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SUBORNATION OF PERJURY
The federal criminal code and state statutes punish subornation of perjury. Section 1622 pro-
vides that “[w]hoever procures another to commit any perjury is guilty of subornation of perjury, 
and shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than five years, or both.” The prosecu-
tion must prove beyond a reasonable doubt that an individual intentionally induced another per-
son to testify under oath knowing that the testimony constituted perjury. The crime is complete 
once an individual solicits another person to commit perjury.

Members of the “Q Street Gang” witnessed a fight between gang members Everett Allen and 
Pernell Gibson. After Allen was knocked to the ground, Julian Riley pulled out a gun and shot 
Gibson at point-blank range.

Linwood Davis was present at the gang shooting and was convicted for willfully procuring 
Sylvia Norris to commit perjury. Norris testified that Davis had told her to tell the grand jury he 
was with her when Gibson was shot although she knew it was not true. The prosecutor then asked 
Norris whether she knew that “when he was speaking to you, you understood that you were sup-
posed to come to the grand jury and say something that wasn’t true?” Norris stated that this was 
her understanding.

Allen told his girlfriend and the mother of his child, Rhonda Ford, who knew the identity of 
the killer, that she “should not tell the grand jury anything she knew about the shooting.”

Allen was convicted of subornation of perjury. The court reasoned that “although Allen did 
not specifically instruct Ford to lie . . . he did order: ‘Don’t tell them nothing,’ and Ford certainly 
understood that to mean she was not to tell the grand jury the truth concerning what Allen had 
told her about the shooter’s identity.” Ford followed Allen’s orders and told authorities “nothing 
that incriminated Allen, and in doing so lied about what he had actually said.” As a result, the 
appellate court reasoned that “the jury could reasonably infer that lying was the precise result 
intended by Allen.” Several judges dissented from the decision and would have reversed Allen’s 
conviction because Allen had instructed Ford to remain silent rather than instructing her not to 
tell the truth.30

Obstruction of justice, discussed in the next section, is another crime that is designed to pre-
vent and to punish threats to the fair and objective administration of justice.

13.3 The lawyer testified that his 
client, Williams, mailed him an 
envelope from prison with the des-
ignation “legal mail.” The envelope 
contained a letter to Williams’s 

cousin, instructing him to testify that Williams had been 
involved in a marijuana deal on the day of the bank rob-
bery with which he was charged and thus could not have 
participated in the robbery. The lawyer realized that 

Williams was involved in suborning perjury and turned 
the letter over to the government, withdrew as Williams’s 
attorney, and agreed to testify against Williams at trial. 
Williams took the stand at trial and admitted that his 
purpose in writing the letter was to induce his cousin to 
“lie for him.” Williams appealed his conviction and 
argued that the lawyer acted unethically in testifying 
against him and that the lawyer’s testimony was respon-
sible for his conviction. The Seventh Circuit Court of 

You Decide

Nickels at trial denied that he received any money from 
any bar owner, tavern owner, or businessman who owned 
an establishment serving alcohol while on official duty as 
a Chicago police officer. He stated, “No sir, not for my 

duties.” Nickels contended that his statements were 
“true.” Did Nickels commit perjury? Apply the precedent 
in Bronston v. United States in deciding Nickels. See 
United States v. Nickels, 502 F.2d 1173 (7th Cir. 1974).
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