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SEChronicie  `L
ite

ra
l T

ru
th

' 
F

re
e
s
 L

a
w

y
e
r 

W
ashington 
U

 .S
 . D

istrict 	
Judge 

G
eo

rg
e L

. H
art Jr. d

is-
m

issed perjury charges yes-
terday against T

exas law
yer 

Jake Jacobsen in connection 
w

ith an alleged $10,000 pay-
off for the N

ixon adm
inistra-

tion's controversial 1971 in-
crease in

 m
ilk

 p
rice su

p
-

ports, 
H

art ruled that Jacobsen 
h
 a d

 sp
o
k
en

 th
e "literal 

tru
th

" w
h
en

 h
e an

sw
ered

 
w

h
at th

e ju
d
g
e in

d
icated

 
w

as a poorly w
orded ques-

tion by the W
atergate spe-

cial prosecutor's office be-
fore 

a federal grand jury. 
T

he prosecutor's office had 
indicted Jacobsen on crim

i-
nal perjury for that specific 
exchange. 

T
he ruling frees Jacobsen, 

a form
er W

hite H
ouse aide 

in the Johnson adm
inistra-

tio
n
, o

f all ch
arg

es in
 th

e 
m

ilk fund case. 
H

ow
ever, it does not block 

any future possible attem
pts 

by the special prosecutor's 
office to bring new

 charges  

based on other exchanges in 
the grand jury testim

ony or 
in connection w

ith other as-
pects of the m

ilk case. 
Jacobsen has also been in, 

d
ieted

 b
y
 a fed

eral g
ran

d
 

jury in T
exas in connection 

w
ith a savings and loan as-

sociation investigation. 
Jaco

b
sen

 w
 a s in

d
icted

 
F

eb
ru

ary
 2

1
 o

n
 a sin

g
le 

count of lying under oath for 
the follow

ing exchange: , 
Q

. A
nd it is your testim

o-
ny that that $10,000 W

as the 
$10,000 w

hich you put into 
that box w

ithin a num
ber 

w
eeks after it w

as given to 
you by M

r. (R
obert) L

illy 
(an A

ssociated M
ilk Produc-

ers, Inc., lobbyist), and it 
w

as untouched by you be-
tw

een then and the tim
e you 

lo
o
k
ed

 at it w
ith

 th
e F

B
I 

ag
en

t (o
n
 N

o
v
em

b
er 2

7
. 

1973)? 

A
. T

hat is correct. 
R

. 
Y

o
u
 a

re
 c

e
rta

in
 about 

that? 
A

. Y
es, sir."  

' Ja
c
o
b
se

n
's a

tto
rn

e
y
. 

C
harles A

. M
cN

elis, argued 
that the answ

ers w
ere "lit-

erally true" because "it w
as 

Jacobsen's testim
ony" that 

he had not touched the m
on-

ey. H
e w

as not asked if that 
statem

ent w
as true of r false, 

M
eN

elis pointed out. 

T
he ruling cam

e under a 
January, 1973, decision by 
th

e S
u
p
rem

e C
ourt, w

hich 
placed the burden in perjury 
cases "on the questioner to 
pin the w

itness dow
n-to the 

specific object of the ques-
tio

n
er 's in

q
u
iry

. P
recise 

questioning is im
perative as 

a predicate for the offense of 
perjury." 

It doesn't m
atter if an an-

sw
er is unresponsive to a 

question or even m
isleading, 

according 'to the S
uprem

e 
C

ourt opinion, as long as it 
is "literally true." 

H
art read portions of the 

Suprem
e 

C
ourt opinion to 

surprised m
em

bers of the 
W

atergate special prosecu-
tion force during a 20- m

in- 

A
P

 arim
phoi. 

J
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K
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M

ilk fund case 

u
te h

earin
g
 o

n
 Jaco

b
sen

's 
m

otion to dism
iss the indict-

m
en

t o
n
 th

e b
asis o

f th
at 

Suprem
e C

ourt decision. 
T

 h e prosecutor argued 
that, in the context of Jacob-
sen's total grand jury testi-
m

o
n
y
, th

e 
charge should 

stand. 
Jacobsen's indictm

ent w
as 

the first disclosure by W
a-

tergate prosecutors of evi-
dence that bribe m

oney w
as 

paid by the m
ilk producers 

w
ho lobbied the W

hite H
ouse 

for higher price supports. 
W

a
sh

in
g
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n
 P

o
n

t 


