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INTRODUCTION

The right to a grand jury indictment for a federal crime is firmly established
by the Fifth Amendment, which provides that, “No person shall be held to
answer for a capital or otherwise infamous crime, unless on a presentment or
indictment of a grand jury . . . .” This constitutional guarantee rests in the
Bill of Rights, which is ‘traditionally viewed as securing the protection of
personal freedoms against governmental intrusion. Yet, the grand jury has
come under attack in recent years as an -instrument which serves only as a
device of oppression and a second voice of the federal prosecutor. In response
to increasing criticism of the federal grand jury, suggested reforms are currently
under scrutiny in the Congress.! This note presents a survey of the proposed
reforms as viewed against the background of the current law of the federal
grand jury and, in chart form, compares the various reactions and viewpoints.
of the Department of Justice, Civil Liberties organizations,2 the American Bar
Association, and - legal scholars. The accompanying text highlights the most
controversial areas of reform.

RIGHTS OF GRAND JURY WITNESSES

1. nght to Counsel

A witness before a grand jury has no right to counsel inside thc grand
jury room, on the theory that the right to confrontation does not attach at
the grand jury stage.3 A witness, however, is permitted to consult with his
attorney before responding to a question by meetlng with the attorney outside
the chamber room.4 :
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1.  H.R. 94th Cong., 1st Sess. (1977), 123 Cong. Rec. H 316 (daily ed. Jan. 11, 1977); S. 1449, 95th
Cong., 1st Sess. (1977) 123 Cong. Rec. S. 6972 (daily ed. May 4, 1977); H.R. 3736, 95th Cong.,
st Sess. (1977); H.R. 2620, 95th Cong., st Sess. (1977) H.R. 4908 95th Cong., 1st Sess. (1977);
H.R. 406, 95th Cong., st Sms (1977);. H.R. 1830, 95th Cong., 1st Sms 1977).

2. The position of various civil liberties organizations is represented by the Coalition to End Grand Jury
Abuse, an orgamzanon formed in 1973 and comprised ofp 21 national bar, civil liberties, labor, religious,
and women’s organizations. The Coalition includes the American Civil Liberties Union, National
Lawyers’ Guild, National Organization of Women, Southern Christian Leadership Conference, National
Emergency Civil Liberties Committee, Legal Aid and Defender Association, National Conference of
Black Lawyers, and National Bar Association.

3. Counselman v. Hitchcock, 142 U.S. 547 (1892); In Re Groban, 352 U.S. 330 (1957); Klrby v. Illinois,
406 U.S. 682 (1972); Fed.R.Cr.P. 6(d).

4.  United States v. Capaldo, 402 F.2d 821 (2d Cir. 1968), cert. denied, 394 U.S. 989 (1969); United
States v. DeSapio, 229 F.Supp. 436 (S.D.N.Y. 1969).

121



122 Journal of Legislation [Vol. 5: 121

Proposed reforms would entitle a witness to the presence of counsel, either
retained or appointed, in the grand jury room.5> The attorney would not be
permitted to address the grand jury, and could be removed if he attempts to
take part in the proceedings before the grand jury.

Most reformers support the House and Senate proposalsé to permit an
attorney to be present in the jury room with the witness on the view that
counsel would protect the constitutional rights of witnesses as well as prevent
abuse and harassment on the part of the prosecution. Objections that counsel
would turn the grand jury into an adversary proceeding are countered by
analogy to therole of counselin congressional hearings’ as well as non-adversary
proceedings.? The argument that presence of an attorney would violate grand
jury secrecy is countered by the fact that a witness currently is not restricted
from disclosing to his attorney a complete report of the occurrences in the
grand jury room.?

2. Right to Request Appearance Before a Grand Jury

Any person may ask to testify before a grand jury concerning the subject
matter of its investigation, although the grand jury may refuse to receive this
evidence. No set procedure exists to govern the decision to receive such
testimony.!0 The individual who is the target of the investigation has no right
to notice of the investigation, or to appear before the grand jury.ll A grand
jury generally will not permit a witness to testify at his own request unless
he waives the privilege against self-incrimination.

Suggested congressional reforms would permit any person to request to
testify by written notice to the attorney for the government, who in turn will
forward the request to the grand jury. The panel may refuse to receive the
evidence by majority vote.l2 The target of an investigation must be notified
- by the government of the right to request an appearance, unless the court
believes that dangers such as the possibility of flight, the endangering of other
~ witnesses, or delay, would outweigh the right to notification. The witness must
waive the right to immunity before appearing. There is no provision in the
proposed legislation which would permit a prospective defendant to request
that other relevant witnesses be called, although the witness himself may
request an appearance.

5. H.R. 94, §7(a), supra note 1; S. 1449, §6(a), supra note 1; H.R. 3736, §5(a), supra note 1; H.R.
2620, §4(a), supra note 1.

6. ABA Policy on the Grand Jury, Principle 1 (1977); Leroy Clark, The Grand Jury: The Use and
Abuse of Political Power 135 (1975); Marvin Frankel and Gary Naftalis, “The Grand Jury: An
Institution on Trial,”. The New Leader, Nov. 10, 1975, at 33. The only vocal opposition appears to
come from the Departmem of Justice, 1977 House Hearings, infra note 31, at 723 (statement of
Department of Justice).

7. Bary Hager, “Another Chance for Revising the Grand Jury,” 35 Cong. Quarterly Report 586 (1977),
quoting Rep. Joshua Eilberg.

8. An example is the Securities and Exchange Commission. Frankel and Naftalis, supra note 6, at 21.

9.  Frankel and Naftalis, supra note 6, at 21.

10. United States v. Gardner, 516 F2d 334 (7th Cn' 1975), cert. denied, 423 U.S. 861 (1975).

11. United States v. Mandujano, 425 U.S. 564 (1976); United States v. Dionisio, 410 U.S. 1 (1973).

12. H.R. 2620, §4(a), supra note 1, calls for honoring the request unless it serves no relevant purpose.
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3. Right to Invoke the Fifth Amendment

One who testifies or presents evidence before a federal grand jury has a
right to invoke the Fifth Amendment privilege against self-incrimination. This
right was firmly established in Counselman v. Hitchcock 13 as applying to any
“criminal case.” .

Although one appearing before a grand jury may invoke the privilege, the
- scope of this Fifth Amendment right has been a much-litigated issue.l4 The
confusion was dissipated in Hoffman v. United States, !> when the Supreme
Court clearly defined the scope of the privilege:

The privilege afforded not only extends to answers that would in themselves
support a conviction under a federal criminal statute but likewise embraces
those which would furnish a link in the chain of evidence needed to prosecute
the claimant for a federal crime . . . .To sustain the privilege, it need only
be evident from the implications of the question, in the setting in which it is
asked, that a responsive answer to the question or an explanation of why it
cannot be answered might be dangerous because injurious disclosure could
result.16 '

Although the privilege has been given a liberal construction by the federal
courts!? a witness cannot make a blanket refusal to testify.l8

Despite the right to invoke the Fifth Amendment privilege, a witness does
not have a constitutional right to be given notice of the right to remain silent.
The Supreme Court has stated that it has not ‘“decided whether any Fifth
Amendment warnings whatever are constitutionally required for grand
jury witnesses.”!® There is no clear rule regarding Fifth Amendment or
Miranda?0 warnings which might be applicable to target witnesses or putative
defendents.2! »

The reluctance of a witness to testify before a grand jury for fear of
* self-incrimination can be surmounted by a grant of immunity. Under present
law, one who receives an immunity grant to testify has “use immunity”. The
Witness Immunity Act,22 enacted in 1970, centers on immunizing testimony
rather than witnesses, and essentially prohibits direct use of compelled testimony

13. 142 U.S. 547 (1892).

14. United States v. Greenberg, 192 F.2d 201 (3rd Cir. 1952), rev'’d 343 U.S. 918 (1952); United States
v. Trock, 232 F.2d 839 (2nd Cir. 1956), rev’d 351 U.S. 976 (1956); United States v. Singleton, 193
F.2d 464 (2d Cir. 1952), rev'd 343 U.S. 944 (1952).

15. Hoffman v. United States, 341 U.S. 479 (1952).

16. 341 U.S. at 486-7 (1951).

17. F;tigl;al Lawyers’ Guild, Representation of Witnesses Before Federal Grand Juries, §13.4, at 13-7

197

18. Bruce Schneider, “The Grand Jury: Powers, Procedures, and Problems,” 9 Columbia Journal of Law
and Social Problems 681, 714 (1973), citing Enrichi v. United States, 212 F.2d 702 (10th Cir. 1954).

19. United States v. Washington, 431 U.S. at 186 (1977).

20. Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436 (1966). )

21. Hgt_,e%)“kccem Developments in the Law of the Federal Grand Jury,” 1977 Utah L. Rev. 203-208

22.  Witness Immunity Act of 1970, 18 U.S.C. §§6001-6005 (1970). 18 U.S.C. §6002 provides that: *“Whenever
a witness refuses, on the basis of his privilege against self-incrimination, to testify or provide other
information 'in a proceeding before or ancillary to -

(1) a court or grand jury of the United States, and the person presiding over the
proceeding communicates to the witness an order issued under this part, the witness may not
refuse to comply with the order on the basis of his privilege against self-incrimination; but no
testimony or other information compelled under the order (or any information directly or
indirectly derived from such testimony or other information) may be used against the witness
in_any criminal case, except a prosecution for perjury, giving a false statement, or otherwise
failing to comply with the order.”
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or other information as well as indirect or derivative use.23 Prior to 1970, a
grand jury witness was legislatively required to receive “transactional immunity”,
which meant that he could not be prosecuted for any offense related to
' testimony. given.24

In Kastigar v."U.S., the Supreme Court la1d to rest the concern that use
immunity is unconstitutional by ruling that such grants of immunity were
coextensive with the scope of the Fifth Amendment privilege.25 However, the
Court further stressed that the prosecution subsequently bears an affirmative
duty to demonstrate “that the evidence it proposes to use is derived from a
legitimate source wholly independent of the compelled testimony.’’26 ,

H.R. 94, the principal House of Representatives bill, introduced by Rep.
Joshua Eilberg,2” would reintroduce transactional-nonconsensual immunity as
the exclusive type available for grand jury witnesses. An immunized witness
could only be prosecuted for perjury, for making a false statement, or for
failure to comply with the conditions of the immunity grant. Presently, the
Justice Department will approve a grant of immunity if the information is
necessary to the public interest and the witness has indicated a refusal or is
likely to refuse to testify by invoking the self-incrimination privilege.28 The
Eilberg bill would require a stricter set of standards to be satisfied before
immunity could be granted In contrast to the present statute, which requires
a district court to issue an immunity order when the above two conditions
have been fulfilled, a district court would have discretion to grant immunity.
The proposed statute authorizes the court to issue an order when it is satisfied
that the information sought is necessary to the public interest, the witness has
invoked the Fifth Amendment, the testimony is relevant to the investigation,
the immunity grant would be adequate for the investigation, a summary of
evidence relating to the witness has been provided to the court, and there is
no danger of foreign prosecution.2?

The Justice Department has taken the strongest stand against repealing
use immunity. In testimony before Congress, Deputy Attorney General Benjamin
A. Civiletti’0 claimed the following advantages of use over transactional
immunity: ‘

(1) it eliminates the conferrmg of unnecessarily broad immunity against
criminal liability;

(2) it removes the incentive for a witness to give broad but incomplete and
shallow testimony.31

23. David Sugar, “Federal Witness Immunity Problems and Practices Under 18 U.S.C. §§6002-03,” 14
Am. Crim. L. Rev. 275, 279 (1977).

24. Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Acts of 1968, §802, 82 Stat. 216 (1968), 18 US.C. §2514
(1970), repealed by the Organized Crime Control Act of 1970, Pub. L. No. 92-452, §§227(a), 260,
84 Stat. 930. The repeal did not become complete until December 15, 1974.

25. Kastigar 'v. United States, 406 U.S. 441 (1972).

26. 406 U.S. at 460.

27. H.R. 94, supra note 1. The same bill was later reintroduced with other co-sponsers as H.R. 3150.

28. 18 US.C. §6003(b) (1970).

29. H.R. 94, §3(a), supra note 1.

30. At the time he testified, Mr. Civiletti was Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Criminal
Division, U.S. Department of Justice.

31. Grand Jury Reform: Hearings on H.R. 94 Before the Subcomm. on Immigration, Citizenship, and
International Law of the House Comm. on the Judiciary, 95th Congress, Ist Session,
713-14 (1977) (statement of Department of Justice). [Hereinafter referred to as 1977 House Hearings.]
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The Department also opposes the provision requiring the court to be satisfied
that the immunity grant meets all the enumerated conditions. It is claimed
that this would involve the judiciary in prosecutorial policy and poses a potential
separation of powers question.32

A number of persons has responded that use immunity has not mcreased
the investigative power of the grand jury. The Justice Department, for example,
has not been able to identify a single case in which a member of organized
crime has given testimony under an immunity grant that led to the conviction
of a superior. Peter Richards, Deputy Attorney General of the New Jersey
Division of Criminal Justice Special Prosecution Section, has also asserted that
granting immunity to a member of organized crime simply does not work.3? .
"Professor Leroy Clark of New York University has also supported this position.
He has theorized that organized crime has between 3,000 and 5,000 members.
Between 1960-1969, only 235 indictments were returned against 328 alleged
members of orgamzed crime. This occurred while transactional, not use
immunity, was ineffect. This fact tends to underscore the point that use -
immunity does not serve as a better tool for eliciting testimony and prosecuting
offenders. Obviously, a witness would be more willing to supply investigatory
“information under a grant of transactional rather than use immunity. In fact,
the Justice Department has reported that in reality few witnesses granted use
immunity are prosecuted for crimes described in their testimony.34

4. Recalcitrant Witnesses—Contempt

Refusal to comply with a court order, mcludmg refusal to appear ‘before
the grand jury, testify, or produce documents may result in the issuance of a
contempt order. Such an order usually is' in the form of a citation for civil
contempt, demanding compliance, rather than criminal contempt, which focuses
on punishment.3> When it appears that a witness will be cited for contempt,
most courts permit a reasonable time for preparation for at least a cursory
contempt hearing.36 After the contempt order is issued, the court has authority
to summarily confine the witness until testimony is forthcoming.3” The
witness must be confined “at a suitable place”38 until he becomes cooperative.
The period of confinement is not to exceed the life of the grand jury or 18
.months.3% A witness, once released from jail, may be called before a subsequent
panel and again held in contempt.40

Provisions for reform call for a “show cause” hearing from a contempt
order, with 72 hours notice4! unless special need is demonstrated. The witness
would have the right to counsel. Should the witness be held in contempt, he

32. 1977 House Hearings, supra note 31, at 714 (statement of Department of Justice).

33. 1977 House Hearings, supra note 31, at 881 (statement of Coalition to End Grand Jury Abuse).

34. Sugar, supra note 23, at 282,

35. U.S. Department of Justlce Antitrust Division, Grand Jury Manual 243 (1976).

36. Harris v. United States, 382 U.S. 162 (1965); United States v. Alter, 482 F.2d 1016 (9th Cir. 1973);
F.R.Cr.P. 6 42(b).

37. Giancana v. United States, 352 F.2d 921 (7th Cir. 1965), cert. denied 382 U.S. 959 (1965).

38. 28U.S.C. §1826(a) (1970).

39. 28 US.C. §1826(a) (2) (1970).

40. Shillitani v. United States, 384 U.S. 364 (1966); In Re Maurey Santlago, 533 F.2d 727 (1st Cir.
1976). For a detailed review of the procedure of a.contempt hearing, see National Lawyers’ Guild,
Representation of Witnesses Before Federal Grand Juries (1974).

41. H.R. 94, §2(a), supra note 1; S. 1449, §2, supra note 1, would provide 5 days notice.
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would be placed in a correctional institution within 50 miles of the court.42
Imprisonment would be for the life of the grand jury, or six months, whichever
is shorter, and a witness would not be subject to repeated conﬁnement for
the same transaction.

INDEPENDENT INQUIRY

Congress has never systematically enumerated the powers and purposes of
the grand jury. The only statutory provision which actually governs the powers
of the grand jury is Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 6.43 The selection of
grand jurors is also regulated by statute.44 The wiretapping and immunity
statutes are used in conjunction with the grand jury but are not specifically
related to its powers. Its powers are outlined by case law and are subject to
court supervision.4>

The powers and purposes of a special grand Jury are set forth in the
Organized Crime Control Act of 1970.46 It has no powers different from those
of a regular grand jury but serves as an additional grand jury in the district
in which it sits.#” The most notable power of the special grand jury is its.
ability to issue reports on the conduct of public officials.48

Reform legislation in both the House4® and the Senate50 would provide
that any grand jury “after giving notice to the court” may “inquire upon its
own initiative” into alleged criminal offenses. However, the Senate version
would only authorize independent inquiry into an alleged criminal offense by
any officer or agent of the U.S. government or any state or municipal
government. Under the Eilberg bill the grand jury would have a life of 18
months with the possibility of six month extensions up to a maximum of 36
months. In addition, if a grand jury is discharged by the court before it has
completed its investigation, it may appeal to the chlef judge of the circuit for
an extension.

The most potent provision in both the House and Senate versions would
authorize the grand jury to request the court to replace the government attorney
with one specially appointed. This could be done upon a majority vote of the
grand jury whenever the attorney for the government is “unable to impartially
assist, refuses to assist, or hinders or impedes the grand jury in the conduct
of any inquiry . . . .”5! Any special attorney appointed would have all the
powers and resources of a government attorney to. assist the grand jury in its
investigation. He would sign indictments, obtain materials from other government
agencies, conduct all other phases of any criminal prosecution arising out of
an independent inquiry, and be funded by Justice Department appropriations.
If enacted into law, this provision would, presumably, serve as a check on the
power of the government attorney.

42. H.R. 94, §2(a), supra note 1; S. 1449, §2, supra note 1, unless the witness suggests a suitable
alternative. ’
43. 18 US.C. §§3321-8 (1970), as amended by Amendments to the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure
‘ of 1977, Pub. L. No. 95-78, §2(a), 91 Stat. 319.
44. 28 US.C. §§1861-1868 (1970)
45, gnlxted Sta)xtes v. Morton Salt, 338 U.S. 632 (1950); United States v. Smyth, 104 F.Supp. 283 (N.D.
al. 1952
46. 18 U.S.C. §§3331-3334 (1970).
47. 18 US.C. §3332(a) (1970); National Lawyers’ Guild, supra note 17, §7.2(c) at 7-4.
48. 18 U.S.C. §3333 (1970).
49. H.R. 94, §6(a), supra note 1.
50. S.'l449, §5(a), supra note 1.
S51. H.R. 94, §6(a), supra note 1.
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GRAND JURY SECRECY, UNAUTHORIZED DISCLOSURE
AND GRAND JURY REPORTS

The federal courts have typically advanced five reasons in support of grand
jury secrecy:

1. to prevent the escape of individuals who- may be indicted;

2. to guarantee the freedom of the grand jury in its deliberations and voting
and to preclude potential defendants from influencing the proceedings;

3. to prevent tampering with the witnesses who may later testify at trial;

4. to promote complete disclosure by those called to testify; and

5. to protect the accused who has been exonerated from disclosure that he
has been under investigation.52

These reasons are valid with respect to some activities of the grand jury, but
they are less convincing when advanced as justification for secrecy concerning
all matters associated with proceedings of the “people’s panel.” For example,
none of the above stated reasons serves to justify the present practice of
making transcripts of grand jury testimony available to indicted defendants on
a limited basis.>3

The present law concerning the secrecy of grand Jury proceedings is
contained in Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 6(e), as amended.4 The
first paragragh of amended Rule 6(¢) imposes a restriction against disclosure:
by a grand jury, an interpreter, a stenographer, an operator of a recording
device, and other persons who have authorized access to grand jury proceedings,
except as permitted by the rule itself.

Exceptions to the nondisclosure rule include an attorney for the governement
and such government personnel “as are deemed necessary by an attorney for
the government” to assist that attorney in the enforcement of the criminal
law.55 Formerly, the attorney for the government involved in the prosecution
of a case was not entrusted to pass on the necessity of assistance.’¢6 With
such an ability provided by the amended 6(e), it seems that more frequent
and liberal disclosure of grand jury proceedings will occur. Even these exceptions
do not permit disclosure of grand jury deliberations and the vote of any grand
jurors. Finally, disclosure is also permitted when directed by the court.

The provision in Section 5 of H.R. 94 on unauthorized disclosure differs
from amended Rule 6(e), in that it prohibits disclosure by personnel assisting
government attorneys except as directed by the court. Disclosure by a witness
or by his attorney of matters to which the witness. has testified is also exempted
from the secrecy requirement.

Instead of punishment by contempt order, two different penalities for
unauthorized disclosure are provided, with the particular penalty determined
by the conditions surrounding the disclosure. Knowing disclosure of evidence
with the intent either to secure compensation, to influence the actions of the
grand jury, or to effect further legal proceedings against a witness or as to
the subject matter of any investigation, may result in the imposition of a
$20,000 fine, a five-year prison sentence, or both. This penalty would not

52. United States v. Amazon Industrial Chemical Corp., 55 F.2d at 26! (D., Md. 1931).
53. See text on Availabilty of Grand Jury Proceedings, infra.

54. See supra note 43.

55. Fed.R.Cr.P. 6(e), as amended. See supra note 43.

56. Coolidge v. New Hampshire, 403 U.S. 443 (1971).
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apply to members of the media ‘acting in a professional capacity. The other
penal provision sanctions a $500 fine or six months in prison, or both, for
knowingly making an unauthorized disclosure.

The grand:jury itself breaks the shroud of secrecy surrounding its proceedings
when it issues reports. The general argument in favor of grand jury reports
is summarized in In re Camden County Grand Jury:57

If presentments of matters of public concern were found necessary in the
public interest in the relatively simple conditions of English and colonial life
three centuries ago, how much more essential are. they in these days when
government at all levels has taken on a complexity of organization and. of

" operation that defies the best intentions of the citizen to know and understand
it . . . The maintenance of popular confidence in- government requires that
there be some body of laymen which may investigate any instances of public
wrongdoing.58

The grand jury report serves the public mterest if only by dlsclosmg situations
requiring administrative, judicial, or legislative corrective action. Most such
reports are concerned with the misconduct of public officials. Indeed, a provmon
of the Organized Crime Control Act® both authorizes reports concerning
federal officials and permits the. official to offer rebuttal. -

Although courts have expunged reports on occasion, clear legislative guldelmes
are needed to prescribe the limits of issuing federal grand jury reports. Neither
H.R. 94 nor S. 1449 contains a provision dealing with such reports. The ABA
suggests that reports should be limited to discussing the conduct of public
officials. This would strike the necessary balance between the protection of
individuals from calumniation without chance of redress and the public interest
in being informed of governmental problems.50

AVAILABILITY OF GRAND JURY PROCEEDINGS

-While the recording of grand jury proceedings is desirable$! there is no
absolute requirement that testimony be taken and transcribed.62 Federal Rule
of Criminal Procedure 6(d) authorizes the presence of a stenographer or
operator of a recording device in the chambers. A witness is not absolutely
entitled to a transcript of his own testimony, but may request that the
proceedings be recorded and disclosed.®3 If a witness is to appear at trial,
Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 16(a)(1)(a) requires the government to
provide a copy of the witness’ statement made before the grand jury, if a
recordation was made. After direct examination of a witness, the defendant
is entitled to any statements by the witness which relate to the subject matter
of the examination.%4 The court, after inspection, may deny access to defendants
of statements which do not relate to the subject matter in question.65

§7. 10 N.J. 23, 89 A.2d 416 (1952).

58. 10 N.J. at 65 (1952).

59. 18 U.S.C. §3333 (1970).

60.- As a model, see Fla. Stat. Ann. §905.28 (West — 1975).

61. United States v. Ayers, 426 F.2d 524 (2d Cir. 1970)

62. United States v. Caruso, 358 F.2d 184 (2d Cir. 1966); United States v. Labate, 270 F.2d 122 (3rd
Cir. 1959), cert. denied 361 U.S. 900 (1959).

63. National Lawyers’ Guild, supra note 17, §8.1 at 8-1.

64. 18 U.S.C. §3500(b) (1970).

65. 18 U.S.C. §3500(c) (1970).
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A copy of a transcript may be of great importance to a witness who has
been granted immunity, who may be subject to perjury due to inadvertent or
clerical errors. For those who have been immunized, a record of the testimony
would preserve tainted evidence and insure that the testimony has not produced
leads which could later be used against the witness.66 Alleged prosecutorial
abuses, such as harassment or improper questioning, would also be preserved.
The availability of a transcript may also aid the defendant in his preparation
for trial. : - '

H.R. 94 and S. 1449 would require the recording of all events at the
proceedings except the deliberation and voting process of the jurors, with
witnesses being entitled to examine and copy their own testimony.67 A
witness who will appear at trial would receive a copy of any statements made
which are in the possession of the government. Under these proposals, a
defendant could, before trial, obtain copies of the testimony of all witnesses
to be called, all statements to the grand jury by the attorney for the government
and court, all exculpatory evidence, and other materials the court deems proper.

CONCLUSION

Supporters of grand jury reform have indicated that changes in the process
and procedure of this Fifth Amendment institution must come from the
legislative branch. Former Senator John Tunney expressed the need for legislative
action in his opening statement before the 1976 Senate hearings:

Confronted by instance after instance of grand jury abuse, the courts have
repeatedly failed to exercise their supervisory responsibilities over the grand
jury process. Because of this judicial neglect of grand jury abuse the responsibility
for reform now rests squarely on the Congress.68

However, Justice Department opposition to grand jury reform and the press
of other, more urgent problems before Congress leaves the future of this
legislation uncertain. :

Rep. John Conyers, a sponser of H.R. 3736, indicates that “[t]here is a
good chance that the Subcommittee will report this year a bill partially
addressing the issue but far short of the comprehensive reforms needed.”6® A
more skeptical view is offered by Dennis J. Taylor, legislative counsel for
House Minority Leader John Rhodes:

Many in the legal profession consider the bill [H.R. 94] to be tilted too far
in favor of the defendants and initial indications are that the Justice Department
does not favor the legislation. For those reasons, it is uncertain as to when
action will be scheduled on the bill.70

66. National Lawyers’ Guild, supra note 17, §8.3(b) at 8-4.

67. H.R. 94, §8(a), supra note 1; S. 1449, §7(a), supra note 1. The Senate bill would have the transcript
available within 48 hours after the appearance.

68. Reform of the Grand Jury System: Hearings Before the Subcomm. on Constitutional Rights of the
Senate Comm. on the Judiciary, 94th Congress, 2nd Session 1 (1975-76).

69. Letter from John Conyers to the authors, on file with the Journal of Legislation (Jan. 26, 1978).

70. Letter from Dennis J. Taylor to the authors, on file with the Journal of Legislation (Feb. 6, 1978).

71. Letter from James Abourezk to the authors, on file with the Journal of Legislation (Feb. 20, 1978).
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Senator James Abourezk, sponser of S. 1449, also states that he has not found
much support for his proposal in the Senate.’! Rep Barbara Jordan suggested
that, the prospects of some grand jury reform are “very good.”72 :

In light of the less than resoundmg support of comprehenswe grand Jury
reform, it appears that future sessions of Congress may again be addressing
this problem. Comprehensive reform can be expected so long as the memory
of grand jury abuse is still fresh in the minds of many supporters of such
reforms.”3 The extensive hearings both in the 94th and 95th Congress provide
a sound basis for future legislative action.

71. Letter from James. Abourezk to the authors, on file with the Journal of Legtslauon (Feb 20, 1978).

72. Letter from Barbara Jordan to the authors, on file with the Journal of Legislation (Jan. 26, 1978).

73. See David J. Fine, “Federal Grand Jury Investigation of Political Dissidents,” 7 Harvard Civil* Rights
-~ Civil Liberties Law Review 432 (1972).



131

Federal Grand Jury: A Comparative Summary

1978]

SNOILLISOd

HIHLO

‘uonnoasod
ay) jo spuey ayy u
joo1 2[qe1(d © Buraq
Jo soueyo I10jeosd
e yum  Ayunw
-wod 9Y) Jo sAne
-juasazdas ssaf. aq
pinom 3 Sunwrep
‘Kinf
1oy paxmnbal sioin(
Jo Jequinu oy ul
uononpas sasoddQ

asnav
xanre
ANVHD)
aNd OL
NOILI'TVOD

pueid e.

(@S “q@) Azomoqy sower ‘uag Aq poonponul sem ‘(LL61) ‘5598 181 “BuoD wige ‘6hvl 'S T
‘(‘ed @) 31oqq1g enysor ‘doy Aq peomponul sem PV wiojy Ainp puern pasodord oy ‘(LL61) 'ss9S [ “WOD Ws6 ‘b6 WH I

‘wnionb & Surey
-qo ut fymoyyip e
aq Aew a1 1B}
sajou 1nq - spjoddng

mouoo
snwmt ¢/z pue

:o_m_>.
wasaid .6 53] IV

Q)9
-0id siqeoydde oN

diOUd) 2sour 4o 71 10 9] JO €/7
INTWIDIANI ¥04 CAYINOAA ¥AGANN ‘€

*s104n[ jo uonyedion
-1ed aapoe ssow
“}Jom Jjo suaznid jo
I3qUINU  PISEIIIRP
‘ssaooid  uonels.
-quop - .poaoadun
‘Awouoss ojqissod
Suno  ‘azis  ul

UOISIA
uononpas spioddng

B I
o1d ajquondds oy ((®)9 430U (1z€e8

"O'SM 81) s:quaw €7 03 9]

sloquiow ¢ 03 a
,  A¥Nf GNVYED 4O AZIS 'V

NOILILVIOOSSY dDILSNr

B¥¥1 'S 176 "4'H MAVT LNASTHd
avd J40 -
NVOIHANWYV LNINLIVIId

‘s’

MOIIOWO 'V YNPNP PUB MmEJ ‘P [48) Aq peyidwo)

NOLLVISIOAT QIS0dodd ANV MVT LNASTHd 40 XAHVIWWNS TAILVEVANOO V

‘AUNP ANVED TVEIddd dHL




131

[Vol. 5

Journal of Legislation

132

uopmipsuy uy Ainp -puvsp ayf jo ‘sieyeN Lien gum Suofe ‘Joyine-00 oY) SI O NIOL MIN JO IOLISI UISGIN

My siq) jo uoneisedard oY) ur pasn sem yowgm ‘(gL61) /o1l uo
05 Y1 Joj FpN( OIS $OIBIS PANUM) B ST [AuUBLY UlaB ofprf P
‘ueyd siqy jo uonesedasd oy

ul posn sem GOIYM ‘(SLG1) 4omOd DINII0d JO snqy puv 3s() Adnf puviD YL JO JOYInE oY) 5} OH ‘MET JO [00YOS ANSIAILN NIOK MIN I8 mE| Jo Jossajoud ® 81 e 'q o] €

‘[essuusip 03

~ 1olqns 5q pjnoys

jusundIpul  pue
jdwojuos jo 91
3q pinoys Ajisa) 03
$35NJJ OYM SSOUNIM
B suononJysui
o183 0y sjigy o8pnl
ayi JI M) “joid

‘sjoin{ pueid
01  suondnIsul
19[ny Joj esodosd
uoddng’ yspeyeN
Lieg pus pyuviy
ujAIB 33pnp

*PALINDO0 JONPUOD
JeuluiLy pagojie oy
roym uo Suipu
p  sBuipadsoid
JO Jajsuer) JOpIo o
1n0o o1y Bunjmus
518288ns osje ol
. wi 2q pjnom

1gspaey Jess
-203uun j1 129{qo 0}
ssauim 8 Buriuriad
fnsadins e
‘q@ Aosry “joig

SYIHLO

Annbui juapuad
-oput’ jo  siamod
uo PpelONJISUl 9q
pinoys sJosnf puein

NOILI'TVOO

"sanfIqisuodsal
pue saisnp Bururerd
X9 . [o101dwos

s10in{ 0} a[qe[IeAR
- o81ey> UM

Aq ssoinl a3ieyo

A[nj o1 sI 1nod)

.<.m‘< .

Bu&nsmwu K921008
0 uonedyqo
$osoddo - .M%_._A w.m
Janew 1alqns (¢
u:on%_.a
— 90UdpIAY dJinbas
o1 ydu " (p)
s1ioddns — sassoulim
2«»9:25& pue
e 0) 1y3u
__momo&um_ ! »::mmm
juspuadopur  (Z
P m.w&a_; -
Kamburoy Kmp (1)
:SMO[[0)
§8 _sounp pue
s1y8u jo pasiape
aq ‘sioinl jeyy
uoisiaoxd. suroddng

“JUSUIOIPUY
I0j 9104 0} Nm
¥s589] 1® Jo Kynp snj
¥6 d'H se sweg

paAjoa
-ur - soImIels ~$
. »oouwow.
o uonediqo

. ».___m_v:_ oo
Janew 109fqns Amv
20UspIAd 2ainbax
0 Wy3u - (y)
$9559U
-Jim uonsanb pue
11ea 01 1y3u Am

Annbur juspu
-opur o3 18U ° (7)
SOWIIS pagsjje ojul
Asmbutjo fmp (1)
:Jo
sanj0U oiuco.quu
QAI3 01 S 1N0D

{r961
‘111 'O'N) €z6 -ddng'y
§TT g ‘savig joa1ua)
01 pusodqng Adinp puvs
ay uy (Zs61 18D "A'N
£87 'ddng'd p01 yidug
‘A 'S Mnod o1 39|
souljoping pue suonontisul
Jo sdoog “Kinf pueid o)
38seyo 918 s}noo sow
~ uoisiaodd Klomes oN

. pouloju] siomp °|

AINJOLLY °S'N ANV AdNf ANVYEO 40 SHLLNA ANV SIHOI °d

‘asuadxs pue

Kejap asned> pinom
I2JsuBl) _mojfe oL
‘10108) Jurgjosnyuod
aq jou pjnoys
SSIUNI AL "SUOIIOLIISAI
snuaa  sasoddQ

AOLLSNP

*Aseaidsuoo
SI JONpU0d [BUIWILID
Kuo _azoym Ainf
puei8 ou 3daoxs

v6 “d'H sv swes

B8¥¥1 'S

-digspiey Jo ased ul

Jojsues) Jo eusodqns

ysenb ues ssouip
‘asuajjo Iy jo
JUBWIPD UL ST YIIYM
Pa1indo0  19Nplod
JBUILILI> PaAdljaq 3
UOIgM Ul JoUisIp €
ur'Ajuo 9nesnsoaur
Aew Lin[ puesd y

176 "d'H

.. (oLel) (e)eeze§ oSN
81 :(Z161) L¥E 'S'N $TT SN
‘A apAH (0461 31D WIY) p9El
pTd €€y sdipyd "4 g Ao
-nidsuoo Jurpnpour “)0lNsIp 0}
UON22UUOd B SBY [OIyMm aSusjjo
Kue ajeSnsoaur Azw Anl puein

AANIA D

MVT LNASHHEd




133

1978]

Federal Grand Jury: A Comparative Summary

urejdwos Aq
pareniul sased0 03
Ieadde o3 juepuajap
e jo Iysu am
yugp pprom (SL61)
coved 3mpad

E ‘piedy
aq 03 Jy3no pajied
SISSIUILM JOG30 9ABY
0} 3jsanbas sjue
-pusje( ‘1eadde o1
1sonbas uodn ySu
o) 2Aey pnoys jus
-puajap 2An2adsosd
V SHeHSN I
pus pyusay a3pop

-sonsn( jon15q0
1o ‘s19y30 1o8uBpUd
‘Waiy  ur ynsas
Kew uonweoynou
JU pRuyHa gy
“Joarem Ajunwiwg
ue sudis 9y
popiaoad £jusay 03
W3u e sey 198181

*MO1IBU
00} 3 $6 "Y'H ul
s0130u 01 suondaoxd
- spfrey Amou
01 . paBeinooud
alg,, $10INDISOIJ

U208 0] 2[qB °q
pinoys Jomosasold -
sisanbai premioj o3
KAouwione Suuinbes
uoisiaoid sesoddp

6 "Y'H se sweg

6 U'H se sweg

¥6 “A'H s© sures

*(Aeap ‘sassoudim
Pyo  128uepud
W31y 1nsas)
18 ySmino
s1a8uep 1nyio
S[99] 3INOd SSI[UN
soueseadde ysonbas
01 1y3u jo jusw
-uI408 £q paynou
aq snw sp3Ie]

‘Jesnjal jo paynou
8q 01 [enplalpul
- 9104 AKuofsw
uodn 20UIPIAD
3A10021 0] osnjoI

Kew fin[ pusin) -

. Kinl pueis o3
piemioj s903 uay;
oym Asuioyje jusuw
-ui2408 01 9onou
usnum Aq £j11s93 03
1sonbau Kew suokuy

“(9L61) 95 "S'N
Sty ‘oun[npuvpy 4 “S'[)
*20110u 03 1431 ou pue Ainf
pueid aiojaq Jeadde 0y
3 ou seq jp3uey ()

“(sLel)
198 ‘SN Tey ‘pawap
1422 (SL6T I L)
yE€ PT'd 91§ “4oupson 4
"S’/1 "9pRU SI UOISIOP MOy
01 se ainpasoxd payioads
OU — 20UIPIAI 9A1DAI 0}
asnjai Aew Amfpuein (q)

. Kanf
puei8 e 210J9q AJussl 0}
1sanbas Kewr suokuy (e)

AJusay o) s)sanbay




131

[Vol. 5

134

Journal of Legislation.

28914

-ud  Jwswpuswy
qig SIY IS1DI9XD 0}
spusiul 9y smouy
Jondesoad Iy
usyM pauowwIns aq
JOU p[NOYS SSIUNM
‘SIBYEN "IN

pus pPyuely a3pnp

*$NOJUO
001  ainpasosd
ajew p[nom pue
Suuesy piosas e
a1nbos ppnom 31 18y
punoid uo juow
-onnbas  ojnjosqe
sosoddpy  -sousp
-149  Asoredinoxa
Jo  Amf puesd
3s1ape 0} Jojnoasoxd
saambor  qzy1§
piepueig nops
-possy  skawiony
nuasiq  [euoheN

SYHIHILO

NOILILI'TVOD

*20uapIAl K1ojedind
-X3 95O[ISIp O3 [I8]
1reys 10yndssoad oN

VAV

«q
ou, j1 odouelread

-de pareados Sumi
qugoid  Aesouds
uoisiroad  sasoddp

-aBaqiaud
juswpuawy  Yis
951919¥3 [[im Sunum
ul $38)5 JI PISNOXO
108183 ‘Korjod
Jo lonew B Sy

‘20usplaa Kioyed
-[noxXo  250ISIp 03
e} [eys Asulone
ou 1Byl Aoiod
sey inq uoisiaoid
Kioymyes sasoddo

JOLILSAOP

6 A'H st dweg

¥6 "d{'H se sweg

*90uapIae Aloyed

~[noxs [[B jwugns

isnw Asulolly

v6 “d'H se oweg

B¥¥1 'S

‘Aanf pueid
QAISS300NS O} 9sBD
yuqns o) 3dUSPIA2
[euonippe SpIaN

‘a8o1a11d asp19%9
0} uonuAUI  jo
20170U USAIS sBY oYM
ssoumim Aue JIeay
uued Lm{ puein

*20UapIA9 A103edjNd
-¥9 10 Juswyoesduy
Jo Kinf oasiapy

.A%Na_v hcv.m.D
16T ‘wosdwioyy a4 g}
‘soun( pueid aAIssaoons o)
S3SBD JIWQNS 0} Joynoasosd
uo uwoniqyosd oN (9)

“(1L61)
€6 'S €0y pawap
1432 ‘(1L61 I puy)
PIT PTd 1bp ‘Bramg 4
'S’ "POIIEd 2q [us Aew
a8a(1a1d 9)0AUT 03 UOHIUAUL
jo odonou Joud ‘uoard
seq oym ssamim  (q)

'20usplae Al0jed[noxa
10 juourgoeadwr jo Ainf
asiape 0} Linp oN (®)

Awony ‘SN .he sng ‘g

*Kyrunwrug
SAlEM JSNUI SSIUIIAN

176 "H4'H

‘poAreM St
a8aiauid Juswpudwy Yig
ssojun Kjisa) 0} ssoUYm
mo[je ruom Ajjersusd
Al pues8 ing poywads
2inpasosd oN (p)

MVT LNASTdd




135

A Comparative Summary

.

F ederal Grand Jury

1978]

*S[e01JO U
w9403 Jo suonesi
-159AU1 djBNIUE 0}
Kzogine Linf pueid
8uia8  suoddng
-Kanf puesg oy jo
suoipuny Sunoipur
pue Aiore8nsaaul
Jo uonesedas 10j
SieD e “Joid

“ponqigosd
9 -p|nOYs I0UIPIAD
pauieigo  Aqreda(s
Buronposjur jo 20n
-ovld M) “joid

‘sa8seyo
ydwauod  ssoad
pue ‘sjueid Kyunw
-wt ‘seudodqns uo
9104 03 ssonf pusif
Sumuiad s)s88ng

“I[qIssRupe
pue  “yuajadwoo
‘uatoyyns  Kpjeds)
SI jey} o0UIPIAD
uo poseq aq pinoys
juouUnNdIpul Uy

‘s8urpaaoosd
jeulwiio

<UOU 10j QOUIPIAD
2In938 03 38N PIOAY

‘padieyd
Apeaije juepuajop
e jsutege ouaplad
n%ds 0y  Ainf
pueis jo asn proAy

“[BLI JE o[qIssiupRu]
Kjjeuonmnsuod si
gorgm 0UIpA3 jo
uoneyuasaid proay

‘umo
Iy} Ajajos sesodand
10 Amf{ pues8
Jo simod odaned
~1159AUI 3SN 0} 53[0
-usfe juowuIdA08
Suimo[e  ploay

‘padieyo
Apeasie juspuojop
e jsutede oouspIAd
31n298 0} A3ulo}
<18 JudwuiaA0d
Joj ssavoid eday Jo
98NqE UL 9 piNOM

‘sjuale
10 $1901)J0 juOW
-WI3A08 Aq paniw

-Wod $35UJJO ojul
umo st U0 ‘3an0d
01 9onou  Fuialg
1y ‘asinbuy Aew
Al puess fuy

UOISIA
-01d sqeoijdde oN

UoISIA
-oid sjqesqidde oN

‘0UIPIAS PAUIRIGO
Aqredaqr  nwiqns
jouued  JuUdWUID
-A08 J10j Adulony

) Wy padafje
Aue 0w aaneniul
umo syt uo aamnbut
‘1N0od 3Y) 03 dNOU
Suwad soye ‘Aew
Amf pueid Auy

*J03nd9sold
loj ,dwes 1aqquu,,
e st Al puesd ayy jeqy
a)e)s SI0JBJUIWIWOS Kuew
*Auress ur *(0S61) 7€9
'S’ 8EE 1O UoiOl 4
'S ‘uoisiazadns 1nod 0y
109fqns  Axinbui peoiq jo
s1amod 2aey sounf puein

Aambuy 2eywmy 03 iRy - 1

AYINONI XdNf ANVYD INFANIJAANT A

uolsiA
-01d sjqeoridde oN

UoIsiA
-01d oqeoridde op

- uoIsiA
.o.ao_aao__&aoz

"2insopsip jwsad osje
ued unoy -Asusone oY)
ISISSE 0} AIBSS300U POWAIP
ouuosiad juswusaaod pue
uoWuIIA0F 3y Joj sKouloy
<& apnpul  suondaoxy
‘ponnussad st ainsojosip
woym 03 suosiad Jayjo
puB 201A9p Suipiosos e
Jo 1ojerado ue ‘soydesdo
-ua1s e ‘rudiour  ue
‘Kinf pue8 e £q ainsopsip
jsuiede  uondlIsIl e

sosodwit (9)9 410U ()

(9L61 11D W9) 8pS PT'd
Sp§ 'ssoq "a "§'() "padieyd
Apeasje  juepusjop ®
jsurede souopias asedaid
juswiusaaof  Bumia Joj
Koyine ased Jo Kioymyels
‘leuonninisuod oN (9)

‘(1961 'p2
uolyBNENOW) O ¢ epgIT§
ouaping ‘dsowsI
8 (8561) 6£€ 'S'N SSE
“SN A umpT (9661)
6S€ 'S 0SE ‘oy12150)
A "S'[] "OUGPIAD PIUIBIQO
Ajredap duronpoaiug
uo uwoniqiyoid oN (p)




131

[Vol. §

Journal of Legislation

136

‘Kambui juspuad
-pur  jo 1omod
sAimf pusi® jo
SuuoyiSusans 1o0j
18D SHWISN “IN
pue yueaj adpng

SUYIH.LO

*19NPUOd [BUIWILID JO
ad£) Aue syedusoaul
01 Jamod yonuws
00y sioinl pueid
aA13 pinom uoistaoid
2y} jo a3enSue|
9y} 1nq djdund uy
#6 “d'H suoddng

NOILI'TVOD

*53589 9jeladoadde ug
Joynoasoxd [eroeds
Jo jwsujuiodde
suloddng “fouzone
umo 193[9s 03 Jomod
Kin{ pueid sesoddp

VaV

‘yusunyseda
UM 101n23501
[eads Aseiodws

J0j , sjesodod

suioddng Asulone
{e10ads 0y pasoddQ

Fo1L8Nr

6 d'H se swieg

‘syyuow

pz 01 ponun| aq
pinom ap 1daoxa

6 "d'H se auwieg

6 "W'H se oweg

6¥¥1 'S

*Kiaf
puel8 jo 1sonbau
uodn  pajurodde
aq Avw 2uo [eoads
& Linf puesd jsisse
0] sasnjal 1o 0}
sjqeun si Asuione
JUSWUIA0B I

(LL6l)
8898 18 30D ig6 .nmwo
“d'H ‘seseo ajeudoirdde
ui sioynoasoxd [eioads 10
apiaoad pjnom ey Surpu
Apuasaid st uone[sida]
‘evs pue is§§ oSN
8T ‘[eJIUID AduIONY
ay1 Aq payuiodde uasq
oARy si0mndasold [eroedg

Aswony [eadg 0) 1qdIy ‘¢

INDILY
Jo a8pnr o)y 4q
Jopio s81eydsip jo
MIIADI UrBIqO ABW
Am( pueig Luy

‘sqiuow 9¢ 03 dn
SUOISURIXd Yjuow
9 yuas sqjuow gj

176 "d'H

"I Jo a3par Joy) 4q
‘910a Kyuofew uodn ‘ma1421
urelqo- Aew Kinl puesd
1e102dg (8)9 4101 H(TL61
oo "A'N) 61T ‘d L8
'SIINI0H SSDID MmOpuiM
JouonoN 3y ul (TS61
‘18D "Q’'N) £87 ‘ddng'4
Y01 ‘Yidwg 4 SN
"19pio  98sByoSIp $,14n0d
JO M31A3] UIBIQO IOUUED
Amfl pueid ienday (o)

‘sqjuow g¢ 03 dn papuaixod
9q ued pue 931eYOSIp
si9apio 3anod ssajun
sqiuow 8| JOJ 9AJaS Arw
soun{ puesd [epadg  (q)

‘(3)9 diD¥d unoo
Aq poBieyosip ssojun -
sqyuow g 0) dn aases Kew
saunf pues sendoy (v)

Rl T

MVT LNASHAEd




137

A Comparative Summary

Federal Grand Jury

1978]

34 ploy 3q pinoys
juepuajep sandad
-501q :STEBBN ‘A
pus pyuvly adpng

'ssa004d K1osynduioo
Suiysijoqe 51508
-8ng Hpe Joid

‘wool Kinf puess ayy
ul [esunod 0} yJu
9y yoddng :oump
-3204d JuIWUBIGL

~iy=3d jo 3po)

PPOIA PUS STEIEN
I puv pyuBLy
afpnt ) ‘Joid

noylm ansst jou
Kew eusodqns jey
yuowasmbal  snid
v6 "4'H suoddng

"201AJ2S
Jo 23ep oY1 WOy
$inoy 7, unpis aqe
-uinidl aq eusod
“Qns B [[im JUIAD
ou ur jeyy idooxs
¥6 "4'H suoddng

‘PIIEIOIA
5q jou pjnom
£231995 “sBuipasd
-oid -oy3 Surpad

-wr 10 Suikejop
Ioj paAowWal 3q Ued
19sunoy) ‘3uisIsAu0d
a1e SSOUNIM  puR
[oSUNOO USYM N0
pInom  s3uipaad
-0id Buipadun
10 Suiejeq '1nod

Ys Aq [eaowsds
01 wry 199[qns
pue [ISUN0CO ISUIJIP
d|zznw  pjnom
31 3JUIS JAIDLIISIL
001 s1 uoisiaoid

ay) ey s1s988ng

Anmbui-jo j00f
-qns [enudd (])
:opnjoul

pinoys eusodqng

‘paau [e1dads ssaqun
onou  sinoy g/
*AB[3p 2]qeuOSEds
-un,, 03 193[qns aq
10U PINOYS SSAUIIAM

b6
"d'H Jo uonisod
s sjioddng

pasiape aie 5108183
Kotjod jo Jomew
® 58 — Juowalinbai
2A1e[s189] sesoddQ

*KIessaoou
SI  UOIID®  JIms
uaym seusodqns

gumyuoj 3uisn jo
£orj04 “yuawannbas
JO 901j0U WnuIUIW
Aue sasoddp

‘Kl
puei8 ay3 0} 2|qed
-1idde ssuspiad jo
$3[nJ syew pue Linf
pues ayj jo 991005
Yy 9jejolA ‘Ae[op
asned ‘Aaulone
Jodted,,  pnom
SSAUN A “woos Ainl
pueid u1 [asunod
Buimoqie sasoddQ

6 "d'H se sweg

$6 A'H se sureg

¥6 "d'H se sweg

o wydu (1)

:0) se
01OU  J[qBUOSEI]
pue aenbopy

-Jo aoeid pue Nep Iy
-uey) JOYI0 UONEBWIOJUL
Aue utejuod eusodqns
e jeyy juawalinbox oN

eusodqng ur uoneuojuy (q)

‘padu [e1ads jo
Suipuy) e soaoidde
1Nod oY) pue
Buimoys e sayew
JUBWUIA03 ssajun
soueseadde pue
seusodqns Jo 3§A198

" U2aMIaq Y9m AUQ

“JUAIP 3SIApe
Kuo pinod [asuno)
“wool Al puess
ur [asunod 0y 143u
SABY P[NOM SSOUIIM

SASSANLIM AdNSf ANVYD 40 SIHOI A

‘SHWi| swi ou
195 (B)L] d3DY "sdueape
ul  SY99M OM] Ppanssl
A|rensn aze seusodqns 1eq)
pauiodas sey jusunsedaq
sonsaf (€561  'SSBN
"d) 8vz ‘ddng'q g1[ ‘You
-u0D,0 A1 ‘SIAWNO0P
Jo uononpoid Jo ssuesead
-de oyerpowwt ue oj
panssi aq Aew seusodqng

onoN  (v)

ssusodqng -z

"(6961)
686 'Sl b6t pamap
‘1420 (8961 "N pug)
128 pT'd 0¥ ‘opjodp) ‘4
saw1g panun ‘wood Kinl
pueid opisIno [ISUNCO Pim
j[nsuod Aews sassaunm *(p)9
d1D¥4 (TL61) 789 'SN
oy ‘siouyy] A dqary
‘wool Lnf pueid ur [osunod
0} Y31 ou SeY SSOUNA

[Psuno) g




131

[Vol. 5

Journal of Legislation

138

.Eo.:__ puesd

‘uonjednsaaul  jo Ajuofew ®© jo
ay3 Jo 1981831 93 51 10A SANEULIJE UB
SHAHLO NOILITVO)D

pinoys ssouym  (g)
Kambur 2An3
-ensunupe ui
151552 03 A puess
asn 0} jJOU JOIND
-soxd jJo Ammp  (7)
1ew Joy syedasd
03 Amf pueid osn
03. jou Joynodsord
uo uonediqo (1)
:spoddng

29301pul
squssod  Jt (¥)
afapaud juswr
-puawy @i ()
: [osunod

o} wiu  (7)
‘Jo P03 3q

Os[e pInoys SSAUNM

V'E'V

‘Tenplarput
paorpur  jsurede
20uapiad  ainoold
0} posn 3q - j0u
Kew £inf puesd -
Koyjod se 3.5&:%
: *10IN29503
uo udping MoU
Kue Suroeld sesoddQ

's1yB1a JuowpuIWY
419 pue gis ‘Iepew
192[qns JO $ISSAUNIM
1re 8uipa spoddng

‘uone3NsaAu|
Jopun st jonp
-uod ssounm  (S)
JOSUNOD YA INSUOD
0] WOOI A8
fewr ssounm  (p)
wiy jsutede posn 3q
ueds Kuownysay  (€)

98o1aud Juow
-puowty g (7)

Kambu jo

Jopew 102[qns Jo
ainjeu [esoudd (1)
:jo

FOLLSAL

6 W'H se aureg

¥6 W'H se aweg

B8V¥1 'S

jou s1 asodind  (¢)
JuBA3[RI S1 JYInos
2ouspias  (€)
SIS jo pasia
-pe ssouyum  (7)
podueyd

Ajjeuso  Apeaije
auo jsurede jySnos
jou U (1)
eyl MOYs

ISNW  JUSWUIZA0D)

PE) §8 PTd 98y ‘sButpasd
-0id fLinp puvin 3y uf
-osodind Suoim e Joj posn
Buraq s1 eusodqns jey)
uonjedafje soyBW SSOUNM
uaym 30UBAS[RI JO Buimoys
jewiiuiw  pasinbar aaey
sunoo swog -eusodqns jo
ssousjqeuoseal jo Juimoys
Kue ayew o3 uonediqo
ou SBY JUSWUIIA0D

juawuianon) Aq Suimoys (9)

“uogjow
uo s3I 3IN0d
|nun pansst 5q 03
Aeis ‘eusodqns jo
UIN}O1 JO 9P 230539
spew  uonow Jj

-ouop Apaey
‘uonjow uo uois1oap Juipuad
sjuswnoop jo uononpoid Jo
ssoujim Jo Joueseadde Lers
0] UONRIOSIP Ssey 1InoD

feig (®)

seudodqng gsend) 0) SNV °C

UOI}RIISIP §,14N00 Ul
sianew 1Yo (9)
umouy Ji ‘paajoa
-ur saymes  (S)
uonesnsaAul
JOpUn 1ONPUOd $SAU
WM IqYs  (p)
Kxmbut

Jo olgns (g)
a8s1aud juow
-puswy  yis (7)
[osunod

176 "H'H

“(LL6D) 181 °S'N 1€y ‘U0t
-Jupysoy 4 SN SYBu
siy Jo pue jadie} © s1 9y
$SOUNM B OSIAE 0) pasinbal
jou st 11 (6161) €LT ‘SN
0sT “S'n ‘4 401g (pL6]
"AN'A’S) 182 ddng'd L€
‘UupSIop Y Ul »vo:zm aq
0} aaeq jou op Annbut jo
Iay3ewW 199[qns pue pIAjoAul
suotsiao1d L109mIIS “(£L61)
1 SN 01y ‘oismog
‘4 ' -soueieadde oy

MVT LNISHdd




139

A Comparative Summary

Federal Grand Jury

1978]

's3uipad
-0id jo Buipiooa
voddns ) ‘Joid
pus suEeN I
pus pyusig a8pnf

*23s1a14d jenuopy
-uod> & 9BPIA 0)
SSoUIM B aJnbos
pinom susodqns ©
qua souenduiod i
UIWLISIP 0} UNOD
Y1 moj[e p[noy

"SUOlIBIIqI[Op
Inq s1e)BW [[B JO
Buipiooai sjzoddng

-asodand 1910
-ue J1oj Ajewnd
y3nos jou (g)

uonesdnsaAul UM
Kyradoad  (2)
uonyednsoaut
01 ueAdjax (1)
'S 1Y3nos 30uUIPIAd
373 1By} BISWBO Ul
moys 0y pasinbas ou
PINOYs JOINIISOL
3y gsenb o3 saaow
ssouym  parusod
-Qns B JIAIUIYA

Bumts s1 Kanf
pueis o) uagm Kjuo
3]qeuIN)2I 9q pInOys

eusodqns (p)
juswsseiey 1o,
sooueseadde vw_ng
-21  Aessaoouun
01 139[qns aq jou

"szoan( puesd
pus s£ouo)B UIM]
-5q  saBueysinur
pue SsjusWIWOod %o
Buipi0oos sasoddo
‘s9318yd Kinf
pue - Kuownsdy jo
Suip10031 s310ddng

‘pasnox?
3q w  Sunum
Ul JuAWpUIWY
1§ 34 ayer [im
4] 9)edIpUl OYym
$193183 ‘Aotjod jo
mwnew e se (€)

‘sanaed
pig uo s)yBu1 19juoo
0} Jou e Loy

" Suipuiq 3w s3npo

-oid pue saroyjod
31y Inq suondues
asoddo jou ssoQg

14 MI §8 sweg

‘ssonf
pueil jo sd10A
pue suonelaqijep
ydooxas  sBuipasd
oid 1B suoae
lfe jo pasmbas
BuIp10031 MUK
10 owdeiBoualg

(6961 '19'A) 6¢ ddng g
10€ ‘Mutouwndd -4 “§) ‘(EL6T
WO NI6) y6v PTAd 8Ly ‘Sury
‘4§ (EL61 1D W9) 196

ptd 98y ‘usuwg 4 S
‘(9)9  d3DY¥d  'sedouesesdde
SSOUJIM  pUER  SJUWWOD

Suiuado jo Suip10oas pamojje 2aey
SJNOO SWOS ‘PaquIdsuBl) 2q
s8urpaasoad eyl Juswasnbas oN

SONIGTEI0Ud XdNL ANVED 40 ONIQIO0Ddd D

v6 "'H s€ swes

*90U3PIAD MIU OU
pue uonesusaaul
Amf puess’ soud
1M ) 1 (p)

a8oq1aud Juswr
-pudwly ¢ wrep
0] spuajul 3y jey)
ssoulim Aq usaAId
u’9q Ssey donou
uonum 3t (g)
uondesuel) swes
Joj ydwsjuod ug
PI3Y uaaq A[snotasid
SBY sSIUNM J1  (7)
- 2A0qQ®

pasmbal se Suimoys
ayBw jou  sa0p
juswuAel ;1 (1)
eusodqns ©
ysenb few no)H

. ‘uonousues)
swes o031 se sounl
puesd aarssaoons diojaq
ssoulim [es  Ajpareadas
fewr  yuswuidAon (§)

(EL61) 1SN
01y ‘orsmoiq a4 “SN
WAWPUIWY 1§ 2)0AUI 0}
2on0u Joud a8 o J1 udAad
pal[eo aq Lew ssounpm  (€)

*Kjparesdal
uoljoesuel) swes
01 se 1dwaiuod ur ssouym
ploy Aew uno) (7)

*2]qEsSIApB SWIIAP
1 se eusodqns ysenb oy
uonauosip sey uno) (1)

seusodqng Juigsend) 10§ spunosn pue suopdues (o)

3|qeuosess
-un pue sanund

‘G)LL
diDYy -sarssaaddo Anpun
3q 01 jou s Busodqng
‘(P961 3D pT) 9I€
PT’d 0€e 1p40q 4 SN
'sasodand Ainl pues8 ueyy
19430 Joj Ajuewid pasn oq
01 j0u st eusodqng ‘(1161
‘eld ‘g's) LiL ‘ddngq
STy ‘wonvSuysaauy ding
puoid 3y uj gL6l 1D




131

[Vol. 5

Journal of Legi;slation

140 -

*90USPIAD JUIIDYY
-jnsul jo spunoig
uo  judWIdIpUL
8urdusjjeys soj pasn
aq 0y syduosuen
Buimoqie sesoddQ
‘spaengajes oyend
-ozdde yum ‘siduos
-uesy Ain{ puesd
295 03 1y e aaey
pinoys juepusjeg

SHEYBN I
pus oyuely-adpnp

‘Auownsa) umo siy
Jo iduosuen e 0y
14811 © aaey pInoys
SSSUNM T D)
‘J0id pus sjBYEN
"IN ‘PPYusly J8pnp

SYIHLO

NOILITVOD

vVav

“mej

yuasaid jo uonusjas

810AB,] "UOTJBUIUWIBYD
-ss015 03 Joud
Kuow3ss) ssaujim 0y
§S300% SIUBPUIJIP
Suimoqre sesoddo

*SUOSBIJ
oeudosdde  soj
$89008 Ul ejap 10
JSE UBD JUSWIUIIA0
nq 6 "Y'H W
uoisiaoid suoddng

JOoLLSNe

¥6 "d'H se oEmm

6 "W'H se swes

‘aoueseadde
I9)Je sinoy g4 uey)
1oje] Ou J|qe[ieAR
apew 3q fjeys 1dud
-suen oY) 3dooxo
‘P6 W'H se dweg

B¥¥1 'S

-30doid swoap 1nod
oYy} S[ELI9IBW 13130
pue 90udpIa9 K101ed
-[nox2 e ‘.nod

-pUB  JUSWIUIIA08

i0j Ksulone Aq
Kin[ pueis 03 sjuow
-2)e)s |8 ‘poJes
9qQ 0] SIsSIUNM
1je Jo Auowinsay ay1
Jo Adoo ® ureiqo
Kew juepusjop
v [Bl)  910jJoq
Jwl} J|qeuoseal Y

*J0UIPIAD
Kiorednoxa o1 papinue
os|y '00s€§ O'S'N 81
*SSOUNM B JO Auownsd) oy
Jo wdudsuen sjqejiese Aue
01 papIIua sI JUBPUIJIP
e ‘SSOUliM E JOo uoneul
-Wexd 102Ip Y 1YY

“ydudsuBi], 0) SS3IDY SJUBPUA] ‘€

UAWUIA0T 2}
Jo uoissassod o) ui
JpeW Y JUSWIBIS
Kue ' Ados> ued
£jisay 01 pouow

-wins uosiod Auy

SHUAUAEIS 1011

*Kuowinysay
Linl pueig umo
Ados pue suwexs
0] Po[INuS SSAUNM

‘Auownsa) Jayye Jo
Buunp ‘o10jaq “JuawWuIIA0S
Jo uoissassod ur ‘wiy
Kq apew syuowers Kue
0] PO[INUS 30U SSAUNIA

0) SSIVY SSAAMIM  °T

‘91 d10YA ‘18 01 Joud
Auownsay umo jo jduosuen
0} 1ySu sey juepusjag
(6561) S6€ 'S'N 09€
‘sSojn  avld  ydangsuid
‘A 'S0 «(8S61) LL9 ‘SN
9GE ‘2]quin) pup 1012044
‘a "§71 “Wduosuely Ised[
padu pazuremonaed,, jo
3uimoys uodn ‘Kew 1no)
"Auowins?y umo Jo 1duosuen
0} PI{IHUS JOU SI SSHUIM

s)dudsuBl], 0) SSINVY S ‘[

SLAIYOSNVYL A0 ALITIEVIIVAY ‘H

176 'W'H MVT LNISHTId




141

A Cdmpafative ‘Summary

Federal Grand Jury

1978}

. sanAnpoe
Al puesd jo
Sunuodar spoddng

D) ‘Joid

‘uonednsaaul ay)
Jo synsa1 3yy pue
‘pa[[eo SIsSIUNIM JO
Jqunu g3 ‘Asmbug
ay) jJo 1o0(qns
ay3 - uonnoasoid
wolj sanianoe Ainf
pueid jo suodai
Jen3a1r  9A1900J
pinogs  saspng

SBYSN AN
pus pPyuely adpng

‘syuelg
Kyunwuwi 0y 10adsas
ilM  uoneuULIOJuUl
e uo jo0das
o1 o[qissodunr 11
§3A91129 11q $6 “4'H
03 uonisoddo oN

‘pawInal
Kpeaie JudsuIdIpUl
JI. uonRBUNUEXD
Kreuugaad jo yuow
-ambas  sasoddo

*SUOIIONI}SOS
2INSOJISIP SIOAB

6 "W'H se swes

-w Al puesd
Jo 28eio1s pue asn
Juswsedag sonsnp
Jo uonduosap  (5)
sidwanie Aanf
pueid jo q18us| pue
Jsqunu ‘aqep  (p)
pajueJg suoneo
-dde  Kyunurun
Jjo  qunu  (£)
Ayunw

-wi  Joj speaold
-de pue sjsonbas
Jo "qunu  (7)
suonedusaaur Kinf
pueid jo uonduossp
pue laqumnu (])
oLISIp

jewoipnl £q odax
snw ssaifuo)
Jo uoisses ygoeo
Jo 3uluuidaq ay) I
[edsuan Asuiony

awid paziuedio
Uo JO SINIANOE [BIUSWUIA0T
[eunLD  A[uesssdou  jou
ng Jodosdunt 03 se suodas ofy
Kew soun( puesd [eads ‘geeel
*O'S'N 81 Ispun) ‘ssaiBuo)
0} sounf puesd jo suodas
0} se juswaJinbor [esouad oN

SNOILLVOLLSIANI X¥Nf ANVED O SLYOJAN °f

y6 “W'H v owes

¥6 A'H st sweg

Jusawiolpul ue
Jo Suiy syy ssye
30 03 Joud Py
aq Aew 3] ‘uoneul
-wex?  Aseunwy
-a1d ® 031 popnua
skem[e juepudja(

: ‘(9)s
JIDY 'PIAlEA IO UIBXS JOJ 19§
91Ep 9I10Joq IUSUNDIPUI SUINIDL
Kin[ puelgd ssojun uoljeGIUIEXD
Kreutwiaad 03 paInus JuepuydI

NOLLYNIANVXA AAVNIAITIEd 1

-'asned pood
Jo 8uimoys e uodn
2INSO[OSIP 1OLIISAI
10 Auap Aew 31no)

91 d1D¥d
*KI9A0DSIP 19111591 Avur 1IN0OD

«Buimoys juaioyjns,, uodn)
‘Auowysay Jo 1anew 129fqns
0} 97B[aI J0U Op (YoIym
SISSOUIIM JO SIUBWNE)S
pioyyym Aew 31Inod
‘'00S€§ O'S'N 81 3pun

S5300Y U0 SUOLILISIY P




131

[Vol. 5

Journal of Legislation

142

Jo Auofew e jo
9104 9ANBULILJJE UR
saambas Kjunwun
Jo weid ey
juswanbax  snid

$6 "W'H Moddng"

[ensuasuo)
- [euondesuEBL],

SHYAIHILO NOILI'TVOD

peliply ou (g)
wopuswy 3¢ Jo
asnedaq Ajns9) jou
i ssomim ()
1s2193u1 srqnd ut
st Auoumsda (1)

"A[dwos 0}

2.n[Iej Jo fjuswie)s
as[ej ‘Kinf1ag

[enSUasUOIUON
- [euonoesuel],

vV'av

Jo souepodwr (1)
:19pISU0D 01 51 AouJo}
-1B JUIWUISA0T
‘Kotjod jo Iapews
e sy ‘me| juosaid
JO uonulal s10aeq

‘Ayunwwi jo Injey
pue JuU3X3 Jnoqe
ssauyim  Suruog
-ur 10In99s01d
01 se juswainb
-a1 fue sssoddp

‘A[dwoo 01 aJnjrey
1o ‘yuswalels Isje]
‘Kamfiad 103 teouap
<149 juapusdopur
uo paseq JI

[BNSUISUOIUON
- 980}

FoLLsAr

uoIsIA
-o1d sjqestjdde oN

uoISIA
-04d aqeoridde oN

uoIsIA
-0d asjqeoijdde oN

uoIsiA
-01d sjqeostjdde oN

BFPT 'S

JuBWpUSWY I§ JO
asnessq AJ1sal jou
s ssoum  (7)

152193ul
onqnd 03 Ayessaoou
uonewaojur (1)

“fyunwug jo

adoos pue ainjeu Jo
paunojur 9q Isnw
SSAUIIA\  "UMOYS
pasu [eoads ssojun
010U $)9M UQ

‘Aidwods 03
2anjtej JO ‘yuUdWIN LIS
as|ej ‘Kinl1og

*UOHIBUTUILIOUL-J[3S
surede afopiaud jo osnesnq
KJusay 0y tou sssum  (7)

1521031 s1qnd 03
K1essaoou uonewojuy (1)

souenss| Joj spiepuess’ (q)

*UoNIOSIP
SN0 UIYIIM Os[e 3d0joU
Jo ad£ ] -uo112108Ip §,14N0O
UIgIim=- 20100  [qBUOS
-va1,, ouinbas Aj[esouald
SUNOd — JUIIS AMEIS

onoN (%)

ampaold ‘¢

‘K[dwod
O} ainjiej Jo ‘JUdWdNEIS
asye} ‘Ainf1od Ioj 20udpiAd
juspusdopul uo poseq J|

payIuLIdg uo uonndIsold T

[BNSUISUOOUON
- [euonoesuel],

‘syueld Ayunurun
woij Bunnsas 910
‘SUOI)IIAUOD ‘S)SaLIE
Jo Ipqunu  (9)

uonewloy

176 "H'H

"0L61 Jo 1V Ajunuwi]
SSIUILM $0-1009§§
O'S™N 81 °(TLel) 1y SN
90¥ “S'11 ‘A 4081SDY ~ 350}

iy 1
ALINNWHII

MVT LNASHId

P




143

A Comparative Summary

Federal Grand Jury

1978]

"udNONS 3q SIIW (S
umym  uonnjnsul
[BUOTIOALICD [BIDPI)
B jo juowasnbos
Y ey} s159838ng

‘20UIPIAS PAUTBIQO

_ Ajjessr uo paseq

s1 payse uonsonb
Ju oqeysiund
9q j0UUBD Jomsue
0y [esnjax (p)
[osunod

01 Wi (g)
sonou skep ¢

Jo wnunurw v ng
pasu [e1oads ssojun
sonou skep Q1 o)
Wy ssoum  (7)
paamnbas Suuesy
asneo moys ([)

‘sJosnf puesd

-Auounss) I
0} Aem 3|quuOSEA

‘1nod 03 3500
yuswuosidun ojdio
-ud ur syoddng

Juswasinbas
2wy wnwiunw
K101epusw sasoddo

‘Anunw

-wit woyy 9dousnb
-25U09 28J9ApE
Jo pooyiayy  (9)
Anunwun

0} Jond ssad0ms
uonnossodd  (g)
SSOUYIM

Jo Aupqedind  (p)
sSOUAANNRYYe  (€)
uonBULIO)

-ur jo omea (7)
uonegnssaul

6 A'H se dweg

[esunod
01 3w (g)
90110U 53N0Y g USY)Y
pasu Jeioads ssojun
on0u skep ¢ O3
Wau ssoum  (7)

paainbas Juueoy
asned moys ()

-ooejd 9|qeyns
19yjo  sysonbas
$SoUIIM  ssajun
unod jo s Qg
uryim  uonninsut
[BUO11221100 [BIIP2]

_.om__:ou
o} wiu ()

pasu [e1oads sssjun

Suuesy o0y soud
20110 SINOY 7/ 0}
Wiy ssonm  (7)
pasinbas Juueay
asned moys ([)

SASSANLIM INVHLIDTIVOAY "1

‘uonnoasod uBralof
o AU ou (9)

1n00 0}
papiaoad s ssaupim
01 SB 9OUIPIAD
jo Ksewuwns ()

uonedy
-3s9aU1  Joj 9jenb
-9p8  3q Anunu
-wi jo wesd (p)

uonest
-1s3Aul  jo  adoos
UM pUE 07 JUBAD
-[o1 Auownsay  (g)

«30%[d dqrng,,

JuuRUYUO) Jo e T

@)ty d10¥d
HeL6l 1O W6) 9101
pT’d I8P Iy 4 SN
((s961) 91 SN T8E
“S A Sl Buuesy
Kiosind B 1sB9] 1B 1OJ
pue ‘quasaid aq 03 jasunod
poureas 1oy ‘asedoasd
0} QWi 3|qeuoseal,,
spiaoidd  suNOd  jsowt
~ 8uipasooird Arewuing

ampadoag ‘|




[Vol. 5: 131

Journal of Legislation

144

ewnifs) romsue
01 pamo[je 2q
pInoYs $I0IN39501g

SHSSN I
pus [oyuesy a3pnf

‘'suone
-3odo  juswuIA08
uo Sunuodas uagm
suossadsmau jo uon
-pziunwwl  syod
<dng mpe ‘joid

‘syes] Kinl puesd
8nid o1 suondues
fuosis  oddng

‘SIBYSN "Il
pue [Wuely a3png

SHIHLO

b6 "d'H
ur se  uonsesues)
awos, sn{ jou
uoljoeSUR , PIIE[AL
Kue,, Joj 1
paielajial ON

NOILLI'TVOD

[MENIL Y

#6 “4'H suoddng

-ardwound ug
v6 W'H suoddng

*UOIIOBSUEI)
Jwies Ul SSIWIM
swes 03 se 1 duruod.

porRIaIaI oN

‘Juowaedaqg
usng se sweg

VE'Y

¥6 “W'H suoddng

‘2sUdyjo
2onsnf jo uononss
-q0 se pajesn
9q uwd Asuow lJoj
aansojosip Juimouy
S9A21[9g *2INSO[OSIP
Buimouy| Joj Kyjeusd
JeaA 3U0 9Yi| p[nom

3dwauod 1A
193)8 1dwojuos jeul
-wuo uo  Uonen
-uny Aue sssoddo
fydwajuod [IADD
1oj 1amod 1dwayuod
PEILIESTER uo
suoneyw| suoddng

*JOYIOYS §1 JIAIYIIYM
‘syyjuowr g Io
s8uipasooid jo 9y
‘oueiidwoo mun

Fo1LsNre

‘ssoid jo s1aquisu
10j uonduaxa
Nuelq 1dooxa
¥6 "A'H se sweg

v6 "d'H 58 Jwesg

paIspIo udym  (g)
UOWIUIIA0S

J0j Kouione ()
[osunod

Jo  ssouum (1)

"auy 00007

lo/pue sIeak
¢ 03 dn - s3uipe2d
-oid e85 19950

03 Jo uonesuadwod
10j aInsojosi(]
-auy (00§$ 1o0/pue
sqiuow 9 0y dn -
2Inso[osIp Buimouy

-r08 pue AKaurone (g)
ssaupm  (7)

jussaxd jou ssoyy  (|)
:£051938 WOLJ SIPNJOXI
d1D4 jo (3)9 3Ny moN

suoydaoxyg T

‘3dwsuod [euIwILD 9q
Kew — 3suajjo Juasaid oN

INSO[ISI(Y [RyMEM) Y

AJHADAS A¥NL ANVED 4O SNOILVIOIA ‘N

Y6 "WH 58 owes

6 "d'H se sweg

68¥¥1 °S

“10¥§ "O's'n 81
Jo 9z81§ "O's'N
§7 Jopun JudWAULY
-uos pajeados oN
‘pautjuod Ajpajeadas
2q 0u  Aew
uondeBSUBI) Jwies
up SSIUNM SRS

“JOLIOYS ST J9ASYDIY M
‘syjuowt 9 JO
sBuipaaocoad jo aji|
‘ssueljdwos [uun)

(TL6l 1D Wie) 10¥
PT'd 95y ‘upounqg ‘A "S'N
(10v§ oSN 81 +D'S'N 87)
*30URINO[BIAI 10) SIIMIELS
Jopun - uoneywl ON

ydwajuo) povINPRyY P
*J91I0YS SI JIAIYDIYM

‘sqyuow g Jo ‘s3urpassoid
Jo ajy ‘soueidwos [run

judwRuyuo) Jo P8y ‘g

MVT LNASTId

176 "4'H




145

A Comparative Summary

Federal Grand Jury

1978]

(SL61) 2inpacoid juswuTieiIy-31d JO 3po) 19PON
‘SL61 ‘01 'AON “42ppaT maN ay[ ‘[BUL UO UONNMISU] Uy :AInf pusip YL, 'SHEYEN AJen pue [ONUBL] UIAIBN
"(SL61) 4amod [oopijod fo asnqy puv as) YL :Aanp puvsn Yl “Ne|D "qQ koixy
‘(soyddunyd) King puvin 3q) uo L5104 UONEINNSSY Jeg UBILIWY
(8L61 ‘9 '93d) :S.E:Mvu Jo [pusnof o1 UM S[1J UO ‘SIOHINE I3 0) ‘UOHEIOSSY SASUIONY PUISIY [BUOHBN ‘0NIWWOD DNSN[ PUB MET ‘UBWUIEYD 'IOUBA [0JBD WOJ) JONI]
‘(9sngy Ainf puesn pug o) uoni{eo) pus onsn[ Jo judwedaq Jo NUIWNEIS) NOISSIS I5] 'ss243u0D yige ‘Aavpoipnf
ay1 uo apyuw0) SMORY Y1 fo mpT (ouoous] puv ‘diysuszisy) ‘uoppiSpunuy uo quEEo.Eah Y1 ai0f2g p6 "N'H uo sSuupapy nuiofoy Linp puvin ‘saaneiussoidoy jo asnoH ‘SN
9pod saEIs pAalun
*21pA00IJ [BUIWILD) JO SINY [e19pa]
GSS Jonuppy Lunp pupig ‘UOISIALQ ISNINUY ‘sonsnf jo judunsedsq ‘SN
‘(PLEL) Sapng puvin [p4apag aiofog sassaupy fo uoypiuasaiday ‘plingy s1Ame [BuUOBN
(8L61 ‘1 "18W) (Juswnoop jyeis paysiiqndun) (me [BuUOnBUIAU] pue ‘vonesBiww] ‘diqsusziii) uo SIPIWWOIGNG
bu.u_g_. 28NOK) . ‘UONEOSSY JBg UBOLGWY Y] pue dousnf Jo usunseda@ oy jo suonisod Yim (8821800 Yig6) v6 U'H PuB me] 1UIsAJ jo Kiewwing o>:u._&=_oo= ‘Kysjeg ‘H unaep
"(LL6T) '5598 181 “BuoD {ig6 ‘6¥¥l 'S
"(LL61) '8598 181 “BU0D Yig6 ‘v6 “W'H

SIANOS

‘Kioe

-de>  euoissojosd

ur 8upoe  ssaad

o1 sondde uones
*SIUSUNOTPUL -usdwos 1oj ainsopp - '14n0d
Sudunouus woljy ~s1p 1dooxs jussaad  Aq  pasopio usym  (p)
poueq 2q pinoys jou somaed (p) ‘eouewiojsad
nq ssunbur gpow . : unod AQ  qof Joj jouuosiad juowuld




