyek Frykowskl 51 times. Doesn'™ that show i
willing‘participaticnf |

And when Tex, Katle and Sadie are watching Channel

CieloDrive.cOmMARCHIVES
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| 2 at 6:00 ofclock on hugust the- 9th, and they see the news
: accounts of the Tate m].‘xrdera,' they Xaugh. Ladles and vd
~gentlemen, they laugh.
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probadly on belevioion it chotred the five bodles beinﬁ

taken from the scene: Tex, Haple, Sadie are laugnling.

participanhs in what they did?

‘was betber.

_does Hot Jmmunize them from & convictlon of first-degree

for tue Lafia would have & builtwin defense for murder,
A1l they would have to, say is: Well, I did what my boss

2§ :'t01d ne to do. I did what my boss told me to do. 'I can't

I gentiemen and when.you cemé ‘baok into hhis courtroom

‘.with your verdict}af riot wm\vegdiet of -gullty ~-.you ape

Vhat vord can I ousce for thut?  Unbollievable?
Incredible°

the announcer is talking about the Bpe murders;
Laughing, ladles and gentlemen. . _
Doean't this show they were very, very willing
They en]oyed 1t. Susan told Virginia Graham
and Roni Howard that she enjoyed stabblng peoplé, She P

analoglzed iV o & sexual glimax, 6nly she said that it

Teslie Van Houten told Dianne Lake that the

rore $he §tabbed, the more she enjoyed it. v
The féct that these threé female defendants

vbeyed Charles Kansbn and did whateVQr he told then to dJ

|

murder. It offers no insulatlon, no protection What$0ever

If it did, then hired killers or trizger fien

y.:}

—— -.-....._...,.,...._,g
~

dimobey my:boa§.- '
' Well 1t 15 not qnite that easy, ladies and

~CieloDrive.COmARCHIVES
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1 g6ing to tell thesg defendants'tha; it is not quite that
| easy. Tnat you don't ;]ust say: Well, I dtd what Charlie

"baldme £0 Ao < ceov SRS

You don's escape criminal reSponsibility that

! easily, ladles and gentlenen.

Pex Watson, Susan Atkins, Patricla Krenwinkel t

: and Leslie Van Houben definltely wersa robots, automatons

: 4
{ and zombles,tonly in the sense that they were fotally

éubservient and cbsequibus and servile to Charles Manson.
That is the ﬁnly sense,
Their conduct cleérly and uneguivocally shows

| that on both nights they knew exdetly what they were doing,

they Inbended to kiLl, they did kill, and they did every-
thing possible %o avold detection.

X

They weren't suffering, ladies and gentlemen, {

| from gny diminbhed mental capacity. They were suffering |

from g diminished heart, a diminished goul.
Iir, Fitzprerald said that Linda Kasablan was
part of the immer circle, and yet she btestified that she

| never knew that the mission on the first night was going

to be murder. , .
 Mp. Kanarek gaid‘that 1f Iinda was intimate
with everything that happened at the panch, why waé she
left out from knowing what was going to happen the first
night? ‘ ' "
Hr, Kanarak zlso askeé: Why was Lin@a plcksd to
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g0 oh the flrst night?

Numbex one, iadies.and'gentlemen, 1t seens
rather obvious that Linda Kasabian was not a member of the

inner cirele of Gharles Manson g Fanily.
Number one, she had just Joinéd the Family about

';a month earlier prior to thase murders.
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6b~1, v © Susan Atk;.i.-ns had been with Charlie for over
. 2. two years. i.esl:ie Van, Houten and Patricia Krenwinkel had
' " 3 | been with Charlie for over one year.

4| : Moreover, the fact that Linda Kasabian, only
5 | she fled the Family and Spabn Raneh after these murders;
6 | cérta:‘_’.nly‘ shows that among Tex, Katie, Sadie and Leslie,
7 | she and only she totéuy and completely ejected what had

s | happened onthese two nights.
9 | 4And of course, there is no evidence that Linda
10 Rasabian was intimate with eve—:_;yi:hing that was going on at
11 | ‘Spaln Ranch. | |
2 | According to the girls, there was only one
o B | pexson who had the powers of God, who could see all and know
@ "3 | all. S T
' ~ 15 I | That is- Gharl:.e Mansoﬁ.
“16 No. 2, ladies and i'rent:}.e.mem, and I ad;nii;. t;hat

v | this is just specu.lation on my part shecause T ‘havé rio ‘vay-of
18 | kncw.mg th:.s, but there is a d:.sf;iuct 90551bility that;, the .
19°| only reason Charles Manson askefl Linda Kasabian to go A
2 | along on these twe nights of murdar ‘was that’ she had. a,

2 | driver's license, and I will tell you why.

2 | . You recall, Linda Kasablan testified that one |
2 | of Manson's orders at Spahn Rauch ¥ that whenever the \/

2t | Family went into town he only wanted those members of the
. ‘ %5 | Family o drive whe had a driver's license. And Linda
o - Kasabion testified thok only she and Mary Brumner had

CieloDrive.ComARCHIVES
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8th, 1969, Mary Brunner was arrested with Sandra Good, That
| s the afternoon of the Tate murders. . So, apparently Linda
| Rasabian was the only other member of the Family, as far

| as we know, with & driver's license upon whom Charles Mauson
{ could call.

| on both nights Gharles Manson told Linda Kassbian: Go get

| your drivexts iicense.
10 4

» ' geni:’lemenfwhen Tex Watson wasn't driving, Linda Kagabian

5 {was drivigg the car, not Katie or Sadiéi

” ‘:.would ask Linda Kasabian to accompany him on these two nigb,tst, '
" | of murder, but I think it 'is certainly a reasonable inference |
- 22 ,Jilﬁésed on the evidence.

‘Police Department knew, as of August the 1l2th, 1969, that

e .- 20965,

If you recall, on the afi:@rnaon Qf August the .

And you will recall, ladies and gentlemen, that

He dldntt tell Tex, as far as we know, or Kat.ie,.
or Sadie or Leslie. '

And we know that on the f'ii:at night, ladies and

And on the second night, when there were seven

only Linda Kasabian was driving.
' Agai:n, speculdtion onh my part, why Charles Manson

- Mr. Fitzgerald sald that since the Los Angeles

the murder weapon was a :22 caliber High Standard revolver,

and the revolver was turped in to the Valley Services Division

"CieloDrive.COmARCHIVES :
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; of the Los Angeles Police Department on September the Lst,
i1969, “how come Sérgeant Calkins didu’t pick up the

| revolver until December the 16th, 1969, especially in view

% of the fact, as he sald, the LAFD sent flyers out ‘describing
- the wedpon that they were looking for to law enforcement
agencies everywhere in the country,
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| maybe they

people, we ean't remember who the other people were who~au&

‘Mr, Fltzgerald yasn't,listening to the evidence,
‘1adies‘énd gentlemen, bgaause Sérgeant Calkins testified
that the Bomicide-Diéision of the Los Angeles Pollce
papartmgnt.did not send a copy of the fller out to the
Vailay Services Division of the Los Angeles Pollce
,Department. ) |

Polive offieers ~ladles and gentlemen, as we
have seen in this case, are human beings just like anyone-
else and they ean make mistakes,

No copy of the flier was sent out to the Valley
Services Division, and this is why, of course, the
revolver wasn't picke& up until Steven Welss' father
called the Los ngeles Foliee Department and suggasted that

Eé%éﬁth& Tﬁte murﬁer weapon, the weapon that
tis aqn Steven found on September the 1st, 1969.

C oM. Fitzgerald eomplained over and oyver again

‘that, Beveral of the prbs&cution witnesses couldn’t remember

what other people were presant @uring conVersatiogs they

. LA o o 4
' had with the defendants ih khis.cése, and hie sald this

| smacked of something suspiclous, maybe the conversations

-

aidn't take place. = v o

I_suggaat'tﬁis is spea;dus argument, - ladles

| and gentlemen.

When we speak to someone admidst 3. group of
A2ENE

| in our presence,
26
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You don't remember who was in yduf immediate presence at

Mr, Fitzgerald at ‘the break, they ask him who is 1n
Mr, Fitzgerald to answer th&t questiqn Jwithout looking to

-maybe that maans thgt he is nﬁt taIking te the person,

' Why? Because 1t is totally irrelevant. We

don't coﬁcérn ourselves with such things.

| ~ When Dianne Lake was speaking to Patricia
Krenwinkel in 1ate August or early September at Willow
Springs and Death Valley, if she knew at that time that a
Year later some attorney was golng to ask hex who else was
inAyoﬁr presence, then maybe 8§e would have looked to he;
left and right end made & mental note of 1%, and maybe.
she would have remembered. But otherwiseg, people dqn'é
100k &t things 1ike that. '

You can call on your own human experience.

a conwerqation a yéar ago, a month ago, a week dago, or
even a day &go.

In fact, whiie<bhe conversation is actually iakins
place, most of ug don't know who is in our immediate
presence unless we ook to our left or our right.

I auggest that the next t.lme someone speaks to '

4ﬁ§¢4q

immediate pregence during bhe conversation, and ask
his left or right And if he can't answer the question,
It is 2 gpecious argument that is

completely incompatible with our human experience,
Mr, Fitggerald gald that it is not a fact that

CieloDriveCOmMARCHIVES
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residence since Voifyék Frykéwsﬁi-had the same bLood type.
T guess 1t is B-EN. MY belng the ;subblpod type, and B
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6d-1 With xeepect to whether the B type blood is
‘ . 4 | Ablgail Folger's ox Voityck Frykowski's, it is pretty
. 5 | obvious that it was Abigaii*s. '
4 . 1 say this for two teasons. No. 1, _I.inda
", | Kasabian testified to seeing Fatricia Krenwinkel chase
6 | Abigail Folger, not Voityck ;E‘rykoWski, in the vicinity of
? éhe back of the residence near the pool. 1In ather words,
8 ¢lose .;:o the back déo_r.;
' 9 ,' Furthermore, when the po'.gice arrived the.
10 | following morning, they found Abigail Folger's body much
1 cl.aéer to the back door than Voityck Frykowski!s body.
o So, in view of Linda's testimony, and the
Y ’ physical location of the bodies, there 18 no question but
14 Ehat the B type blood was Abigaii Folger!® 8.
15 : Mr Fitzgerald said that Slﬁron Tate and Jay
1 | Sebring's bilood wag found Outéi;de the fromt door of the
BT ',Tate residence. ,
: I8 | 1 went into that Tdetaii in my opening argument,
10 | and he jiuét‘ repeated it, but he never stated the relevance,
' ‘,20. He :l_:epeated the faet that the blood was found outgide the
o | front deox.

' Mr. Kanarek carried it a step further and said
that since thelr blood was found.outside the front door of
| ot the Tate residenee, how come Linda never testified to
‘ © g | seeding Sharon Tate and Jay Sebr:mg outside the front door

& . “ L

% 1 of the Tate residence? R ' f

7 CieloDrive.com AR C HVE S
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[ time when Linda'was somewhere elsa on the premises.

Well, in the first place, there probably was

| a virtual river, a river of blood, inside the Tate residence,
- and it is emtirely possible that Tex, Katie orx Sadie, or

 even Voikyck Frykowski, stepped on Sharon Tate's orsJay

Sebringts blood and carried it out ‘with them.

Bui even assuming, even assuming, that Sharon
and Jay themselves carried their blood out the Front door

of the Tate residence, that xs*net inconsistent with

: Llnda Kasgbian's testimpny.

It is obvmous, if they di& that, it ‘was’ at a

p i
Linda testificd that efore she saw Tex st&b v

| Frykowski, she was down by Steven Parentls car. Do, you

4 | reeall that? Before she saw Tex stab Voityck Frykowski,

she was down by Steven Parent's car,

At that time, Sharon Tate or Jay Sebring could

1dinda also testified that after Tex Watson stabbed|

{Voityek Frykowski, sbe ran down the bottom of the hill and
lwaited by Johmy Swartz's car, and she said that several

minutes later Tex; Katie and Sadic arrived.

So, during that several minute# interlude,

Sharon Tate and Jay Sebring may have run outside.

Cle|ODrIVGMARCHIVES
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be=1 Ll ' In any event, keep two things in mind, ladies
. and gentlemen.
No. 1, the fact that their blood was outside
is not inconsistent with Linda Kasabian's testimony because
. shegy at no time =- she at no time -~ said that she was
present in front of the Tate residence during every
i second of these murders.. Keep that ::.n mind.
No. 2, it is increc’in.bler Mre, Kanarek can expect
a coﬁplete:, exact, precise explanation, ladies and gentle-
| men, from Linda Kasabian as to everything that happened

0 .
a | that night.

There was a virtual orgy of murder going on,

1 | ladies and jgenﬁlEmen. A virtual orgy.

w | Tex, Katie and Sadie viciously stabbing Voitjck |
. Frykowski, Jay Sebring, Sharon Tate and Abigaill Folger in
" ¢ | the chest and in the heart, and the victims screaning out
y | into the night, running desperately for their lives.

- There must. have heen such an unbelievable flurry

1 | oF wild and frantic confuglon and hysteria that even a

2 motilon p:l.étur:e camera would have had a difficult time -

, | capturing everything that happened.

o A Yet Mr. Kanarek expects exactitude and precision.
;3 : I suggest: Let him play those little games by

, | himself. |

Mr. Fitzgerald said that the police checked the

Benedicet Canyon area in November of 69 and couldn!t £ind

25

S
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' the clothing, i | R Cooe

i tha.ck growtb.
| found the clothing om December the 15th, 1969, and he

- that the clothing belongs to the Tate killers.

' 'oPexiing arguﬁen't:, I think, conciﬁsively showing that this

| e¢lothing did belong to the Tate killers.

| gerald is telling you that,

-was noff there in November of 1969, he is necessarily sa'ying;
then, that Linds must have goneé back after November of

169 and left the clothing there.

| ing is that Linda Rasdbian was arrested on December the 2nd,

1 1969; in New Hampshire, she was taken into custody, é.nd
' she was brought out here in custody.

December the 15th, 1969, Linda snuck out of her room at (.
| Sybil Brand, rounded up some clothing, put some blood on

+

Don'§ forget that the Benedict Canyon area :I.s
a.mountainous, hilly, winding rogd area, w:.th a very, very

L .; . .
Yet he goes on to say that a Chanrel 7 cre’w

thinks this i§ somewhat suspiciouysy he said that he doubtg
I vient into considerable depth during my
Mr, Fitzgetrald went on to sdy that maybe Linda
went back there 'and left the clothing there. Paul Fitz-
Well, 1f Mz, Fitzgerald claims that the clothing

1

The only iprob_le’m with that wild type of zeason=

Unless Mr, Fitzgerald wants you folks to believe
that one night between December the 2nd or 3rd, 1962, and

3
-
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- them, hitchhiked out #e Benedict Ganyon road, threw the
| clothing over the side of the hill, then hitchhiked back

- to the jall and snuck back into her room.

If he wants you to believe that, I don't think

be is going to have too nuch. luck.
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Jf,l; o "f;;j. - Mr. Fitzgerald says that the killer or killers
’ ‘ | iuﬁ of the i&tﬁ victims ~- that the glasses that were found
: . o é'-'t;»helong to one of the klllers of the Tate victims.
'.,f,.?.; - Well, I don't have to show you the glasses,
%

| You know what they are. People’s 243. | ‘
| ur Fitzgerald says, those glasses belong to the ‘
f'Tate killers. He has no evidence to suppors this. - This
:  is wild speculation on his part But that,is.his ¢on-
. tentlon. .. |

I think 1% is ratner clear, ladies and gentlemen,

B that someone, who had yisibed the Tate residence on a
o prior-occasion inadvertently left those glasses bhere,’
e | .and one can readiiy undersﬁana why that person would not»

'.“EU: dare nome forward, not dare come forward and claim those

?%5‘_glassesw .
,‘1%  g WQuld it be worﬁh getting baek a pair of cheap
16 f_glagses, 1adies and gentlemen, when MNr. Fitzgerald sald,

7 right here in court talking about. anothar item of eVidence*‘

1 . Let‘s find %he registered owner of that revolver and accuse

 ,$ﬂ;-h1m of these murders, R S
:zw'_ A Would it be worth the owner of those glasses
, 2 coming back to claim a cheap pair of glasses when someone \¢/£

& like Mr. Fitzgerala, or ilr, Kenarek, would probably pub~ |
f llely accuse them -of these, murders?

I tnink it is wurth buying a new pair. bon't

e T T CieloDrive.comARCHIVES |
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T will admit that we do not know o whom those

_glasses belong, but we do know vne thing: They do not

belong to the Tate killers, and I will tell you why.
Feoause, number one, there 1& & massive,

prodigiqug awount of evidence showing that the Tage killers

 were Tex Uatoon, Susan Atkins and Patrieia Krenwinkel.

) ¥ot only Linda Kasabian's testimony, but the
coﬁfeséions and the Pingerprints, the fivearms evidence;
We know that the glasses do not belong to Tex;-
Kaie or Sadle; ergo, we know that the glasses do not
belong to ths Tate killers. F
_lNumber'two,.Susan Atkins, ladies and zéntlenen,

herself one of the Tate killers, sald, ln so many words,

‘that those glasses do not belong to one of the killers.

. Let's look ab whait Susah Atkins told Roseanné
Valkew, . |
. I am queszibn*ﬁg Roseagne Walker.
“”nﬁn you aﬁd Susan Atklins had a conversation
with r&spﬂet t0 these glasses?“ .
‘ You recall, $here was: e Tadio brbadcast about
the plassges ab Sybll Brand.
" Yes. ; E i
"What did you say and what did she say?
"I said, now tﬁét they fﬂﬁhd thebgiasses,
they will find’wheevef.did it

And she sald -- we. were arguing -~ she thought

CieloDrive.COMARCHIVES
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1 I meant whoever owned the glasses was bhe person who did i,

| you know,.

"This was your position?
"Yeah, '

"And 'whai; was -her position?"

Phis is S§§an Atkins? posiﬁion:

"Her position was, well, she sald it would
be okay 1f they f&und the person that owned the
glaéses and they_blamed' bim, and the only thing

_be did was drop glasses theve. All he was guilty

of was losing his glasses,”

. CieloDrive.COMARCHIVES
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[ not belong to the Tate killers.

| with the five Tate murders, who is a defendant in this

| to some innocent person who just left them ak the scene.

crimes, who %es not a defendant, somehow knows that these
glasses belong to one of the killers.

. gentlemen, "Ho hum.®

’ Shian.

23 | witnesseg had 18 al:.ases. He said none of you folks have '

more than five.

1 will apologize to you for him. - T £

90978
l—v"‘u

Susan Atkins, herself one of the Tate killers,
ladies and gentlemen, should know. After all, she was there. |

And Susan Atkins said, in so many words, those glasses do

Busan Atking, one of the Tate killers who was

present at the scene of these murders, who -mrs charged
case, has no doubt in het mind that the.se glasses beloﬂg

But Paul Fitzgerald, ladies and gentlemen;
who was not one of the Tate killers, who was not present at

. ol .
the scene of the murders, who wea not charged with these

Wéll, as they say in Akron, IOh:.o, ladies and

I will get back to Mr Fitzge.rald later on.

With respect &b M. aﬁmn,_my friend Daye / 1
‘ He got up -~ Daye saz.d one th:mg w'hlch 1 th:.nk .
I can. apolag:.ze to you foy hin.

[

- You recall, ke said that one of the prosenutlon e
I

Well, I don't think Daye meant that, and I

CieloDrive.comARCHIVES
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| has to be somewhere.

MR, SHINN: Thank you.
MR. BUGLIOSI: I will get back to Mx., Shinn later

. with respect to some of the arguments that he made. .

Let's talk about Irving Kanarek.
I am not very good at telling stories, but I

-’:think one story comes to my mind which is applicable,
| particylarly to Irving Kanarek., |

there is such an overwhelming ampunt of evidence

| in this ¢ase against these defendants, including Mr. Manson,
| that it is almost ridiculous, and yet Irving Ranarek sald:

| None of the evidence means anythings nothingTsu3p1cious,

vothing is incriminating: confession, fingerprints? So
Msym *

| what. thhing means everytking. Bverything is reasonable,
| undexstandable. Nothlng incriminating.

That reminds me, of course, of the gentleman

| who gomes home early from work one day. He goes into the
| bedroom and he f£inds his wife with her negligee on. He
‘goes into the closet and he is hanging tils coat in the

closet and he sees a man hiding in the ¢loset.
He says: What éra’yﬁu dbing‘here?

.The man looks up ‘and says' Six, everyone

And I think Irving Kanarek would agree with that |

ﬁan. That 18 true, everyone- does-have -to -be somewhere: -

' There is nothing suspicious about that., | 7 R I

Well, that is Irving Kanarek for you, ladies

PR Sl

e

A liPin =
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| incriminating about that.

| farther than that, ladies and gentlemen. #fid Maybe the

| that. . :

n

and gentlemen. I think he would sa'y. that there iy ﬁcsthing \

Mr. Kanarek, in his argument to you folks, not
only misstated the evidence, Irving Kanarek went mych

proper grammar would be that he went much further than

Irving Ranarek actually ,c::eéted and manufactured

and invented bis own evidendge.

-
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| Trving Kanarek's version of what happened on these two
 nights of murder and the testimony that came from that

| witness stand had got to be accidental. It has got to be
| aeccidentsl, It is one of these mathematical things that
| just a mathematical accident.

| himself out from the evidence that came from that witness

‘what happened on these two nights of ‘murder.

| came fwom the witness stand index wath, . Tt was based o  }
Irving Kana::‘ek* 8 pregnant, fertild wotld of Alice in

| windows in this courtroom and I was relieved to see they

| were closed, because if they weren't closed, that man would

allergy to.the evidence that came fxom the witness stand oxr

20,981 | -

#'- “~

: '_ Any connection; ladies and gentlemen, bhetwesn

— g T o
e SV, T et e

hapﬁens now and then in life. Any comnnection at all is
. By and large, Mr. Kanarek totally blocked .

stand, and :i;n lieu thereof, he wrote his _own scenario of

b

The scenario wasn't _based on the evildence that

| "Wonderland sprinkled very heavily, _of course 5 with just R T
' plainm old wishful thinking on his part. - |

7

A
b

You know, it is customary for lawyers during , '
their arguments to you to give wings to their imagination.
it is pe'nfeut y ALl right, perfectly permissitle. g

Vhen Mr: Kanarek was telling you folks what i
happened at the Tate residence, actually, I looked at the 2
|

have f£lown right out of this courtroom.

""‘mn—m—’)

!
¥
4
. Either I:ving Kanarek has a gevere, incurable /| {
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¥ he attende& a trial that you and I wereén’t privileged 2o’
' attend

| and gentlemen, and we were in bed, Irving Kanarek, hand
| in hand with the goblins -~ here comes that word "‘gc’:bil.:f.rva‘“4j

| own trial with marionettes and harlequins, and Irving

| was the maestro and conducted the entire proceedings.

{ didn't offer any esvidence against Charlie Manson. In faet,

gentlemen ~» and this is in the transcript -- Murray
 Mehlman will zead it back to you -- Lest Friday morning,
“believe it or not, here is what Mr. Kanarek gaid:

world of reality, ladies and gentlemen, but inwm trial that

hou:_r.:s; the evidence overwhelmingly shows that his client,

Y

" Mayhe af‘f:e: we all went home at night; i‘aé‘ies‘

‘again -~ snuck back inte this courtroom and conducted his

E

;. OFf course, you cani bet your last penny that he

- he erased Charlie Manson's name from the indictment.

T often wondered why Irving Kanarek had a

smile on his face every umorning wheri he came into the

| courtroom. He was intoxicated with the flush of success
1 |

| that he had enjoyed throughout the night.

In fact, last Friday morning, ladies and

First, he said good morning to you. And then
he sald: We were speaking last night about alibi.
N i, A e

L-ast*'trtgki-’?—ﬁﬂe were talking aboyt an alibis
Well, I hate to bring Mr. Kanarek back into the

has béeﬁ taking place in thils courtroom during ciaylight
|
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Kg his Honbr will instruct you, you have to

' base your verdict in this céase on the avidence that came
‘from thaﬁ Stan&.

Mr 'Kanarek?!s topsy-turvy asserbion of what
happened &t the TateuLa Bianca reaidence is not based on

one shred of evidence, and as he went on he became more

T

At one pelint he salg th&t?the Los Angeles Police

Depanrtment #a& at the Spahn Ranch dressed as hippies and © -

"acting as informers.

Do you recall his telllng you that?

Without any evidence to suppdrg what he sald, he
claimed, for instaﬁce, that Linda Kasablan was outslde the

| Tate resldence, and when she decided that Charles Matison

was not God, she ran into the house’to‘get her knife,

| because she had a stropg arfinity for the knife.

Hle never bothered to explain %o you the connection
betweén Linda deciding that Manson was not God and golng

into the Tate regidence to get her knire. He never

: explained‘any connection between the two.

- Then he sald that Linda was In love with Tex,

and Tex wag inside the house, and Linda heard_something

| coming from Inslde the house, so she yan into the Tate

| residence to protect Watson.

To protec¢t Watson, mind you. .
Sharon Tate, Jay Sebring, Vbityck Frykowskigaqg

1
reharies—ﬁansen——vrﬁmmﬂrﬁﬂﬁr1ﬁﬂnﬂrTﬁfé~uaAﬁzanca murders.. |
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- Abigail Folger being ﬁrutally, savagely butchered to death
[ by Tex, Kaxie and Sadie, and Irving hanarek gays that Linda

- went in there to protect Tex Watson.

. Then Mpr, Kgnarek says that Lihda dropped her knife

inside %he house, and she elther wrote "pig" on the front

| door befopre or after she dropped her knife inside the

| residence.

0f course, there is no evidence at all that

Linda wroté the word "pig" on the outside of the front door

of the Tate residence, but he just baldly came out &nd said

. that Linda 1is the one that wrote the word "pleg."

)

Why did Linda Kasabian write the word "pig"?

Listen To this, according %o Wi, Kanarek, who was apparently

present tha%*nighﬁ; ‘Idsten to what he says: Linda wrote
the word “pig“ — liaben to this o hecause she saw her
boy f'riend, Tex, merpilessly stao people, and out of a
feeling for Tex prinﬁgd thé word' "pig .- N

In other words, Tex Watson is brutallé atabbing
people to death, and somghow Llndg,ﬁeels sorry for Tex,

so shé writes "pig" on the fromt door.

~CieloDAVE COMARTHTVE S
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{or is Irving Kanarek? I don't know.
| gentlemen?

| inside the residence while she"_w,fote the word "Pig“, on the

doo¥.
'peoplets 39, the Buck knife, was found on a sofa ingide
write it there when she is writing "Pig" outsgide the doox

I of the Tate resgidence.

| around at knife point, and Garretson appeared and chased
| Linda away.

- According to Mr, Kanarek, Linda was out of LSD. So her
| 18D, and apparently Tex felt he may just as well kill

i two birds with one stone, and he just somewhat incidentally
| murdered the five Tate wictims.

Tate victims were stabbed 102 'times. and shot seven times V

Now, am I suffering from an intellectual hernia, /

1

T mean, what type of madness is this, ladies and

Then he saidt Haybé Linda dropped her knife

Of course, this would be impossible because

the living room of the Tate residence. So, how can ghe

Impossibllities never bother Irving Kanarek. ’
Then he said: = Linda was probably moving everyone

Do you remember his telling you that?
Why did Tex and Linda go to the Tate residence?

boy friend Tex took her to the Tate residence to get some

" By the way, ladies and gentlemen, although the,

and of course Voityck Frykowski was hit over the head 13

=TT
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timesg, aceording to Irving Kanarek, none of these victims

i~y

were murdered. They weren't even killed, ladies and gentlemen. | .

V.

You remembet, they just pasded away. You remember that,

they just péssed away., He must.have told you that 30 times,
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Mr. Kanarek said the stab wounds of the Tate
victimg show they were inflicted by people under the
influence of drugs, by drug-crazed people.

How he can laok at these photographs of the
victing an& conclude that I don't know. You'll have to
-ask Irving Kanarek about that.

Then he went on to say that the wounds inflicted
by drug-prazed people is consistent with the fact that
‘.Linda mest likely was under tjhe influén.ce of 1.SD or mari-
iﬁjuana on both nights; ’ -

You recall he had Jt1$t told us that Linda was = * '
out of drugs and Tex went to the Tate resmdence with her '
to get some drugs for her. DT f ‘
| As to the La Bianca murders, Mr. ﬁqﬁare}t sald _
that Tex Vatson and Linda also ccumitted those‘murdeis; ' *
and the thongs tied around Leno La Bianca's wrists are
Linda Kasablan's thongs.

He mever did get around to telling you why
Tex and Linda wﬁni: to the La B:E.anc’a residence, I ﬁhought
he was going to say somothing about Linda was a coin
collector, and she and Tex went to the La Eianca residence
to look at some foreign coins, so Tex takes her there and
konce there Tex decides to kill two birds with one stone,
pnd kills Mn . and Mrs. La Bianca.

Mr. Kanarek went oh and on and on with his

plpe drean, ladies znd gentlemen,as to how these murders

CieloDrive.comARCHIVES
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| that Rosemary La Bianca's wallet was found in the men’s
| he would see that Charles Ioenig, the atténdant‘, tegtified

| that she left the wallet in the woman's rest-rocm.

1 hearts and f£lowexrs <‘1tuat3.ons.

| Steven Parent fo death, stabbed Voityek Frykowski ko death,

by that type of testimony? Again you will have to ask
‘him about that.

'Mr. Kanarek's arcument about who was behind these murde‘rs

were committed.

Mr. Kanarek for some strarige reason believes '
v
vesk-room at the gasoline station at Sylmar.

If he turned to page 14,3812 of the tranzgcript,

the wallet was found in the woman's rest~room.

Of course Linda Kasabicn testified on page 5,305
Irving Kanarek said that Linds Lloved Tex,
and wants to proteet him in any way ‘sheﬂean.,'

You remcmber his tclling ffou that she wants to

protect Tex because she is in love m.th ’L‘ex,hone of these
Well, Linda testified that:Tex Watson shot .
! . t Co

and Linda also tastified that Tex was dropped off at the

How in the world was Linda protecting Tex

As you know, one of the principal points of

wag to put the hat on Charles Tex Watson.
He constantly said that Charles Watson was

not a follower of Charles Manson. He was independent of...
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